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CHAPTER 1.

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE AND STRUCTURAL IRoxN-
WORKERS.

The International Association of Bridge and Structural
Ironworkers was organized at a convention held in Pittsburgh
February 4, 1896. Five local unions were represented—New
York, Buffalo, Boston, Pittsburgh and Chicago. Iach local
union had three votes in the convention, which was composed
of thirteen delegates.

Formed at a period when the use of structural steel in build-
ings was being developed, the organization had no fixed prece-
dents to follow. The erection of structural steel was at that
time just assuming the position of a distinet trade. In some
of the larger cities of the country, a few steel buildings had
been erected in the late ’80s and the early ’'90s, but the in-
dustry may be said to have been in its infancy at the time the
International Association was formed.

Local unions of bridgemen existed in some sections of the

_ country for a number of years previous to the appearance of

the first steel skyscraper. The bridgemen were more skilled
in the framing of timbers than in the erection of steel, but
as the use of steel as a substitute for wood became general,
the same workmen readily adapted themselves to the changed
character of the work and became ‘‘bridgemen’’ instead of
bridge carpenters, as they had once been classed.

From bridge building to construction work, with the ap-
pearance of the first steel building, was a natural step for the
bridgeman to take, and in Chicago, the birthplace of the mod-
ern steel building, the Bridge and Construction Men’s Union
was formed in 1891. Because of its having been the pioneer,
the Chicago union became Local No. 1 when the International
Association was formed.

Probably due to the fact that the trade of a structural iron-
worker does not require as high a degree of skill as some other
building trades, the wages paid the ironworkers when they
first organized, were much lower than the wages paid to other
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mechanics with whom they came in contact on a building. It
was some years before the structural ironworker was recog-
nized as a skilled mechanic by the more favored and better
organized trades, and it required years of effort for the iron-
workers to advance their wages to the level of other trades,
or to a point commensurate with the hazardous character of
the work they perform.

From the lowest paid trade on a building, the ironworkers
through organization have advanced their wages in fifteen
years well toward the top of the column of upwards of thirty
unions in the building industry. The sharp advance in wages
in the structural iron trade has been more marked than in
most of the other trades in the building industry, for the rea-
son that the ironworkers started from a lower point.

The following comparison of the wage scale of structural
ironworkers for the years 1902 and 1914 in ten of the principal
cities, shows an average increase of 21 cents an hour in the
period:

Cents per Hour.

City. ; 1902. 1914.
Paltagore (1 o0 o LRI TUSTEEES 432 563
Bogtbn - oo i e e Vi AR 40 561
BRilalo . . v st s bp s o35 25ait i EoN 45 621
& T o g [ ey e | 50 68
80 T T PSR 473 70
IRPBRE LY . ca s e oo 56 rind o gl IT 373 65
MoesRheliE 3040 T 40 624
Now Yotk . 39, 10 A% s i DO EuENe 561 623
B Praneiet0 .« .. i uen s b s0b T 373 75
DR TR s 2 camm s bl g i Pt RS 50 75

In a study of the character of the membership of the Bridge-
men’s Union, there are three factors to be taken into consider-
ation: the comparatively small degree of skill required, the
extremely hazardous nature of the employment, and the shift-
ing character of the work, which necessitates being ““on the
road’’ much of the time.

That the work requires less skill than most of the other

building trades, is shown by the fact that the period of ap-
prenticeship is fixed at six months in some agreements be-
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tween the ironworkers and their employers, while the maxi-
mum apprenticeship period found in any contracts is eighteen
months.?

In some agreements the maximum age of an apprentice en-
tering the trade is placed at twenty-five years, in other agree-
ments it is thirty years, and in the Pittsburgh district the
maximum age limit is thirty-five years. It will be seen that
if the lowest age limit is taken, the structural ironworker
apprentice may have reached the age of manhood before tak-
ing up the trade.

In most of the skilled trades where an apprenticeship of
from three to five years is required, the apprentices are boys
of eighteen years of age or under when they enter the trade.
Some unions provide that apprentices shall not be over seven-
teen years of age, while frequently they begin their apprentice-
ship at sixteen years.?

Boys are then in that formative period in their lives when
the precept and example of the journeymen with whom they
associate, have an influence on their character. In the well
organized trades, the apprentices are admitted to the union
during their apprenticeship period, and while they are being
taught a trade, they also are receiving lessons in self-govern-
ment and diseipline. Attending meetings of their trade union,
they hear discussions on trade agreements and relations with
employers in their particular craft, so that by the time they
become journeymen, they are fairly well versed in matters
pertaining to collective bargaining and joint trade agree-
ments. : ;

Owing to the heavy nature of the work of a structural iron-
worker, which requires strength more than skill, it may be
impracticable to employ youths as apprentices, but it is true
that the structural ironworker does not get the advantages in

1—In a pational agreement between the Erectors’ Association and the
International Association, effective May 1, 1903, and expiring Jan. 1,
1905, the apprenticeship period is placed at six months. Agreements
in New York, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh fix the period at eighteen
months. In Chicago the agreements make no specific provisions for ap-
prentices.

2—In agreements between the Carpenters’ Union in Chicago and its em-
ployers the age limit for apprentices is seventeen years.
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training of the average building trades workman, who started
to learn his trade as a boy. The men who constitute largely
the membership of the bridgemen’s organization, are those
who have tried other occupations and who have simply ‘‘drift-
ed’’ into the structural iron trade, attracted by the high wages
which it offers.

The second factor, the dangerous nature of the employment,
is shown in the number of fatal accidents which constantly
occur in the trade. For the fiscal year 1911-1912, as shown
by the report of the secretary-treasurer of the International
Association, 124 death claims were paid out of a total mem-
bership of 10,928. Of the 124 deaths occurring in the trade
that year, 109 were due to accidents. This is 1 per cent of the
total membership.

The figures are more striking if it is considered that out
of a total of 124 deaths in the year, only 15 were due to natural
causes. In other words, 87.9 per cent died as a result of acci-
dents and 12.1 per cent from natural causes.?

The citizen on the street corner, who is fascinated as he
watches an ironworker on the end of a narrow beam twenty
or thirty stories up in the air, is apt to wonder that the acci-
dents are not more numerous than they are. The trade does
not look inviting to the man on the street. For that reason
only men endowed with physical strength and daring take up
the work. Facing danger daily develops in the ironworker a
sort of desperate recklessness, that the workman in a less
hazardous oceupation does not understand.

In following his occupation as a bridge builder, which eon-
stitutes a large part of the ironworker’s trade, the workman
is compelled to be away from his home much of the time.
Railroad bridges have to be built many times miles away from
any habitation. The calling is one that hardly -attraets the
home-loving married man. As a result, the trade develops a
class of roving and irresponsible workmen, more noted for
strength and physical courage than for trained skill and in-
telligence.

1—Report of Secretary McClory to Indianapolis Convention 1913. The
death rate from accidents furnished by Secretary Harry Jones.

D

——

B b —idin



9

When the modern steel building made its appearance, it
was followed in the natural course of events by the large con-
struction company, which took contracts for the erection of
steel structures in all parts of the country. Workmen were
sent by these companies from one city to another, so that the
nomadic habits developed in the bridgemen were perpetuated
in the structural ironworker. This condition does not exist
to the same extent today that it did ten years ago, but it still
exists.

The trade which a man follows has a powerful influence on
his character. If his work is uncertain and ocecasional, it has
a tendency to make him shiftless and irresponsible. If it is
exceptionally dangerous, he is apt to be daring and reckless.
If his calling requires him to travel, with only short intervals
in any given place, he is not likely to develop in a high degree
the social habits that tend to ideal citizenship. A man’s mental
attitude toward the world is, in no small degree, determined
by his trade or calling, which creates his immediate environ-
ment.

Because of these things, which are a part of the structural
iron industry and inseparable from it, the average ironworker
is denied the opportunities for self-development that are en-
joyed by the average skilled mechanic in other trades. These
factors must be taken into account in seeking to understand

and explain certain actions and the forces and motives that
lie behind them.

Conditions in the structural iron trade have changed ma-
terially for the better in the last fifteen years. Steel construe-
tion is common in every large city, which means that efficient
workmen can be found in every large center of industry. The
necessity for traveling to find employment has been minimized,
but not eliminated in the erection of buildings. In the erection
of bridges, the conditions have not changed in that respect
and crews of workmen must of necessity be sent from one point
in the country to another where bridges are being built.

In deseribing the material from which the Bridgemen’s
Union had to draw its membership, and the influence which



10

organization has had on the individuals, the business agent
of one local union said: ‘‘The organization has made men
of a lot of irresponsible bums. Most of us a few years ago
didn’t know what it meant to wear a white collar. We were
only half civilized; just a lot of bums roaming around the

country.

“But we are being educated and the union is doing it by
raising wages and teaching us self-respect. The employers
have changed, too. I remember when a bridgeman wearing a
white collar couldn’t get a job. The foreman would say he
was a dude, who didn’t know his trade. It’s different now. If
a man is well dressed when he is looking for work, the fore-
man will size him up and conclude that he is a decent fellow
who doesn’t drink, or he could not afford to dress so well. So
a neat appearance is an advantage today, but it is only a few
years since the blue shirt fellows had it all in their favor. It’s
been a hard fight, but the bridgeman today is a different fellow
from the bridgeman of even ten years ago. The union has
made mistakes. We realize that, but what could you expect
of us? A lot of irresponsible bums can’t be expected to be
diplomats.’’t

If this deseription of the structural ironworker, given by
one of them, is accurate, it can readily be understood why men
of the Sam Parks stripe gained ascendency in the early days
of the union. It may explain why strong-arm methods made
such a strong appeal to the membership when the union en-
countered opposition. It may explain why even the conserva-
tive men in the union, realizing the benefits which organization
had brought, might have been inelined to overlook the methods
used, as long as results were obtained. It may explain the
blind loyalty which the ironworker feels toward his union and
why he rallies to its support with his money and fealty when
he thinks its existence is threatened. It may explain why
agents of the union, convicted of violations of law in seeking
to further the union interests, are regarded as ‘‘martyrs’’
and not as ‘‘criminals’’ by the union ironworker.

1—Interview with W. C. Aiken, business agent Pittsburgh Local.
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CHAPTER II.

Tae Nationan ErecTors’ ASSOCIATION.

The National Erectors’ Association, against which the
Bridgemen’s Union has waged a continuous fight since the
spring of 1906, was organized March 3, 1903, in New York City.
The name adopted at the time the organization was formed,
was the National Association of Manufacturers and Erectors
of Structural Steel and Iron Work. The shorter title was
adopted early in 1906 at the time the Association launched its
‘‘open shop’’ campaign in the structural iron industry.

Any individual, firm or corporation, engaged wholly or in
part in the erection of iron and steel bridges or buildings, is
eligible to membership. The membership is restricted to such
firms as pledge themselves to the open shop principle; this
restriction having been imposed after the open shop campaign
began.

For a number of years the Association had no written con-
stitution or by-laws and its form of organization was exceed-
ingly loose. It was formed mainly for the purpose of dealing
with the International Association of Bridge and Struectural
Ironworkers in matters pertaining to wages and hours of
labor. Its members carried on work throughout a large ter-
ritory and it was deemed expedient to have a national agree-
ment with the union.

The advantage in having such an agreement appeared to
be that uniform hours of labor and working conditions could
be established throughout the country and a wage scale fixed
for each locality, according to local conditions. Such an agree-
ment was entered into a few weeks after the organization was
formed. (See Appendix, p. 158.)

At the initial meeting at which the Association was formed,
there were fifty-four firms represented, including the largest
fabricating and erecting concerns in the country. Soon after
the New England employers withdrew for local business rea-
sons, which left the membership at about forty firms. This
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membership with only a little variance has been maintained
up to the present time.

On the expiration of the agreement with the union January
1, 1905, it was not renewed on a national basis. The reasons
for this are not quite clear today, but it does not appear that
either side made any special effort to maintain the national
contract. The local unions at that time, as in fact they always
had been, were strongly impregnated with the idea of having
complete local autonomy within their respective jurisdictions
and preferred to deal with their employers locally.

The companies also may have preferred to have local agree-
ments, as this would give them an advantage in dealing with
the union. In localities where the ironworkers were well or-
ganized, the companies could make local agreements, while in
the absence of a national agreement, they would be free to
employ such men as they chose in localities where the men
were not strongly organized. As a matter of fact, that is what
the companies did, and was the cause of the final rupture in
contractual relations which led to the fight for the establish-
ment and maintenance of the so-called open shop.

‘While the agreement was not renewed on a national basis
in 1905, there was no indication that the firms ecomposing the
Erectors’ Association meant at that time to discontinue their
relations with the union. On the contrary, local agreements
were signed for New York, Philadelphia and other cities which
continued in force throughout the year 1905. In their main
provisions these local agreements were as favorable to the
union as had been the national agreement and more favorable
than the agreement between the New York Local and the local

contractors, many of whom were not members of the Erectors’
Association.?

1—The agreement between the iron workers in New York and the local
employers for the year 1905 provided that foremen should not be mem-
bers of the union. The agreement between the same local and the
Erectors’ Association provided that there should be no restrictions in
the employment of foremen “regardless of whether such foremen are
members of the union or not.” Article 13 in both agreements. See
Appendix, pp. 162-171,

e e— T} [ o
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As will be shown in more detail hereafter, the policy of the
Erectors’ Association underwent a complete change in the
spring of 1906. Conditions at that time appeared favorable
for the inauguration of a policy that would break the power
and influence of the union.

In the fall of 1905 the union had declared a strike against
the American Bridge Company, by far the largest and most
influential member of the Krectors’ Association. The strike
had been extended to firms holding sub-contracts from the
American Bridge Company, which resulted in the New York
Local of ironworkers being suspended from the Joint Arbi-
tration Board and the plan of arbitration, at that time in
force between the unions and the Building Trades Employers’
Association.

On January 1, 1906, the ironworkers in New York struck
for an inerease in wages. This involved members of the Erect-
ors’ Association who had not hitherto been drawn into the
strike against the American Bridge Company, so that the
time appeared propitious to deal the structural ironworkers
an effective blow, as they were outside the reach of assistance
from the other unions in the building trades.

The Erectors’ Association saw its opportunity to establish
open shop conditions on a national scale. A constitution was
adopted and the Association organized on a firmer footing
than it had hitherto been. Up to that time the only purpose
which held the members of the Association together was that
of dealing with the union. This was a weak link compared
with the purpose of crushing the power of that union, so that
for the first time in its history the Erectors’ Association be-
came an aggressive force with a definite object in view.

The object in view is outlined in Artiele III of the short
constitution adopted, which reads: ‘‘The object of this Asso-
ciation shall be the institution and maintenance of the open
shop prineiple in the employment of labor in the erection of
steel and iron bridges and buildings and other structural steel
and iron work.”” (Constitution Erectors’ Association, Appen-
dix, p. 191.)
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The government of the Erectors’ Association is vested in
an executive committee of nine members, which has power
to levy assessments, hire and fix the salary of the Commis-
sioner and other employees and to determine policies. The
constitution eontains eight brief articles dealing with mem-
bership, objects, government, dues and assessments and meet-
ings. It has never been considered of sufficient importance
to put in printed form. It provides that any of the articles
may be amended by a three-fourths vote of the entire member-
ship, except Article IIT quoted above. The inference is that
the open shop article is fixed and immutable and cannot be
changed while the Association lasts. (Constitution, Appendix,
p. 191.)

The membership of the National Erectors’ Association in
September, 1914, was composed of the following thirty-three
firms:

American Bridge Co.

Blodgett Construction Co.
Brann & Stuart Co.

Eastern Bridge & Structural Co.
John Eichleay Jr. Co.

Fay Hunt Erecting Co.

Fort Pitt Bridge Works.

Heyl & Patterson, Inc.

Illinois Steel Co.

Kansas City Bridge Co.
Levering & Garrigues Co.
Lucius Engineering Co.
MecClintic-Marshall Construetion Co.
Midland Bridge Co.

Million Bros. Co.

Missouri Valley Bridge & Iron Co.
New England Struectural Co.
Pennsylvania Steel Co.

Phoenix Bridge Co.

Pittsburgh Construetion Co.
Post & MeCord.
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Riter-Conley Manufacturing Co.

Roanoke Bridge Co. (Receivers.)

Seaboard Construction Co.

Lewis F. Shoemaker & Co.

Snare & Triest Co.

Terry & Tench Co., Inc.

Van Dorn Iron Works Co.

Virginia Bridge & Iron Co.

Wisconsin Bridge & Iron Co.

Western Steel Construction Co.

Worden-Allen Co.

Youngstown Construction Co.
During the first few years of the open shop campaign, the
assessments paid by members of the Erectors’ Association
were based on the number of men each employed. Payment
on a tonnage basis was later adopted. From these figures it
is possible to arrive at a fairly accurate estimate of the extent
of the open shop movement in the structural iron industry.

In the year 1908 the members of the Erectors’ Association
paid assessments on an average payroll of 3,512 men. The
number for the first six months of the year was 3,810 and for
the second six months, 3,214. For the first six months of the
year 1909, up to the time the tonnage basis was adopted, the
average number of men employed was 2,278. The falling off
in the number of ‘‘open shop’’ men is accounted for partly
by a business depression and partly by the fact that some
firms failed to pay assessments within the period mentioned.

In the same years, 1908-9, the membership of the Interna-
tional Association of Bridge and Structural Ironworkers was
9,607. It will be seen, therefore, that the Erectors’ Associa-
tion was employing a force of about 36 per cent of the total
union membership. The membership of the union that year
was less than any year since 1905, but all the union members
are not engaged in structural erection work. Nearly one-third
of the total membership are ornamental ironworkers, who
are not employed to any extent by members of the Erectors’
Association. The union membership includes also machinery
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movers, piledrivers and some shop men, so that it may be
said that about 45 per cent of the structural iron work done
in that year, was conducted on the open shop plan. Of course
a number of union men worked for members of the Erectors’
Association, while on the other hand a number of firms, not
members of the Erectors’ Association, conducted their work
on the open shop principle.

If the tonnage basis is taken the proportion of union and
open shop work is approximately the same as shown by the
number of men employed. In the year 1913 members of the
Erectors’ Association paid assessments on 948,000 tons fabri-
cated and 430,000 tons erected in round numbers.

The following table taken from the books in the headquar-
ters of the National Erectors’ Association in New York,

shows the tonnage on which each firm paid assessments for
1913:

AprPrROXIMATE ToNNAGE FaBrICATED AND ErEcTED During 1913
BY MEMBERS OF THE

Nationar ErecTors, ASSOCIATION.

Fabricated. Erected.:

American Bridge Co................... 606,771 132,183
Blodgett Congt. 100, .0, 000 - L8l RS 204
Byaon & 8tiar€ Co.'. .0 00700 GRS 2,585
Eastern Bdge. & Str. Co............... 7,716 1,602
John Eichleay Jr. Co.................. 10,896 1,236
Fort Pitt Bridge Works.............. 21,599 3,323
Heyl & Patterson, Ine................. 2,679 2,373
Mihtois Steel 0. v oo/, o, il S it} 31,488 < mps 8000
Kansas City Bridge Co................. ..... 5,076
Levering & Garrigues Co............... 19,750 13,879
McClintic-Marshall Const. Co........... 99,054 62,562
Midland Bridge 0005 - . wwirvsi . 550 4 S a0k 1,500
Mo. Valley Bdge. & I. Co. ............ 3,600 2,400
New England Struet, Co.....,...,,,,,. 10,885 3,242

=N e
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Fabricated. Erected.

Ponna Steel OCov . iAol oy | e 73,962 *36,981
Phoenix Bridge Co.................... 19,711 10,232
Rittebry gl Oommhi B8 15 vutods o il vt 0va oo 27,458
ok & MoComdhi. Ll ettt | . viivbm Wi 0 . 44 543
Riter-Conley Mfg. Co.............o0vvv vuuss 27,981
Roanoke Bridge Co.,Ine................ 3,768 372
Beahoand COaMPR G0 swiw s svbwimiboos i’ 4o 1,967
Lewis F. Shoemaker & Co............. 11,688 4,161
Terry & Bengh Oow, N0, . L ivar il il 216 19,260
Western Steel Const. Co............... ..... 4,927
Wisconsin Bridge & Iron Co............ 16,376 9,782
Worden-Allen Co. ....ovivvvnieinnnn. 7,992 9,660

947,091 429,489

The total tonnage of fabricated steel contracted for that
year was approximately 1,300,000 tons.*

It will be seen, therefore, that on the basis on which they
paid assessments, the members of the Erectors’ Association
erected 33 per cent of all the fabricated steel contracted for
in the country in 1913, while they fabricated 73 per cent of
the total.

It may be assumed that the members of the Erectors’ Asso-
ciation do not pay assessments on more than their actual ton-
nage, so that if to the 33 per cent which they erected, is added
the work done by independent firms under the open shop policy,
the estimate of 45 per cent is a fair one.

This proportion of 55 per cent union and 45 per cent open
shop steel construction, is not evenly distributed throughout
the country. The open shop firms control practically all the
bridge work, where there are no other unions to assist the

*—Estimated on basis of 509% of tonnage fabricated. The Penna. Steel Co.
did not separate fabrication and erection tonnage in reporting to the
Erectors’ Association. It {8 probable that the actual figures for erec-
tion are considerably higher, as this company erects most of the steel
it fabricates.

1—Figures supplied by Bridge Builders and Structural Soclety, New York,
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ironworkers by sympathetic strikes. The union, on the other
hand, controls practically all the building construction work
in cities where the ironworkers are supported by other trades.

The stronghold of the Erectors’ Association in building
work is in New York City, where under the existing relations
between the Building Trades Employers’ Association and the
building trades unions, the latter are not permitted to call
strikes on any work being done by a member of the employers’
association. The structural iron contractors in New York,
whether members of the Erectors’ Association or not, refuse
to make any agreement with the Bridgemen’s Union. This
has been their policy since 1906, so that the entire trade in that
city is on the open shop basis, although a few general con-
tractors employ union ironworkers exclusively.

In Pittsburgh a somewhat similar situation prevails as to
the preponderance of open shop work in the district. Figures
furnished by the agent of the Erectors’ Association in that
city showed 1,033 open shop men working during the week
ending September 26, 1914, in the Pittsburgh district, and 415
union men. The businéss agent of the union in a report made
to the international headquarters for the same period, placed
the number of open shop men at 1,000 and of the union men at
400, so that it will be seen both sides agree as to the proportion
of union and open shop men.

It is throughout the eastern portion of the country that the
open shop campaign of the Erectors’ Association has been
most effective. Its influence appears, however, to be gradually
extending westward. The Erectors’ Association recently
opened offices in Kansas City. In Chicago the Association
never has obtained a foothold in building construction work.
The Bridgemen’s Union in Chicago works under an agreement
with the contractors and the same is true in most of the large
cities in the Middle West and the West.

The Erectors’ Association maintains district offices and em-
ployment bureaus in New York, Pittsburgh, Cleveland and
Kansas City.

With this view before us of the two contending factors in

Fr— -y

?:_



19

an industrial dispute which has attracted wide attention for
nine years, it is necessary to revert to the conditions which
obtained in the industry previous to the outbreak of hostilities
and trace the history of the ironworkers and their employers,
to show the causes leading up to the dispute.

Digitized by Microsoft ®
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CHAPTER IIL

EarLy NEGOTIATIONS FOR TRADE AGREEMENT.

During the first few years of its existence, the International
Association of Bridge and Structural Ironworkers appears
to have lacked many of the characteristics common to inter-
national labor unions. It was largely an organization on pa-
per, the separate local unions conducting their affairs as
seemed best suited to meet local conditions, without regard
to the international. There was little cohesion among the
locals and no centralized form of government such as was
later developed.

For the first few years the international officers received
no fixed salaries and worked at their trade, attending to the
affairs of the organization in their spare time. The headquar-
ters of the international were in the home of the secretary,
in the city from which he was elected. No journal was pub-
lished by the union to keep the membership informed on mat-
ters of common interest, and the international did not affiliate
with the American Federation of Labor until 1903, some eight
years after it was organized.

In the year 1901 the organization began to function as an
active national union and appears to have made rapid prog-
ress from that time. In July of that year the Bridgemen’s
Magazine appeared, and although conducted as a private en-
terprise until taken over by the international union in Jan-
uary, 1903, it appears to have had the effect of welding the
different locals more closely, so that there was more unity of
action among them.

At the convention of the international union in September,
1901, Frank Buchanan, a member of the Chicago Local, was
elected president. He was not placed on a permanent salary,
but he devoted a great deal of time in trying to put the organ-
ization on a firmer basis than it hitherto had been. He had
broad ideas and realized that if the organization was to be
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made effective, united action on national lines would have
to be taken, instead of individual action by separate locals.

As one of his first official actions, Mr. Buchanan sought a
conference with Joshua Hatfield, president of the American
Bridge Company, to discuss the question of making a national
agreement. This conference, held November 25, 1901, resulted
in arranging for another meeting, which was held at Pencoyd,
Pa., on January 17-19, 1902. At this conference the American
Bridge Company was represented by H. F. Lofland, erecting
manager, and S. P. Mitchell, chief engineer. The international
union was represented by Mr. Buchanan and D. F. Meclntyre,
at the time secretary-treasurer of the organization.

A tentative national agreement was reached, which appears
to have been the best proposition that was ever offered the
union by the American Bridge Company, or in fact by any
of the large employing firms. In the proposed contract, the
American Bridge Company agreed to employ only members
of the union on all its erection work within the United States,
and in territory outside the United States it agreed to give
preference to members of the union.

The jurisdiction claims of the union, whieh at that time were
causing some trouble with other unions, were fully recognized
by the American Bridge Company and what appears more
remarkable, Section 29 of the proposed contract provided
that the union might engage in sympathetic strikes ‘‘to pro-
tect union prineiples’’ without such strikes being regarded as
a violation of the contract.

This proposed agreement provided for a rather elaborate
plan of arbitration for the settlement of differences that might
arise over the interpretation of any clauses in the contract,
or any other differences not specifically covered. Under it
Boards of Referees were ereated in each of the three divisions
into which the country was divided by the ecompany, known
as the Eastern, Pittsburgh and Western Divisions. Head-
quarters of these Divisions were in New York, Pittsburgh and
Chicago.

The Boards of Referees were composed of two members,
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one selected by each side in each division. When a dispute
arose, if the two members could not adjust it, each selected
another member, making a Board of four, two selected by
the company and two by the union. If the full boards of four
could not agree, provision was made for the selection of a
fifth member, chosen by the other four, who could not be in any
way connected with organized labor or the bridge building
industry. A decision rendered by this independent umpire
was final and binding on both parties, and such decision had
to be made within six days from the date the fifth member
was selected.

Another provision of the agreement provided that when the
American Bridge Company sub-let a contraet, the sub-con-
tractor was subject to all the provisions of the original agree-
ment. (Copy of Agreement, Appendix, pp. 149-158.)

In spite of the apparent advantages which the union would
have gained by the acceptance of this proposed contraet, it
was rejected by all the large loeal unions in the country, with
little or no consideration. The local officials of these unions
today are at a loss to explain that seeming short-sightedness.
Mr. Buchanan and the members of his Executive Board realized
the importance of such a contract, as the American Bridge
Company was by far the largest employer of struetural iron-
workers in the country and other large firms would in all
probability have accepted the same agreement without pro-
test. It would have resulted in completely organizing the
trade, at a time when it was poorly organized outside a few
of the larger cities. Mr. Buchanan and the Executive Board
strongly recommended its acceptance.

In upbraiding an official of the New York local union of
ironworkers some years later, for having rejected this pro-
posed agreement Mr. Lofland said: ‘I worked for three days
drafting the best agreement ever offered the ironworkers and
your union didn’t give it three minutes consideration.”’

This union official in relating the incident added: ‘‘And
Mr. Lofland was right. We didn’t give it one minute’s con-
sideration. Sam Parks arose and said we didn’t want any-
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thing coming from Lofland and asked that it be thrown in the
waste basket, which it was. We realize now what we threw
away.’’!

It would appear that Mr. Buchanan’s ideas were too far in
advance of the membership of the local unions, which believed
in purely local contracts and no interference from the inter-
national.

Although disappointed that the local unions did not aceept
the contract proposed, Mr. Buchanan continued his efforts to
bring about national action to organize the trade. Early in
1902 when working at his trade on a building in Philadelphia,
being erected by a Chicago firm, Mr. Buchanan learned that
about one-half the structural iron work in Philadelphia was
being done under non-union conditions. He planned to union-
ize some of the larger jobs by tying up the work of the same
contractors in other cities.

In the furtherance of this campaign of organization, Mr.
Buchanan caused strikes to be ealled in New York and Mil-
waukee on work being done by the same companies that were
doing non-union work in Philadelphia.

At the same time, in 1902, the Philadelphia local called a
strike against the American Bridge Company, which lasted
from May 1 until August 13, and ended in a complete vie-
tory for the union. At the time the settlement was made the
company had about 400 non-union ironworkers in its employ,
most of whom had been imported from other cities. The set-
tlement provided that all of those men who desired to join the
union, should be permitted to do so and the rest should be
discharged. About two-thirds of the number joined the union.

The success of the Philadelphia strike was due largely to
the poliey pursued by Mr. Buchanan and the membership of
the union began to see the advantage of national action. All
the large structural iron firms were doing an interstate busi-
ness, so that it was generally possible to attack them at points
where the union was strong and force them to unionize their
work at points where the union was weak.

1—Statement of Charles Massey, Business Agent New York Local.
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This policy, while causing some dissatisfaction among loeal
unions, whose members could not see why they should be called
upon to strike to assist another local, probably hundreds of
miles distant, resulted in building up a fairly strong and ef-
fective organization.

At the convention of the International Association, held in
Milwaukee in September, 1902, President Buchanan among
other recommendations, urged that the president and secre-
tary be placed on fixed salaries and devote their entire time
to the work of the organization. He recommended that au-
thority be given the president to adjust difficulties without
waiting for the sanction of the Executive Board and that a
contingent fund be set aside for the use of the president, so
that he might proceed without delay to any part of the country
where his services were needed. In other words, he urged the
centralization of power and authority by vesting them in the
hands of the chief executive officer.

Among the other recommendations made by President Buch-
anan were, a uniform road scale to govern wages and work-
ing conditions in ferritory outside the jurisdiction of estab-
lished local unions; ownership and control of the Bridgemen’s
Magazine; establishment of an apprenticeship system and affil-
iation with the American Federation of Labor.?

The convention adopted all the recommendations, except
that dealing with an apprenticeship system, which was laid
over for one year to ‘‘permit the more thorough organization
of the men in the craft.’’?

Following the convention a national road scale was adopted
and put into effect, providing for a nine-hour workday and
a minimum wage scale of $3.50 a day in all territory outside

1—Convention Proceedings, Bridgemen’s Magazine, October, 1902.

2—No apprenticeship system has ever been adopted by the structural iron-
workers’ organization, although most of the local unions make some
pretense of regulating the employment of apprentices. The Chicago
local, which is the strongest numerically in the International Associa-
tion, always has opposed apprentices and no provision for their em-
ployment is made {n the agreements which the local makes with the
employers,
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the jurisdietion of local unions. This was the first uniform
road scale adopted and it paved the way for a national agree-
ment with the employers, an advantage that Mr. Buchanan
did not lose sight of, in spite of his experience with the locals
when he asked them to adopt the contract negotiated in the
spring of 1902.
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CHAPTER 1V.

NaT1oNAL STRIKE AND NEW YORK LOCKOUT.

In the spring of 1903 the American Bridge Company was
operating under signed agreements with the local unions of
structural ironworkers in localities where circumstances made
that expedient. In other localities where the ironworkers
were not well organized, the company appears to have had
little regard for union rules and regulations, so there was a
good deal of frietion.

In a report to the Kansas City convention of the interna-
tional union in September, 1903, President Buchanan said that
local unions in Buffalo, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, Jersey City
and Albany had ‘‘suffered grievances at the hands of the
American Bridge Company, and that this company had been
indifferent to the rights of these locals and had refused to
adjust them.”’

The ‘‘grievances’’ complained of appear to have been of a
more or less trivial character. No doubt they were aggra-
vating to the local unions, and had they been allowed to go
on without protest, it might have resulted in breaking down
established standards, as other employers would have insisted
on being granted like privileges.

Among the grievances enumerated by union officials active
at that time were: the employment of more than one non-union
foreman on a job; the holding back of a week’s pay in making
up payrolls, while the established custom was to hold back
three days’ pay; the working of three men on a riveting gang,
while other firms used four men; the employvment of laborers
on false work that was claimed by bridgemen, ete..

In no instance has the claim been made that the American
Bridge Co. paid lower wages to bridgemen than the rate
agreed upon, nor did it require the men to work more hours,
unless the employment of laborers at a lower rate of pay
to do work claimed by skilled men, could be construed as a
method of reducing wages.

e i
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The grievances enumerated were violations of established
customs rather than of agreements, for in every written agree-
ment found, there is a provision that there shall be no re-
striction as to the use of machinery, or any limitation of the
work to be performed in a day. This provision is set forth in
the first proposed national agreement, heretofore referred to
as the most advantageous to the union which it had ever been
offered. In fact, the provisions against restricting the use
of machinery, or limiting the amount of work to be performed
in a day, have always been accepted without question by the
union, so that the employment of three men on a riveting gang
instead of four, could hardly be termed a violation of the agree-
ment.

In the only national agreement which ever existed between
the American Bridge Company and the International Asso-
ciation is a clause which reads: ‘‘There shall be no restriction
as to the use of machinery or tools, or as to the number of
men employed in the operation of the same.”” Another clause
in the same agreement reads: ‘‘There shall be no restrietion
whatever as to the employment of foremen.’”*

It is quite evident, therefore, that the employment of three
men on a riveting gang, or more than one non-union foreman
on a job, was a violation of an established custom, but not of
the letter of the written agreement. It is probable, however,
that officers of local unions were more familiar with estab-
lished customs and rules in their respective localities, than
with the actual wording of the written contracts, and that
when the American Bridge Company violated customs, it
amounted in the minds of the union officials to a violation of
agreements.

These differences, minor as they may appear on the surface,
caused the Executive Board of the International Association
to order a general strike against the American Bridge Com-
pany on March 12, 1903. It is possible that grievances of a
more serious character, such as the employment of non-union
men, existed in some localities, but the union officials dismiss

1—Copy of Agreement, Appendix, p. 160.
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the subject with the general statement that there was ‘‘con-
tinual trouble’’ with the American Bridge Company and they
cannot remember any specific details.

The general strike had been in effect about three weeks
when President Buchanan secured an audience with the late
J. Pierpont Morgan, at the latter’s residence in New York.
The meeting was arranged through the influence of officials
of the National Civic Federation. Mr. Buchanan outlined the
gituation to Mr. Morgan in an hour’s conversation, and the
latter said that while he did not approve of the closed shop
and some other features of unionism, he was in sympathy with
organizations of labor in a general way and he would see
what could be done in the matter.?

A few days later a conference was arranged between the
officials of the American Bridge Company and other members
of the Erectors’ Association, which had been formed a week
or two previously, and representatives of the union, and a
national agreement was signed April 12, 1903, which became
effective May first and continued in force until January 1,
1905. {

This settlement, which was claimed as a complete victory by
the union officials, may have had an important bearing on the
attitude taken by the union some two years later, when another
national strike was called against the American Bridge Com-
pany. The union felt that it was invincible, as it had scored a
victory over the largest corporation in the country and what
it had once done, it could do again.

Mr. Buchanan was greatly pleased at the signing of the
national agreement. He personally did not think the contract
was as good from the union standpoint as the one that the
American Bridge Company had offered a year previously and
which was rejected by the local unions, but it accomplished
what he had been aiming at from the time he was elected pres-
ident. It established contractual relations between the Amer-
ican Bridge Company and other large concerns and the iron-

1—Statement of Frank Buchanan, now a member of Congress.
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workers on a national basis, and thus strengthened the position
of the international union.

In a report to the following convention of the international
union, President Buchanan in speaking of the agreement with
the Erectors’ Association, said: ‘‘This Association consisted
of the principal structural iron manufacturers and erectors of
this country and was by far the largest and most powerful of
the associations of employers that had heretofore been
formed.!

In actual wording this national agreement was an open shop
contract, but in practice and effect it was strietly union or
closed shop. The clause pertaining to employment read: ¢‘The
employer may employ or discharge, through his representa-
tive, any workman as he may see fit, but no workman is to be
discriminated against on account of his connection with a
labor organization.”’

As the agreement was negotiated during the progress of a
strike, it appears that provision was made to protect the men
who had remained with the companies during the trouble, as
one clause reads: ‘‘There shall be no diserimination against,
interference with or fines imposed upon foremen who have
been in the service of the employer during the time of strike.’?

The agreement provided that in case of misunderstandings
or disputes arising, the questions at issue should be submitted
to arbitration locally, without strikes, lockouts or cessation
of work. No provision was made as to how such local arbi-
tration boards should be organized, as was the case in the
more elaborate form of agreement rejected by the union the
previous year. Neither was any provision made that sub-
contractors taking work from a member of the Erectors’ Asso-
ciation should be subject to the terms of the original contraect.
The agreement provided that there should be no sympathetic
strikes on account of trade disputes.

An eight-hour workday was fixed for all localities where it
was the prevailing custom to work eight hours, and in other

1—President’s Report to Convention, Bridgemen’s Magazine, October, 1903.
2—Copy of Agreement, Appendix, p. 160.
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places a nine-hour workday was the rule.. The contract pro-
vided that the latter provision ‘‘may be subject to arbitra-
tion.”’

No minimum wage rate was established in the national
agreement, but in each city or locality, a separate clause was
added, specifying the rate of pay and the territorial jurisdie-
tion granted to the particular local union.

That the Erectors’ Association' and the union worked in
harmony, following the signing of the national agreement, is
shown by various records. A conference was held July 14,
1903, between H. H. McClintic, H. A. Greene and J. F. McCain,
representing the Erectors’ Association, and Thomas Graves,
J. E. McClory and J. M. Stark, representing the Cleveland
local, to decide on territorial jurisdiction in Ohio. The fol-
lowing jurisdiction was agreed upon:

Cleveland .. . 0o 58t radius of 25 miles from City Hall.
0 T T N P radius of 20 miles from City Hall.
Youngstown ............ radius of 25 miles from City Hall

Canton—City Limits.
Canal Dover, City Limits.
Ashtabula, including Erie, Pa., radius of 12 miles.

In the prescribed area the agreement provided for an eight-
hour workday and a minimum rate of 50 cents an hour. In
all other territory a nine-hour workday prevailed.!

A similar agreement was signed in Philadelphia by H. F.
Lofland for the American Bridge Company and M. J. Cun-
nane for the union, establishing the wages at 50 cents an hour
and the jurisdiction of the Philadelphia local to a territory
within a radius of 50 miles from the City Hall of Philadelphia.2

Both sides to this contract agree that whatever the literal
wording was, or the construction that might be placed on cer-
tain clauses, it was in practice a strictly union agreement and
no complaint was made that the companies sought to violate
this understanding by employing any ironworkers not mem-
bers of the union. It also was the custom, established through

1—Bridgemen’s Magazine, August, 1903.
2—Copy of Agreement, Appendix, p. 161.
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a verbal agreement, that sub-contractors should be subject to
the terms of the agreement, in the same manner as the original
signers.

The national agreement seems to have been generally ob-
served by both parties during its life and no serious difficul-
ties arose in the trade, except in New York City, where the
building contractors in 1903 adopted what became known as
the Arbitration Plan and locked out the unions that refused
to accept it. The structural ironworkers’ union was one of
those that balked at the Arbitration Plan and was locked out
and a dual union of ironworkers formed by the employers.
A few of the New York employers were members of the Erect-
ors’ Association, but they held membership also in the local
association of iron and steel erectors, and it was as members
of the local association that they made the fight. The New
York lockout was a purely local affair and was not regarded
by the union men themselves as a violation of the national
agreement with the Erectors’ Association. In fact Mr. Buch-
anan was in sympathy with the fight the New York employers
were making against the union, which at the time was con-
trolled by Sam Parks, with whose methods Buchanan did not
agree. ' )

This issue between the New York local and the International
Association was fought out on the floor of the international
convention, held in Kansas City in September, 1903. Mr.
Buchanan won in his fight against the Parks faction and fol-
lowing the convention an effort was made to bring about a
settlement of the New York lockout. Parks previously had
been convicted in the courts of extortion and had regained his
liberty shortly before the convention, pending hearing on a
motion for a new trial. The new trial being denied, Parks
was again committed to the penitentiary and many of the iron-
workers in New York were demanding a new deal and a set-
tlement with their employers.

A meeting of the International Executive Board was held
in New York November 6, 1903, at which a proposed agree-
ment was drawn up and submitted to the employers, who were
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members of the Building Trades Employers’ Association.
It was rejected by the employers, who submitted a counter
proposition to the effect that the ironworkers accept the na-
tional agreement then in force with the Erectors’ Associa-
tion, with the exception of the arbitration clause. As a sub-
stitute for that clause the New York employers proposed to
insert in the contract the arbitration plan of the Building
Trades Employer’s Association, which by that time practically
all the building trades had accepted.

Mr. Buchanan and his Executive Board accepted the propo-
sition and the question then arose as to the disposition of the
dual union which had been formed by the employers and
chartered under the state laws. The employers wanted to
have the dual union chartered by the International and made
the regular organization.

This proposition was rejected by the union representatives,
but they offered to take into the union without any penalty
such of the old members as had left and joined the dual or-
ganization, and also take in such other members as could
pass an examination and prove their competency. The em-
ployers replied to that proposition, that their foremen would
determine the question of competency. The union represen-
tatives then offered to allow the employers to select three
of their foremen who with three members of the Executive
Board would form an examining board and agreed that ap-
prentice cards would be furnished to those who failed to qual-
ify as journeymen.

The employers rejected this offer, as they were determined
to break up the old Local No. 2, so long controlled by Sam
Parks, and ‘‘scatter the clique’’ as one of them expressed it.
The negotiations were broken off temporarily and the fight in
New York continued.!

About three months later, in February, 1904, a settlement
was made of the New York trouble, through the disbanding
of old Local No. 2 and the formation of four new locals in

1—Report of President Buchanan, Bridgemen’s Magazine, December, 1903.
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the district, two in New York, one in Brooklyn and one in
Jersey City. All the ironworkers in the distriet, union and
independent, were required to register and pay a registration
fee of 50 cents and all were aceepted in the new locals with-
out discrimination.

The agreement granted full recognition to the locals and
provided for the employment of union men exclusively. The
structural ironworkers became a part of the General Arbi-
tration Board and the New York district became again thor-
oughly organized.
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CHAPTER V.
Cavuses WHicH LEp To SECOND NATIONAL STRIKE.

Throughout the year 1904 the structural ironworkers made
steady progress, with no serious difficulty anywhere, after
the settlement of the New York dispute. In that year and
the year following, the organization reached the highest point it
had ever attained with respect to membership and influence.

As noted previously, there does not appear to have been
any serious effort made by either side to have the national
agreement renewed, on its expiration January 1, 1905. Offi-
cers of local unions in some instances sought to have the
American Bridge Company renew the contract in their re-
spective localities. In Philadelphia, Mr. Cunnane, the local
business agent, obtained an interview with Mr. Lofland of
the American Bridge Company, and on behalf of the local
union he offered to accept the old agreement for one, two or
five years. Mr. Lofland refused to sign.

At the time the American Bridge Company was building
a bridge over the Schuylkill River for the Philadelphia Rapid
Transit Company and on the afternoon of December 31, 1904,
all the ironworkers were laid off. Officials of the company
said they feared ice in the river might damage the false work.

Mr. Cunnane says he made a personal inspection of con-
ditions in the river and there was no indication of ice for
a distance of twenty miles up the strecam. He asserts the
purpose of the company closing down in the middle of winter
was to compel the ironworkers to accept a less favorable con-
tract than the one just expired.

Some three weeks later a local agreement was signed with
the American Bridge Company, which Mr. Cunnane says was
less favorable to the union than the old contract. It seems
probable, however, that the differences between the new local
contract, and the old national one, were exaggerated in the
mind of Cunnane, for a reading and comparison of the agree-
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ments do not show any important difference. The agreement
made with the Philadelphia local, except for a difference in the
wage scale, was the same as that made with the New York
distriet, which as already pointed out, was more favorable to
the union than the one made with the local association of
erectors in New York.

In the spring of 1905 it appears to have been the policy of
the Erectors’ Association and the American Bridge Company
to sign agreements with the local unions in large cities like
New York, Philadelphia and Boston and to ignore the locals
in smaller cities. In February, 1905, the secretary of the
New Haven local sent a copy of a proposed agreement to the
Erectors’ Association and in reply received a letter which
vead: ‘I wish to advise that the articles of this agreement
are entirely unsatisfactory to us and under no circumstances
will we agree to such conditions.’”!

Another letter was sent by the local union, to which no reply
was made and it was this action which later led to the strike
against the American Bridge Company.

The New Haven local, according to the statement of the
secretary, was not in a position to enforce any demands in
February and matters were allowed to drift until the following
July, when the American Bridge Company sub-let the erection
of a railroad bridge to the Boston Bridge Company, a non-
union concern.

In the absence of a national agreement, or any contract with
the New Haven local, the American Bridge Company was,
of course, within its rights in sub-letting work to a non-union
concern. In fact, in the cities where local agreements existed
between the American Bridge Company and the ironworkers,
no provision was made in such contracts that work should be
sub-let only to union firms. There was a verbal understanding
to that effect and it was the practice to observe it. The New
Haven local was equally within its rights to declare a strike
against the American Bridge Company in its jurisdiction, as
it had no agreement, oral or written.

1—Statement of E. L. Warden, Bridgemen’s Magazine, September, 1905.
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The strike against the American Bridge Company was called
by the New Haven local July 28, 1905, in an effort to force the
company to sign an agreement and also to unionize the sub-
contract let to the Boston Bridge Company.

That this strike had the approval of President Buchanan
is shown by a letter which he wrote to Secretary McNamara
from New York under date of July 28, 1905, setting forth the
facts in the situation and requesting that the question of call-
ing a national strike in support of the New Haven local be
submitted to a vote of the Executive Board.!

After the members of the Executive Board had voted in
favor of a national strike, Secretary McNamara issued from
headquarters in Cleveland, ‘‘Circular No. 30 To Local
Unions.”” In this circular it is stated that since the expira-
tion of the national agreement, the American Bridge Com-
pany had shown marked discrimination against the New
Haven local. The circular in part read: ‘‘No local union
should ever allow any work to proceed under the subterfuge
that it has been taken away from the American Bridge Com-
pany, as in the majority of cases this is but a move to outwit
local unions.’”

The national strike was ordered August 10, but it does not
appear that the order was generally obeyed, owing, probably,
to the fact that the convention of the international union was
to be held early in September and also owing to the difficulty
in determining what contracts had been sub-let by the Amer-
ican Bridge Company.

Contractors who had taken work under sub-contracts from
the American Bridge Company, frequently denied that they
had done so. In other instances the local unions refused to
enter the fight, or call strikes on work that was being done
under union conditions.

This was the situation at the time the international conven-
tion opened in Philadelphia in September. President Buch-

1—Exhibit No. 2, p. 1102, Vol. 2 Trans. of Record U. S. Court of Appeals.
2—Exhibit No. 4, p. 10989, Vol. 2 Trans. of Record U. 8. Circuit Court of
Appeals Dynamite Conspiracy Trials.
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anan, who at the two previous conventions, had been re-elected
by narrow margins, refused to be a candidate for re-election.
His retirement, which seems to have been singularly unfor-
tunate for the union at that particular time, was practically
forced, according to some of the delegates to the convention.
Mr. Buchanan believed he could have been re-elected had he
wished to be a candidate.!

At the convention Frank M. Ryan, a member of the Chi-
cago local, was elected president to succeed Mr. Buchanan
and as there was a good deal of ill-feeling existed between the
two, it is probable that the personal equation was an im-
portant factor in the events which followed.

The convention indorsed the strike against the American
Bridge Company, by the adoption of a resolution which was
the cause of the failure of future peace negotiations, because
it practically tied the hands of the executive officers.

The resolution adopted by the convention was as follows :

‘‘Resolved: That the delegates to the ninth annual conven-
tion of the Bridge and Structural Ironworkers do endorse the
action of our late International President and the Executive
Board in trying to preserve the unity and solidarity of our
association, and we further instruct our incoming President
and Executive Board to do everything they can to fight these

1—Mr. Buchanan held a smali amount of stock in the McCain Construction
Company, which at the time of the convention was fighting the union.
The stock was purchased at a time when the company was fair and
when Mr. Buchanan intended to retire as a union official and go into
business. Later when the company was declared unfair, he could not
dispose of his stock except at a sacrifice. Some of the delegates learned
of the stock transaction, and according to the stories, threatened to
bring the matter out on the floor of the convention, unless Mr. Buchanan
agreed to retire. Mr. Buchanan never denfed the ownership of stock
in the company and considered it a straight business transaction. The
incident is mentioned chiefly because of the credence given in certain
quarters to stories reflecting on the integrity of Mr. Buchanan. What-
ever may be said of the impropriety of a union official holding stock
in a company which he might be called upon to fight in an offcial
capacity, there is no evidence of any dishonesty in the transaction.
Mr. Buchanan afterward disposed of the stock at a financial loss.
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companies in their efforts to disrupt our association and not
to call this strike off until every existing grievance is set-
tled satisfactory to all our affiliated locals.’”

Some time previous to the convention a strike had been
called against the Pennsylvania Steel Company, for employing
a repair gang to build an ore trestle within its plant at Steel-
ton, Pa. The strike had been called by a local business agent
against the direction of President Buchanan. The claim of
the company was that the work in question did not come under
the jurisdiction of the structural ironworkers.

This dispute was submitted to arbitration, the arbitrators
being John W. Hutchinson, Jr., for the company and John T.
Taggart, a member of the New York local for the ironworkers.
The two arbitrators reached a decision without having to
select a third man.

The finding of the arbitrators in substance was that the work
in question was ‘‘bridge work’’ as commonly understood, but
that the relations between the Pennsylvania Steel Company
and the union applied exclusively to the bridge and construe-
tion department, and that the union hereafter refrain from
claiming on behalf of its members any work in connection with
departments of the company, other than the bridge and con-
struction department.

A provision was made in the award which read: ‘‘Provided
that if at any future time it shall become the general custom
of steel works throughout the country to employ men who
are substantially members of the Association in the erection
of structural steel and iron for their own use, then the Penn-
sylvania Steel Company will do likewise.’”

This finding was made about the time of the Philadelphia
convention, with the approval of President Buchanan, but does
not appear to have been announced until some time later. The
finding waived the claims of the union to work done by steel
companies for their own use, until that had become the general

1—Convention Proceedings, Bridgemen’s Magazine, October, 1905.
2—Bridgemen’s Magazine, November, 1905.
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custom. The Illinois Steel Company at its South Chicago and
Joliet plants, was the only company of importance in the coun-
try which was at that time employing union structural iron-
workers in doing work around its plants.

This decision is of espeeial significance for the reason that
it was an exactly similar case which caused the break in the
peace negotiations at a conference held between the union rep-
resentatives and oflicials of the American Bridge Company in
October, 1905, when the union men would not waive their elaim
to the work of building a tube mill at the McKeesport plant
of the National Tube Company.

Although this arbitration award was accepted by the union,
so far as the particular job for the Pennsylvania Steel Com-
pany was concerned, it was severely criticised by some of the
officials. Among the most severe critics was the newly elected
president, Mr. Ryan, who blamed his predecessor in office for
approving of the award.
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CHAPTER VI.
EFrrorTs To REACH A SETTLEMENT.

Following adjournment of the Philadelphia convention,
President Ryan and the Executive Board held a conference
in Philadelphia with S. P. Mitchell, chief engineer of the
American Bridge Company, to discuss terms of settlement of
the strike. Mr. Mitchell offered to employ union ironworkers
on all erection work done directly by the company, but would
not agree to sign any written contract to that effect. Neither
would he give any guarantee that work sub-let by the company
would be done by union men.

Mr. Ryan and his Executive Board insisted upon having a
written contract and presented a draft of an agreement which
they had drawn up. Mr. Mitchell asked for further time to
consider the matter and take it up with the higher officials
of the company. He agreed to meet the union representatives
again within three weeks.

Mr. August Ziesing was made president of the American
Bridge Company about September 1, 1905, a week or two pre-
vious to the time Mr. Ryan was elected president of the
International Association of Bridge and Structural Ironwork-
ers. The election of Mr. Ryan greatly pleased Mr. Ziesing, as
he had known Ryan for some years in Chicago and entertained
a rather high opinion of him. Accordingly Mr. Ziesing wrote
Mr. Ryan a letter, requesting him not to call any more strikes
against the company until an effort was made to reach a set-
tlement. Mr. Ziesing said he would be going to New York
in the near future and would be pleased to have a conference
with the union officials.

Mr. Ziesing says he received no reply to his letter and that
his request was ignored, as Mr. Ryan immediately proceeded
to call strikes on all work which there was reason to believe
had been sub-let by the company to firms employing union
men.

In pursuance of the policy of extending the strike as rapidly
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as possible, Mr. Ryan proceeded to Chicago after the con-
ference with Mr. Mitchell and Secretary MeNamara went to
Cleveland.

In Chicago Mr. Ryan urged that the men employed by the
Illinois Steel Company be called out and that the work being
done by the Kelly-Atkinson Company also be stopped. The
latter named firm was supposed to have taken a sub-contract
from the American Bridge Company, while the Illinois Steel
Company was a subsidiary of the U. S. Steel Corporation, as
was the American Bridge Company.

Some of the leaders in the Chicago local opposed the pro-
gram urged by Mr. Ryan. Among them was Mr. Buchanan,
Mr. Ryan’s predecessor in office, who said the strike could be
settled amicably and that while negotiations for a settlement
were pending, it would be folly to call out more men. Mr.
Ryan made an appeal to the union and won his point and the
strikes were called.

Meanwhile the Cleveland local had refused to call its mem-
bers off some jobs supposed to have been sub-let by the Amer-
ican Bridge Company and Secretary McNamara caused the
union to be suspended. The fight was being pushed both
by Mr. Ryan and Mr. MecNamara as vigorously as they could,
in spite of the fact that negotiations between the union and
the company had not been broken off and that Mr. Ziesing had
requested that matters be left in statu quo until he had an
opportunity to confer with the union representatives.

On leaving Chicago Mr. Ryan went to headquarters in Cleve-
land and while there was informed that the officials of the U. S.
Steel Corporation desired a conference. Accompanied by Sec-
retary McNamara he immediately went to New York and was
joined by Ben Moore, a member of the Executive Board.

The first conference was held in Mr. Ziesing’s office. Mr.
Ryan pointed out that the company was employing non-union
men on a number of jobs, either directly or through sub-con-
tractors. He mentioned the job in New Haven, which was the
direct cause of the strike, a bridge job in Arkansas and two
bridge jobs in Illinois for the MeKinley Traction System.
The erection of the McKeesport tube mill also was brought up.
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Mr. Ziesing said he had no supervision over such work as
the erection of the tube mill and suggested that the conferees
go and see W. P. Corey, president of the U. S. Steel Corpora-
tion. Mr. Ziesing and the committee went accordingly to
Mr. Corey’s office.

No record appears to have been kept of the discussion which
followed and Mr. Ryan and Mr. Ziesing do not quite agree
as to the facts. E. H. Gary, chairman of the Board of Di-
rectors, was called into the conference, but his recollection of
what transpired is hazy. He was called in as a mediator and
his attitude throughout was conciliatory. That is Mr. Gary’s
own statement and it is substantiated by Mr. Ziesing and Mr.
Ryan.

There were present at the second conference Mr. Gary, Mr.
Corey, Mr. Ziesing and Mr. Mitchell for the company and Mr.
Ryan, Mr. McNamara and Mr. Moore for the union.

Mr. Corey in opening the discussion said that the form of
agreement presented by the union representatives was dis-
honest and a most extraordinary proposition, as it required
the company to see that union men were employed on all sub-
contract work let by it. After Mr. Ryan explained that such
agreements were in effect in many localities and that the Amer-
ican Bridge Company itself had accepted the practice through
a verbal understanding, Mr. Corey appeared to be consid-
erably mollified and indicated that he did not see serious ob-
jection to the agreement.

‘When the McKeesport job was mentioned Mr. Corey said
he would not agree to unionize that work and asked Mr.
Ryan if the union meant to claim all repair work in the steel
plants. Ryan replied that he was not making any such claim
and pointed out that the Illinois Steel Company had always
employed union ‘structural ironworkers on new construction
work in its plants.

Mr. Corey inquired of Mr. Mitchell how many men were
employed on the tube mill at McKeesport and on being in-
formed that there were about forty men, he remarked that
the situation was not as important as he had supposed. After




43

some further discussion, Mr. Corey advised the union repre-
sentatives to confer with Mr. Ziesing and try to have all the
other details settled and return later to take up with him
the McKeesport job.

The conference was resumed in Mr. Ziesing’s office and an
understanding was reached on all the points in dispute, ex-
cept the erection of false work and the employment of la-
borers in handling material on the site of the job. These points
finally were left in abeyance to be taken up when a new con-
tract was being formulated at the beginning of the next year.

These minor details having been adjusted the union repre-
sentatives returned to Mr. Corey’s office and informed him that
everything had been settled except the McKeesport job and
the question of having a written agreement. Mr, Corey con-
ferred with Mr. Mitchell in another room and returned and
informed the union representatives that he would not change
his position on the MeKeesport job. On the question of a
written agreement, the company would not sign any contract
embodying all the union rules, but did offer to reduce to writ-
ing what it had agreed to do, that is, employ only union men
on all work done by it directly or by sub-contract; pay the
recognized rate of wages and work the recognized number of
hours.

When Mr. Corey refused to unionize the McKeesport job,
Mr. Ryan said he could not make a settlement, as his instrue-
tions from the convention were emphatic on that point. The
conference adjourned without a settlement.

That is substantially Mr. Ryan’s version of what took place
in the several conferences held and the cause of the final
breakdown of contractual relations between the American
Bridge Company and the union.

Mr. Ziesing says the union representatives demanded that
the company should not sell steel to any eoncern employing
nonunion men and that Mr. Gary pointed out that such an
arrangement would amount to conspiracy and could not be
considered.

During the discussion when the union representatives were
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insisting on having a written agreement, Mr. Gary remarked
that he did not see why that was essential, as Mr. Corey being
present and agreeing to certain conditions, would see that Mr.
Ziesing and Mr. Mitchell lived up to the terms agreed upon.

““We won’t take your word for anything and want your sig-
natures in black and white,’’ is said by Mr. Ziesing to have
been the reply of one of the union officials. Mr. Ziesing says
he recalls distinetly that one of the union men brought his
fist down on the table and said emphatically, ‘“You’ll sign
up an agreement or we won’t settle. Your word doesn’t go
with us,’’ or words to that effect.

One of the union officials, according to Mr. Ziesing, said dur-
ing the discussion that the union would organize the shops of
the company by refusing to handle material manufactured
by non-union men and after that was accomplished the shop
men would refuse to handle steel rolled in non-union mills.
Mr. Ryan says that the question of shop work was not an
issue in the strike, consequently there could have been no
purpose in raising it during the discussion and that Mr. Zies-
ing’s memory is at fault on that point. Mr. Ryan thinks, how-
ever, that Mr. Mitchell may have pointed out such possibilities
to Mr. Corey and Mr. Ziesing to prevent them making a settle-
ment with the union, as Mr. Mitchell showed by his attitude
that he did not want a settlement.

In recalling to memory the discussion during the confer-
ences, Mr. Ziesing says three points stand out prominently in
his mind today. These points are the demand on the company
not to sell steel to non-union firms, the threat of organizing the
fabricating shops and a demand that the union steward on a
job should decide on whether a workman could be discharged.
He thinks the MeKeesport job was only incidental, as it had
always been the practice of steel companies to use their own
repair gangs on such work.

After Mr. Corey had given his final word on the MeKeesport
job, Mr. Ziesing says that he urged Mr. Ryan to accept the
compromise offered, saying: ‘‘Itis your last chance, Ryan. If
you do not accept this proposition now, you will never have an-
other opportunity as long as I am president of the company.’’
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““Oh, hell, you may not be president long,’”’ is the reply
which Mr. Ziesing says Mr. Ryan made to him.

After the conference with the steel officials ended without
a settlement having been reached, the union officials held a
conference by themselves in a hotel. The local union officers
attended this conference and Charles Massey, business agent
of the New York local, urged the acceptance of the com-
promise. The New York structural ironworkers were prepar-
ing to demand a wage increase on the expiration of their
agreement two and a half months later and Mr. Massey was
anxious to avoid trouble over the national issue. At that time
the New York local had not been drawn into the controversy.

Mr. Ryan went to Pittsburgh and appeared before that
local to urge that it waive claim to the erection of the tube
mill at McKeesport, so that a settlement could be reached.
He personally favored acceptance of the offer made by the
company.

The Pittsburgh local refused to consider the suggestion.
Some of the more radical members demanded to know if they
were being ‘‘sold out’’ or why their international president
was making such a proposition to them, in face of the action
taken by the recent convention. The result was that Mr. Ryan
left Pittsburgh resolved to keep up the fight.
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CHAPTER VIIL
Reasons WrY PracE CoNFERENCE FalLED.,

In looking for the direct causes for the breakdown of con-
tractual relations between the American Bridge Company and
the International Association of Bridge and Structural Iron-
workers, there are two main factors to be considered. These
are, first, the well established policy of the U. S. Steel Cor-
poration to maintain the open shop and prevent the spread of
unionism in any of its departments, and second, the tendency
of the structural ironworkers, in common with all other or-
ganizations of labor, to extend their sphere of activity and in-
fluence. ,

There were contributory causes, such as questions of pol-
icy, personal ambition, mutual distrust, love of power, lack
of diplomacy, etc., but they were subordinate to and grew out
of the two main causes.

The policy of the U. S. Steel Corporation at the time of its
formation and for several years thereafter, was to prevent
the spread of organization among its employees, rather than
to erush existing organizations. This policy, pursued to its
logical conclusion, would in the end have the effect of crushing
the unions, but the process would be gradual and attract less
public attention than an open fight resulting in strikes or lock-
outs,

That this was the policy of the corporation in the beginning,
is shown by the strike of the Amalgamated Association of
Iron, Steel and Tin Workers in 1901. The strike of the steel
workers took place a few weeks after the U. S. Steel Corpora-
tion was formed. Before the strike was called, the represen-
tatives of the subsidiary companies, offered to renew all exist-
ing contracts with the union. In other words, the offer was
made to sign up for all mills which had been signed for the
previous year, but not to include non-union mills which had
been absorbed in the combination.
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This partial signing up of mills was not satisfactory to the
leaders of the Amalgamated Association. They feared the
purpose of the corporation was to close down and dismantle
some of the mills that had been union and transfer the busi-
ness to non-union mills.

There are good reasons to believe that that was in fact what
the corporation intended to do. Whatever the intentions of
the corporation were, the steel workers went on strike and
were defeated, being forced at the end of threemonths’strife to
accept a settlement for a smaller number of mills than they
could have obtained without a strike.

Early in September, 1901, after the strike had been in force
about three months, the corporation at a conference in New
York, brought about by representatives of the National Civie
Federation, offered to sign an agreement for 18 out of 24 tin-
plate mills, 14 out of 24 sheet steel mills and 7 out of 13 steel
hoop mills. Acceptance of this offer was strongly recom-
mended by Samuel Gompers, John Mitchell and others, but
was ignored by Mr. Shaffer, head of the Amalgamated Asso-
ciation. About two weeks later a settlement was accepted for
a smaller number of mills.!

The negotiations before and during the strike of the steel
workers show that the company was determined to prevent the
spread of unionism, but was not opposed to making contracts
for mills already organized.

In defense of this policy, it is generally admitted that when
the U. S. Steel Corporation was formed, some of the sub-
sidiary companies which had been non-union, made it a con-
dition of their entering the combine, that the open shop policy
would be continued in their plants. In labor matters it has
been the policy of the corporation from its inception, to as far
as practicable, allow each subsidiary company to handle its
own affairs.

This policy of the U. S. Steel Corporation to treat with
1—Article by Samuel Gompers, American Federationist, October 1901. Copies

of telegrams and correspondence on file in offices of the National Civic
Federation in New York.
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existing unions where they were in control and to discourage
the extension of their influence was shown a second time in
the conferences described in the preceding chapter. Mr. Corey
was willing that the American Bridge Company should con-
tinue to employ union structural ironworkers on contract
work, as it had been doing before the strike. He was unwilling
to concede the union the erection of the McKeesport tube
mill, which would have been an extension of its sphere of in-
fluence.

The unionizing of the McKeesport tube mill involved about
forty men for a few weeks at most. It does not appear that
the point was of sufficient importance to either side to cause
a permanent disagreement, had there been a sincere desire for
peace.

But the point involved more than appears on the surface.
The practice of the steel companies had been to do work for
their own use with non-union men, except in the case of the
Illinois Steel Company. Had the employment of union iron-
workers on the McKeesport tube mill been conceded, it would
have established a precedent that in all probability would
have led to disputes in the future and opened the way for the
structural ironworkers to extend the influence of their organi-
zation.

As has been shown, the ironworkers in an arbitration award
gave up their claim to such work in the case of the Penn-
sylvania Steel Company’s ore trestle at Steelton, until it had
become the general custom of steel companies to employ union
men on work of this character. It is true that award was
unpopular with the union ironworkers. It had been approved,
however, by Mr. Buchanan and the new president, Mr. Ryan,
probably felt that he had an opportunity to accomplish some-
thing that his predecessor had failed to accomplish and in this
way discredit his personal enemy and strengthen himself with
the rank and file of the union.

In addition to that personal satisfaction, the Philadelphia
convention had given positive instructions to its officers not
to make any settlement until every local grievance was sat-
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isfactorily adjusted and the Pittsburgh local was determined
to obtain for its members the erection of the tube mill at
MecKeesport.

It appears that the personal ambition of Mr. Ryan to do
better than his predecessor in office was a factor in preventing
a settlement. The Executive Board could have assumed re-
sponsibility for not adhering strictly to the instructions of the
convention. Some six months later, the Executive Board, on
the recommendation of President Ryan, allowed union men
to work on sub-contracts. The instructions of the convention
were as emphatic on that point as on the other, but as a mat-
ter of policy and expediency, the Executive Board ignored the
instructions and removed the ban on sub-contracts.

There was, of course, some difference between the points
involved. In removing the ban on sub-contracts, the Execu-
tive Board simply authorized union men to work on any job
on which union conditions prevailed, regardless of who had the
contract. Waiving claim to the work on the McKeesport tube
mill would have meant acquiescence in the company’s proposi-
tion to do some of its work with non-union men.

If the personal equation was a factor on the union side,
it probably was as much so on the side of the company. Mr.
Corey is said to have asked his directors to give him full
authority to deal with the structural ironworkers as he be-
lieved he could bring about a settlement. When he failed he
felt chagrined and took the matter as a personal affront. The
action of Mr. Ryan and his associates in refusing the com-
promise offered, is said by some who know Mr. Corey to have
caused a change in his attitude toward organized labor so
that he refused thereafter to have any dealings with unions.

‘Whether it was the action of the structural ironworkers that
embittered Mr. Corey against labor unions or not, it is a fact
that the corporation afterward discontinued contractual rela-
tions with the longshoremen and the lake seamen and pursued
a policy decidedly antagonistie to labor unions that was not -
apparent in the earlier years of its history.

There is another point to be considered in connection with
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the demand for the erection of the tube mill at McKeesport.
The structural ironworkers were on strike against the Amer-
ican Bridge Company. The tube mill was being erected by the
National Tube Company. While both were subsidiaries of the
U. S. Steel Corporation, it does not follow that the American
Bridge Company could dictate to the National Tube Company
as to the men it should employ. Mr. Gary says that un-
doubtedly he had the authority to direct the National Tube
Company to employ union ironworkers in the erection of its
mill, but such action would have been so entirely unprece-
dented that he would have been unlikely under any circum-
stances to issue such an order. It would, he says, have been
an interference with the authority of local officers, alike dis-
tasteful to them and to him and contrary to the established
policy of the larger corporation.

In insisting on the erection of the tube mill, the ironworkers
reached out and included something that was not an issue
when the strike against the American Bridge Company was
called. That such work properly came within the jurisdiction
of the union is not-disputed, nevertheless the demand was
something in the nature of a secondary boycott, or an attempt
to unionize the work of one company through another, a policy
that has failed more often than it has been successful in labor
disputes.

Both Mr. Ziesing and Mr. Ryan agree that in the confer-
ence with the officials of the U. S. Steel Corporation, the offer
was made to employ union bridgemen on all erection work
done by the American Bridge Company on a direct contract
or through a sub-contractor. The company would not sign
a written agreement embodying all the rules and regulations
which ordinarily go with such contracts, but did offer to reduce
to writing its proposition to employ union men exclusively,
pay the recognized wages and work the uniform number of
hours.

In agreeing to do that the company met substantially the
demands which caused the strike and had the union represen-
tatives accepted the offer and waived their claim to the eree-
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tion of the tube mill, they would have won every point for
which they struek. In view of these admitted facts, it cannot
be said that the company was at that time bent on destroying
the structural ironworkers’ organization.

The failure to reach an agreement must be set down to the
action of the Philadelphia convention in adopting a resolution
which gave the officers no discretionary power and the too
strict adherence by the officers to that resolution.

Delegates in a convention of a labor union may properly lay
down fundamental laws for the guidance of the membership.
When they undertake to lay down hard and fast rules, or a
line of conduct for the guidance of their officers during a
strike, they are apt to make a serious blunder. Successful
prosecution of a war, or a strike, demands centralized author-
ity.

The experience of the ironworkers in dealing with large
corporations, may have taught them to hesitate before placing
absolute power in the hands of their officers, but there seems
little doubt that the failure to do so, prevented a settlement
of the strike in October, 1905, and brought on the open shop
warfare in the structural iron industry, which five years later
attracted the attention of the entire country.

Mr. Ryan has been criticised for not accepting the settlement
offered. He might have done so in spite of the orders of
the convention and succeeded afterward in justifying his ac-
tion in the eyes of his constituents. It is not at all certain,
however, that he could have so justified his conduct, for the
ironworkers at that time were intoxicated with power and
Mr. Ryan and his Executive Board believed they could win
everything for which they were contending.

If they could have foreseen the results, they would no
doubt have acted differently. It is much easier, however, to
look backward and criticise than to look forward and antici-
pate. Mr. Ryan tried to have the Pittsburgh local change
its position on the MeKeesport job, but when the local refused
he stopped there. A better general might have settled in spite
of the protest of a single local, when larger interests were
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at stake. There were ways through which a single local could
easily have been brought to time by the international. But
Mr. Ryan was too conscientious to go against the expressed
instructions of the convention and so committed a fatal blun-
der.

Samuel Gompers, president of the American Federation
of Labor, considers this mistake one of the three most costly
blunders made in recent years in the American labor move-
ment. The others were made by Theodore Shaffer when he
rejected the offer made before the steel strike in 1901 and by
Sam Small when in 1907 he rejected a settlement that could
have been obtained for the commercial telegraphers from the
telegraph companies.!

1—Interview with Mr. Gompers.
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CHAPTER VIIL.
InpirecT Cavuses oF Orex SzHorp War.

In the preceding chapter it has been shown that the direct
cause of the break in contractual relations between the Ameri-
can Bridge Company and the structural ironworkers’ organ-
ization, was the demand that the erection of a tube mill at
MeKeesport be done with union men.

Had this point been conceded, it would have meant the ex-
tension of the jurisdiction of the union to work that it hither-
to had not been able to control, except in the plants of the
Hlinois Steel Company at South Chicago and Joliet.

It was this extension of power and influence that the eom-
pany most feared. The erection of the tube mill in itself
was of little importance, involving the employment of some
forty men for a short time. But the concession if granted,
might have proved an entering wedge for still further tres-
pass on what the company regarded as sacred domain. Give
the union an inch and it will try to take a yard, was the way
the company officials looked at the matter. They feared the
unionizing of their fabricating shops and possibly through
them of their rolling mills.

The American Bridge Company fabricates on an average
about 35 per cent of all the structural steel manufactured in
the country. In 1913 it fabricated 47 per cent of the struc-
tural steel contracted for that year. The amount of its opera-
tions varies according to trade conditions, but since 1905 it has
erected on an average less than one-fourth the tonnage it has
fabricated and shipped. The following table of figures fur-
nished by President Ziesing of the ecompany, shows the ex-
tent of its operations:
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STATEMENT 0F TONNAGE SHIPPED AND KNRECTED BY THE AMERI-
caN Bripge Company Sixce 1905.

Year Shipped Erected
1905 407,238 100,732
1906 554,326 115,149
1907 591,653 184,164
1908 342141 114,548
1909 457,138 43,664
1910 499,794 138,735
1911 501,032 74,629
1912 561,821 101,346
1913 620,500 174,932

1914, to Sept. 30 403,633

From a business point of view the American Bridge Com-
pany would not eare if it did not erect any structural steel.
Erection work, as explained by Mr. Ziesing, is merely inci-
dental, and is carried on as a business precaution to protect
the company’s larger manufacturing interests. The company
maintains an erecting force and equipment to guard against
the possibility of erectors combining and refusing to handle
its manufactured products. Without an erecting force the
company might be placed at the merey of erectors, or at least
in a less advantageous husiness position than it now occupies.
With its own erecting force the company is in a position to
bid on a bridge, op the structural steel in a building erected
complete, thus insuring the use of its manufactured products.
Its poliey is to sub-let erection work, especially on buildings,
although even then, it is the largest erector of structural steel
in the country.

The International Association of Bridge and Structural
Ironworkers claims jurisdiction over the men employed in the
fabrication ef structural steel in the shops. It has made sev-
eral unsuccessful efforts to organize different shops of the
American Bridge Company. There are a few small locals of
shop men affiliated with the International Association at the
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present time. The reason that all the shop men are not or-
ganized, is that it has been found impossible of accomplish-
ment.

Some of the building trades unions, notably the sheet metal
workers, carpenters and marble workers, control the men in
the shops in their respective erafts. Why not the structural
ironworkers? That was the thought uppermost in the minds
of the officials of the American Bridge Company when diseuss-
ing terms of settlement of the strike.

If the structural ironworkers had complete control of erec-
tion work, it would be a natural step for them to take ad-
vantage of that situation to force the unionizing of the shops.
Refusal to handle steel fabricated by non-union men would
be a natural and powerful lever to use. Were the shops
organized refusal on the part of the men to handle steel
rolled in non-union mills would not be entirely illogical. It
would be highly improbable, because the workmen in the steel
mills do not come under the jurisdiction of the structural iron-
workers, but the officials of the steel companies do not over-
look probabilities or possibilities.

It is true the structural ironworkers have never refused to
erect non-union made material to aid the shop men, but the
reason is that they have not considered it practioable to do so.
They do not deny the desirability of such action if the chances
of success looked favorable. Most of the agreements which
they have with employers guard against such sympathetic
action by providing that there shall be no restriction of the
use of manufactured material. Such a clause in an agree-
ment is in itself an admission of the possibility, and were
the ironworkers in a position to do so, they probably would
not sign agreements containing such clauses.

In view of the possibilities in the situation and in the light
of the well established policy of the U. S. Steel Corporation
and its subsidiaries to limit the scope of union activity, it can
readily be understood why the company hesitated about con-
ceding to the union the erection of the McKeesport tube mill,
or any other point that would widen the union sphere of
influence.
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Mr. Ziesing is very certain that the union representatives
made threats that they would organize the shops and refuse
to handle steel rolled in non-union mills. He is certain also,
that the union representatives asked that the company should
not sell steel to firms employing non-union men in erection
work.

Mr. Ryan is equally certain that no such threats or demands
were made. He says it would have been ridiculous to have
made such demands, as the ironworkers had always handled
non-union made material coming from smaller concerns, and
if they meant to change that policy they would be unlikely to
start with the largest corporation in the industry, which of-
fered the least chance of sucecess.

Assuming that Mr. Ziesing and Mr. Ryan have both told the
truth to the best of their recollection, as to what transpired
in the conferences, there is only one plausible explanation of
the conflicting statements. The conferences took place nine
vears ago and it would be difficult, if not impossible for any
one of the participants to remember clearly all the points
discussed, especially as the conferences lasted two days. It
is reasonable, therefore to assume that each one would remem-
ber most distinetly the particular points which most impressed
him at the time.

In a long discussion in which seven men participated, it is
entirely probable that many points were brought up which
created a different impression on the minds of those who
heard them. If the union representatives spoke of refusing
to handle non-union made material, or asked the company not

to sell steel to non-union erectors, they knew they were asking
for something they did not expect to get. That being the case
they would regard such points-as trivial and incidental and
might forget a week afterward that they had been discussed.
They would attach no importance to them, but might advance
them to offset some points advanced on the other side. The
things they did expect to get, such as a written agreement and
the erection of the McKeesport tube mill, they would not be
apt to forget, as in their minds those things were fundamental.
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This explanation appears the more plausible from the fact
that today Mr. Ziesing has hardly any recollection of the dis-
pute over the erection of the tube mill and thinks it was one
of the little incidental demands. Mr. Ryan on the other hand,
says it was the only matter of importance on which no under-
standing could be reached and was the real cause of the break
in relations and his memory on that would be apt to be much
better than Mr. Ziesing’s.

It is Mr. Ryan’s opinion that the points raised by Mr. Zies-
ing, were in reality advanced by Mr. Mitchell, the chief en-
gineer of the company, to prevent a settlement. He blames
Mr. Mitehell for the break between the company and the union.
This is disputed by Mr. Ziesing, who was Mr. Mitchell’s super-
ior officer. Had Mr. Ziesing been fully satisfied, Mr. Mitchell
could not have prevented a settlement.

But Mr. Ziesing was not satisfied and he frankly states that
the reason was very largely the fear of union interference in
the fabricating shops and with the sale of manufactured ma-
terials. He says the ironworkers have several times tried to
organize the shops of the company, so that the threat did not
appear as idle to him as it might have appeared to the union
representatives.

The possibilities in the situation were great enough in the
eyes of the company officials to cause them to positively refuse
to give the union men the erection of the McKeesport tube
mill, which might have proved an entering wedge.

As a matter of choice the company always preferred to work
open shop. In well organized centers it made agreements with
the unions as a matter of expediency. Even when the com-
pany was working under agreements with the local unions.
Mr. Ziesing says there were times when it was necessary to
hire non-union men, because the union could not always fur-
nish men to meet the company’s requirements.

The operations of the American Bridge Company differ ma-
terially from those of a large contracting firm, whose activities
are restricted to large cities where labor always is available.
In taking a contract for a bridge in some isolated part of the
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country, the company frequently was obliged to find non-union
men, as the union could not always find men willing to go.
After having organized a gang of bridgemen or ‘‘floaters’’
who were ready to go anywhere, the company was unwilling to
discharge such gangs. Its policy was to keep them as much
as possible in territory where no local union had jurisdietion,
but there were times when that could not be done and trouble
arose with a union where a nonunion gang came within the
jurisdiction of a local. That appears to have been one of the
causes of friction when the company worked under an agree-
ment with the union.

Another cause of friction was the practice of the company
to employ laborers in the erection of false work. On isolated
jobs where open shop conditions prevailed, there was, of
course, no objection raised to this practice. When the com-
pany sought to erect false work with laborers within the juris-
diction of a local union, there would immediately be a protest
and sometimes a strike. The union ironworkers have always
contended for the control of false work and it has been con-
ceded them wherever union conditions prevail.

Such restrictions naturally made the company prefer open
shop conditions as a matter of choice, so that at the time of
the final break there were a number of influences which
strengthened the company’s determination to sever its rela-
tions with the union. The erection of the McKeesport tube
mill furnished the direct pretext and put the company in a
defensive position, because hitherto the union had not been
able to control such work.



CHAPTER IX.
Post & McCorp STRIKE IN NE“; Yorxk.

Up to the time that negotiations were broken off between the
union and the American Bridge Company, the strike had not
effected New York with respect to sub-contracts.

The firm of Post & MeCord in that city, was commonly
supposed to be a part of the American Bridge Company, al-
though it was denied by members of the firm. Some years
before the firm of Post & MeCord had sold its fabricating
shops to the American Bridge Company and confined its op-
erations to erection work. Tt purchased all its structural steel
from the American Bridge Company.

That there was a close connection between the two com-
panies was admitted, but that the firm of Post & McCord was
a part of the Ameriean Bridge Company was not established.
That the New York local union of ironworkers was working
under an agreement with the firm of Post & McCord, as a
member of the local association of steel erectors, is not dis-
puted by any one.

Mr. Ryan went to New York and asked the local union to
declare a strike on Post & MeCord’s jobs, on the ground that
it was a subsidiary of the American Bridge Company. While
some of the loeal officers did not think the action wise, there
was no objection offered in the meeting of the district council
when the strike order was passed. Even then the local busi-
ness agent Charles Massey hesitated to call the strike and told
Mr. Ryan that he believed it would be a losing fight.

Mr. Ryan said the Cleveland local had been suspended for
not obeying the strike order and that he would not play any
favorities. Unless the strike was called, he said, he would
suspend the local. The strike on the Post & McCord work
was called on November 1, 1905.

The structural ironworkers’ union was at that time repre-
sented on the General Arbitration Board of the Building
Trades Employers’ Association and the building trades’
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unions. The firm of Post & MceCord protested against the eall-
ing of the strike, in violation of its agreement with the union
and a meeting of the representatives of the employers and
unions in other trades was called November 3d. The iron-
workers were ordered to return to work and they refused.

Some further efforts were made to induce the ironworkers
to return to work, the point being raised by the employers that
there was no evidence that the firm involved was connected
with the American Bridge Company and that the local agree-
ment prohibited the calling of such strikes.

Mr. Ryan insisted that he had proof that the firm of Post
& McCord was in reality the American Bridge Company op-
erating under another name in New York City and that any
agreement made by a local was not binding when the inter-
national ordered a strike.

A meeting of the General Arbitration Board was held on
November 16th and a resolution was adopted directing the
ironworkers to return to work and that the question of
whether the firm of Post & McCord was a part of the Ameri-
can Bridge Company be submitted to a special board, such
board to give a decision not later than November 18th. This
resolution was adopted by a unanimous vote of 46 on the
employers’ side and 32 for and 10 against on the union side.

The ironworkers refused to return to work, and the special
board to determine the status of the firm of Post & MeCord
was not appointed. The ironworkers were then suspended
from the General Arbitration Board.!

The suspension of the ironworkers, with the practically
unanimous consent of the other building trades unions, may
have been influenced by the fact that it was the second time
within a few months that they had gone out on strike in
violation of their agreement with their employers. In July,
1905, the ironworkers struck on the Commercial Cable Build-
ing in New York against Milliken Brothers, because members
of a riggers’ union were employed by another firm on the same
job to erect smokestacks. On that occasion they were ordered to

1—Records of the Building Trades Employers’ Association.
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return to work, but it took them several days to comply with
the order.! When they struck the second time, the employers
were ready to take drastic action and most of the unions were
willing to acquiesce.

At the time the ironworkers were suspended from the Gen-
eral Arbitration Board, they were preparing to demand a
wage increase on the expiration of their agreement January
1, 1906. The wages paid at the time were $4.50 a day and
the men were asking for $5 a day. This increase being re-
fused, the men struck involving practically all the erectors in
New York, including the members of the National Erectors’
Association.

This strike appears to have galvanized into action the Na-
tional Erectors’ Association, which up to that time had pur-
sued a non-aggressive policy. While it had members in some
other cities, New York was its chief stronghold and as the
New York local of ironworkers had placed itself outside the
support of other unions in the building trades, the time seemed
advantageous to inangurate an open shop policy.

The National Erectors’ Association looked for a man to
direct the open shop eampaign and finally selected Mr. Walter
Drew. He was a young attorney who had previously been the
secretary of a Citizens’ Alliance in Grand Rapids, Mich. and
had given some study to the methods of labor unions and had
written a good deal on the subject. He was thoroughly imbued
with the open shop idea, and the injustices of the closed shop
so-called, as he viewed it. He drafted a constitution for the
government of the Association in which the open shop prin-
ciple was emphasized and convinced the members of the execu-
tive committee that it was feasible and practicable to establish
and maintain the open shop in the structural iron trade.

The American Bridge Company had, of course, been operat-

1—Records of Building Trades Employers’ Association. The ironworkers
made application to be re-admitted to the General Arbitration Board
May 21, 1906, but the employers objected and no action was taken on
the application. The union has never been able to get another agree-
ment with the New York employers.
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ing on the open shop basis since the strike against it was called
some months previously and as it was the dominating force
in the Erectors’ Association, Mr. Drew did not find it so diffi-
cult to bring the other members to his point of view. The
New York employers were bitter against the union, while the
ironworkers did not appear to have many friends among the
other unions. The declaration for the open shop was made
formally on May 1, 1906. i

Conditions in the structural iron trade were in a rather
chaotie state in the spring of 1906. Employers friendly to the
union believed that the wage increase demanded was in excess
of what trade conditions warranted and they were unwilling to
pay it. A series of conferences were held between those
friendly firms most of whom were general contractors, and
the union representatives and finally a settlement of the local
strike was reached on the basis of 60 cents an hour, or $4.80
a day. Some six or eight firms agreed to the compromise and
the ironworkers returned to work for them. The others, how-
ever, stood firm against granting any increase, or making any
agreement with the union. In fact they refused to meet the
union representatives to discuss a settlement and after a time
the firms who had agreed to pay $4.80 a day, returned to the
former scale of $4.50 and open shop conditions prevailed gen-
erally in New York City.

For the next year or two the open shop campaign was
actively pushed by Mr. Drew. A great deal of printed matter
was issued from the offices of the Association. It was a praec-
tice to put circulars in the pay envelopes of the open shop em-
ployees, advising them that they did not need a union card
and if asked for one on any job, to notify Mr. Drew and their
statements would be regarded as confidential. They were in-
formed through these circulars that there was not the slightest
possibility of any of the open shop firms recognizing the union,
the dynamiting outrages occurring about that time having the
effect of making the employers more determined in that re-
spect.!

1—Circular issued by Mr. Drew September 15, 1908.
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The New York local also was active and frequently issued
circulars in answer to those issued by Mr. Drew. In 1908 the
union filed a complaint under the Prevailing Wage Law of
New York against the McClintie-Marshall Company for pay-
ing less than the prevailing wages on the erection of some of
the Chelsea piers. The union complaint was based on the fact
that the company was employing cheap labor in assembling
and shifting material around on the ground, that on a union
job would have been done by skilled bridgemen. When actual
erection work was started, the company paid the union rate
of pay. After an investigation by the comptroller’s depart-
ment, the complaint was dismissed, as it was not found that
the law had been violated.

‘When the union filed the complaint, William Green, who was
president and business agent of the New York local asserted
that Mr. McClintie, president of the company had offered to
employ union men to the extent of 75 per cent of the total
working force and to ‘‘take care of Green financially’’ if he
would withdraw the complaint. Mr. Green refused the offer
and alleged bribe.?

In another circular dated October 22d Mr. Drew denied
that any bribe had been offered (Green, stating that as the
comptroller’s department had decided there was no violation
of the law, there could have been no purpose in seeking to
bribe anyone. Of course the decision was not given until
several weeks had elapsed after the ecomplaint was filed, so
that a bribe might have been offered to have the complaint
withdrawn. At least so Mr. Green asserted in a second cir-
cular issued November 17th in which he challenged Mr. Me-
Clintic to make an affidavit that the charge was untrue.

While the fight was going on in New York the ironworkers
received no increase in wages, although wages had been ad-
vanced in Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, St. Louis and other
large cities. -

In December, 1909, the Iron League Erectors’ Association

1—Circular issued by New York Union October 5, 1908.
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of New York and the National Erectors’ Association sent out
the following announcement with respect to wages:

“On February 1, 1910, the rate of wages for competent, all
around bridgemen and structural ironworkers in New York
City paid by members of this Association will be raised to 60
cents an hour and on July 1, 1910, to $5 a day.

‘¢ Although no demand upon us had been made from any
source, we believe that trade conditions and future prospects
justify such increases. The open shop, which we are more
than ever determined to maintain, has brought about healthier
and better conditions in our industry and in the relations be-
tween employers and employees and it is these which have en-
abled us to take this action at this time.

““We ask the continued confidence and cooperation of our
men in the future as in the past. These things mean greater
results from the joint efforts of the employer and his men and
make possible better returns for both.’”

This increase in wages is the only one which the structural
ironworkers in New York have received in more than twelve
years.

1—Records on flle offices Natlonal Erectors’ Assoclation.



CHAPTER X.
Uxrtox Poricies 1xv Fiegar Acainst Opex SHoP.

The policy of the structural ironworkers with respect to sub-
contracts differs from that usually pursued by other unions in
the building industry. Most of the unions are interested only
in securing the work for their members, and if a contract has
been awarded to a non-union firm and is later sub-let to a
union firm, the union is satisfied. There is a certain piece of
work to be done, and if it is done under union conditions, the
average union in the building trades does not concern itself
about who held the original contract.

The reason that the ironworkers pursued a different policy,
probably, is due to the fact that they had to deal with large
corporations, who might find it convenient to employ union
men in one locality and non-union men in another. If the
American Bridge Company, for instance, found that it could
not employ non-union men on a job, because of the sympathetic
action of other unions, it naturally would sub-let the work to
some firm that was employing union men. In this way it
would be possible to earry on its business with little interrup-
tion, employing non-union men where it could do so without
interference and sub-letting the work where it could not.

By adopting a policy of working for the American Bridge
Company in places where it was compelled by force of circum-
stances to employ union men, or sub-let its work, the iron-
workers could not hope to completely organize the erection
work of the company. They, therefore, made a stand for all
the work, or none. In doing so they antagonized union firms
for whom they had always worked. They over-estimated their
own strength and risked losing, probably three-fourths of the
work of the company, for the sake of controlling the other
fourth.

That this had been the policy of the structural ironworkers,
before the last strike against the American Bridge Company
was called, or before Mr. Ryan became international presi-
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dent, is shown by the records of the organization. The cause
of the strike, as stated, was the awarding of a sub-contract to
a non-union firm.

As previously stated Secretary MecNamara in ¢“Circular No.
30 To Local Unions’’ clearly outlined the policy of the or-
ganization in the following language: ‘‘No local union should
ever allow any work to proceed under the subterfuge thatit has
been taken away from the American Bridge Company, as in
the majority of cases this is but a move to out-wit our local
unions.”’

The wisdom of risking so much already secured, in the hope
of obtaining a little that for a time seemed beyond reach,
may well be questioned. Experienced labor leaders would
have hesitated, preferring to hold on to what they had and
reach out for more from time to time as a favorable opportun-
ity presented itself. Had the ironworkers adopted that policy,
the open shop campaign of the employers would in all proba-
bility have failed before it was fairly started. In the language
of one of the officials of a local union of ironworkers, the policy
resulted in the union ‘‘being shot to pieces’’ in the first few
months of the fight.

In New York, Philadelphia, Chicago, Cleveland and other
large cities, structural iron work that was proceeding under
union conditions, was stopped in pursuance of this policy.
In some instances at least, there was nothing more than a
suspicion that such work was originally contracted for by the
American Bridge Company. From the most reliable informa-
tion obtainable, the firm of Post & MeCord in New York, is
not, nor ever was, a part of the American Bridge Company.
The strike on the work of that firm started the open shop war
in New York and forced other concerns into it that otherwise
might have kept aloof.

In Chicago the union ironworkers were called out of the
plant of the Illinois Steel Company, because like the American
Bridge Company, it was a subsidiary of the U. S. Steel Cor-
poration. It carried on its own erection work independently,
however, and as has been shown, it was the only steel plant of
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consequence in the country that employed union struetural
ironworkers inside its grounds. The stopping of these men
could have had little or no bearing on the strike against the
American Bridge Company. The men were receiving union
wages and working under union conditions and they were in-
formed that if they quit they would not be re-employed.

Some of the leaders in the Chicago union saw the danger in
going too far afield in the prosecution of the strike and they
opposed calling the men off the Illinois Steel Company’s
work. Among those was Frank Buchanan, the former inter-
national president. Mr. Buchanan said it would result in the
union losing work that it then controlled without having any
effect on the strike. Mr. Ryan made an appeal to the member-
ship to ‘“beware of the white shirt fellows’ meaning Mr.
Buchanan, who was not working at his trade at the time. The
appeal won and the men were called out. They have been out
ever since.

The firm of Kelly-Atkinson Company in Chicago also suf-
fered as a result of the policy of the ironworkers on sub-con-
tracts. The firm had a eontract for the erection of part of an
elevated railroad. There appeared some doubt as to whether
the American Bridge Company was the original contractor.
Mr. Buchanan on August 22, 1905, while he was still interna-
tional president, wrote a letter to Secretary McNamara stat-
ing that he had investigated reports that the Kelly-Atkinson
work was a sub-contract from the American Bridge Company
and he was of the opinion that the reports were not correct.!

Mr. Ryan made a second investigation after he assumed
office and found that the work was a sub-contract. At least
he ordered a strike on the work and kept it tied up for several
months, until the Executive Board lifted the ban on sub-con-
traets.

In Philadelphia the Ettor Erecting Company was building
an elevated railroad and employing union men. It was a sub-
contract from the American Bridge Company. The union men

1—Exhibit No. 7, p. 1104, Vol. 2 Transcript of Record, U. S. Circuit Court
of Appeals in Dynamite Conspiracy Cases.
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were called off, in spite of the protests of the local union
officers. The American Bridge Company finished the work
with open shop men.

So far as ean be seen this policy of calling strikes on sub-
contracts did not hamper the American Bridge Company in
the slightest degree. It did have the effect of antagonizing
firms that had employed union men and wished to continue
doing so. It is difficult to conceive of a policy better calcu-
lated to strengthen the position of the open shop emplovers.
The union played into their hands. Some members of the
union, forbidden to work on sub-contracts, left the organiza-
tion and went to work on open shop jobs, exactly as many of
the steel workers did in the strike of 1901. The American
Bridge Company controlled too much work, either directly or
through sub-contractors for the union to place a ban on it all.
There was not enough work left to keep the members of the
union employed, so it was inevitable that in time some of
them would seek employment in spite of the union.

Had the union permitted its members to work on any job
where union conditions prevailed, whether a sub-contract from
the American Bridge Company or not, it would not have been
possible for the open shop firms to obtain the number of ex-
perienced ironworkers that they did obtain in the first six
months of the fight. If work was to go on and if union men
refused to do it, other men had to be found. In a trade where
the wages paid are as high, and the degree of skill required as
low as that of the structural ironworker, it always is possible
to get workmen.

That this poliey of refusing to allow union men to work on
sub-contracts taken from the Ameriean Bridge Company, was
a mistake, was admitted by officials of the union themselves
after an experience of a few months. In May, 1906, some nine
months after the strike was ecalled, the Executive Board, acting
on the advice of President Ryan, authorized local unions to
allow their members to work on sub-contracts, provided the
work was done under union conditions.

While this change in policy improved conditions for the
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union ironworkers in some cities, it came too late to repair the
damage already done. New York City by that time was prac-
tically lost to the union and its influence had been greatly
weakened in other places. The business agent of the Phila-
delphia local said that during the time the ban was in force
on sub-contracts, the union in that vicinity lost 60 per cent of
its influence.

Shortly after permission was given local unions to allow
their members to work on sub-contracts, a movement was
started among them to obtain what they termed ‘‘local
option,”” which meant permission to werk for any open shop
firm in a given locality, if given union conditions, regardless
of the fact that such firm might be employing non-union men
in some other locality.

Delegates from New York, Brooklyn and Philadelphia went
to the headquarters of the international union in Indianapolis
in February, 1907, to urge the Executive Board to authorize
the ‘‘local option’’ policy. Their argument was that they
could force some open shop firms to employ union men in their
respective jurisdictions. There is no doubt that in the first
few months of the fight, some open shop firms would have
agreed to employ union men exclusively in certain distriets.
Architects and owners of buildings who wished to avoid labor
difficulties, would not let contracts to open shop firms, where
there was danger of other unions joining in sympathetic
strikes. This limited the opportunities of the open shop firms
in some cities, so that as a matter of business they would have
agreed to union conditions on some jobs.

The IExecutive Board would not consider such a policy. Mr.
Ryan was very emphatic against it. He contended that if a
local was permitted to follow such a policy in its own jurisdie-
tion, without regard to other locals less favorably situated,
there would be no use in having an international union. He
could not see the force of the arguments of the ‘‘local option”’
advocates, that if one local controlled conditions within a
radius of twenty-five or fifty miles and other locals controlled
for like distances, the open shop employers would be hemmed
into restricted areas.
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From a union standpoint no doubt Mr. Ryan was right, but
the open shop employers were steadily gaining ground and
it might have been good tactics to restrict their activities
wherever it was possible. It is true that through fear of
sympathetic strikes and sometimes political influences, the
open shop employers occasionally lost a contract that they
would have obtained had they employed union men, but the
gains they made through steadily increasing the number and
efficiency of their open shop working forces, more than offset
the occasional losses of contracts which they sustained.

The ‘‘local option’’ question was a subject of controversy
and discussion at each convention of the ironworkers for sev-
eral years. Because of the peculiar conditions in New York,
which was entirely open shop, inasmuch as no signed agree-
ments existed, the local there in 1908 received permission to
allow its numbers to work on open shop jobs. All the iron
erectors in the city except a few general contractors, were
working on the open shop plan, so that it appeared to be a
necessity to permit the union ironworkers to work by the side
of open shop men to-preserve what was left of the organiza-
tion.

Although the ‘‘local option’’ advocates kept up their fight
in each convention, it was not until the convention in Indian-
apolis in February, 1913, that the policy was adopted. It did
not work as successfully as its advocates had hoped. Accord-
ing to the opinions of some local officers in open shop territory,

the policy resulted in weakening instead of strengthening the
union.

The theory of the ‘‘local option’’ advocates proved wrong
in 1913 but it does not follow that it might not have been right
in 1907 when it was first proposed. At that time there were
fewer open shop men in the trade and many of those had lim-
ited experience. Kach year that passed gave the open shop
employers an advantage, by enabling them to train their non-
union forces to greater efficiency. By 1913 the open shop
policy had been firmly established in the bridge building
branch of the trade and in the construction branch in a num-
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ber of cities. It was too late for the union to overcome the
advantage the employers had gained.

The plan followed in New York City of allowing union men
to work by the side of open shop men did not bring the results
that the union hoped for. It was expected that by permitting
union men to work on the same jobs with open shop men, the
latter could be induced to join the union. Instead of the open
shop men joining the union, many of the union men left the
organization and took chances with the open shop forces. The
open shop men always were in a majority on a job, so that the
influence of the union men was practically nil. The employers
did not permit stewards on the jobs and if any coercion was at-
tempted by active union men, they were promptly reported to
the employer and discharged.

In the convention held in Peoria, Ill., in September, 1914,
resolutions were introduced declaring the ‘‘local option?’’
policy a failure and providing for a return to the old condi-
tions. After a long discussion the resolutions were amended
to give diseretionary power to the Executive Board.

As finally adopted the resolution read:

‘“Resolved, that this convention in executive session in-
structs the General Executive Board to order to cease work for
any firm that is unfair to any other local union, when after
investigation they deem it for the best interests of the Inter-
national Association.’”

1—Convention Proceedings, Bridgemen’s Magazine, October, 1914.
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CHAPTER XI.
Povricies or EmprovErs IN OPEN SHOP WAR.

In their fight to establish and maintain the open shop prin-
ciple in the erection of structural steel and iron, the employers
pursued wiser tactics during the crucial period than did their
union opponents. They adopted no hard and fast rules of
policy, but adapted themselves to circumstances and acted as
seemed most expedient.

After the National Erectors’ Association announced its
open shop policy on May 1, 1906, its members did not deviate
from that policy to the extent of holding any formal con-
ferences with union representatives, or entering into any
agreements with them. But they had no objections to employ-
ing union men if they could find any willing to work for them.
Neither did they hesitate to sub-let contracts to firms employ-
ing union men, if that plan appeared to offer any advantage.

As the open shop fight progressed and the non-union work-
men increased in number and efficiency, the leading firms in
the Erectors’ Association became a little more striet in the
matter of letting sub-contracts to firms employing union men
under closed shop agreements. Preference was given to open
shop firms and in some instances cash bonds were required to
guarantee that the work would be done on the open shop prin-
ciple.

In numerous instances, however, sub-contracts containing
an open shop clause were awarded, with full knowledge that
matter of letting sub-contracts to firms employing union men
rules. If a union firm was the lowest bidder on a sub-contraect,
the members of the Erectors’ Association were inclined to
look at the business side of the proposition and wink at a viola-
tion of the open shop principle. An open shop clause in the
contract probably eased their consciences, but they did not
let their principles stand in the way of profits.

There were occasions when even the open shop clause was
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omitted in the awarding of sub-contracts, when the successful
bidder was a responsible firm employing union men. The
Snare & Triest Company was given sub-contracts in New York
by the American Bridge Company and the Pennsylvania Steel
Company and the open shop question was not raised. The
firm employed union men exelusively on such contracts.?

This firm erected two of the Chelsea piers on a sub-contract
from the Pennsylvania Steel Company when the open shop
fight was at its height in New York and employed only union
men. The MeClintic-Marshall Construetion Company erected
the other piers at the same time with open shop men.

The American Bridge Company sub-let the erection of the
approaches to a bridge over the East River in New York to
the Oscar Daniels Company, knowing that the firm employed
union men. The work was completed under union rules.

It appears, however, that the American Bridge Company
was stricter in the matter of sub-contracts than some of the
other large firms in the Erectors’ Association. The New York
firm of Terry & Tench was the successful bidder on a sub-
contract for the erection of the Madison Avenue Bridge in
New York City in 1907. The American Bridge Company in-
sisted on an open shop clause in the contract. Terry & Tench
had no objections, it being the intention of the firm to accept
the clause and employ union men exclusively as it had been
doing up to that time.

Mr. Drew, the commissioner of the Erectors’ Association,
was asked for an opinion if such an open shop clause was en-
forceable. He said it was not, but that he would draw up a
clause that would meet the requirements. He accordingly
drew up a clause providing that an agent of the Erectors’
Association be allowed to visit the work and hire or discharge
men to insure the job being done under open shop rules. Terry
& Tench would not accept sueh a clause and the contract was
canceled.?

The Pennsylvania Steel Company let a sub-contraet for the

1—Statement of Arthur W. Buttenheim, Secretary of the Company.
2—Statements of Mr. Tench and Mr. Drew.
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erection of a viaduct to J. H. Greiner, a Philadelphia con-
tractor who was employing union men. He was required to
put up a cash bond of $6,000 that the work would be done on
the open shop plan. He did not wish to get into trouble with
the union, while at the same time he wanted to get the contract.
The matter was quitely arranged with the business agent of
the Philadelphia union and Mr. Greiner started work with an
open shop force. Gradually the open shop men were found
to be ‘“‘incompetent’’ and discharged. The union business
agent saw to it that union men were on hand to fill the places.
In three weeks the job was entirely unionized and it was
finished before the Pennsylvania Steel Company knew of the
arrangement. Mr. Greiner, however, did not get another sub-
contract from that company or any other member of the
Erectors’ Association and soon afterwards joined the union
and went to work at the trade.?

The Strobel Steel Construction Company of Chicago took
a good many sub-contracts from the American Bridge Com-
pany and at one time was a member of the Erectors’ Associ-
ation.” It employed union men exclusively and when it per-
sisted in this policy it was expelled from the Erectors’ Asso-
ciation.?

The National Erectors’ Association never imposes any
penalties in the shape of fines on its members for violations of
the open shop principle to which they are pledged. They
are expected to live up to the open shop rule on all work done
by them directly, and as far as possible see that any work
sub-let by them is carried on in the same way. Occasional
lapses from the rule are overlooked, but if a firm persists in
ignoring the rule so that it is apparent that it is not trying to
observe it, that firm is dropped from membership.

It has been charged by union officials that the National
Erectors’ Association has coerced some firms into declaring
for the open shop. It has been shown that the members of the

1—Statement of M. J. Cunnane, Business Agent Philadelphia Local.
2—Statement of Mr. Drew..
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Erectors’ Association control the output of approximately 75
per cent of the fabricated steel used. The American Bridge
Company alone fabricated 35 per cent or more, so that it would
appear plausible that pressure might be brought to bear on
some erectors through this control of manufactured material.

There does not appear to be any foundation for these
charges, at least through the control of manufactured material.
Any reputable contractor finds no difficulty in obtaining ma-
terial. The competition among the steel companies is too
keen to permit of any diserimination on account of the em-
ployment of union or non-union men in erection work. Com-
plaints of this nature when carefully followed up were, with-
out exception, found to be without merit.

A seemingly well authenticated case was learned in New
York City, where a large general contracting firm which em-
ploys union men, was said to have had trouble with the Amer-
ican Bridge Company in the way of procuring material. In-
vestigation proved that the trouble arose over an entirely dif-
ferent matter and that it was the general contractor, who for
business and personal reasons, quit purchasing material from
the company. It was not a case of the company refusing to
sell or make prompt delivery, but of the contractor refusing
to buy.
~ This particular firm is not on friendly business relations
with the American Bridge Company and when its manager
said that he had never heard of the company refusing to sell,
or delay the delivery of material on account of the employment
or non-employment of union ironworkers, it may be assumed
he was not speaking in defense of the company. As a matter
of fact he scouted the idea as ridiculous and said that any one
familiar with conditions in the structural iron trade would
know that such a charge could not be true.!

Officials of the American Bridge Company have stated that
in their last conference with the representatives of the struct-
ural ironworkers’ union, the latter asked the company not to
sell material to firms employing non-union men in erection

1—Statement of Mr. Rowan, Manager Jameg Stewart Co. New York.
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work. Mr. Gary said that such action would render the com-
pany liable to prosecution for conspiracy. The same would
hold true if the company refused to sell to firms employing
union men and if it tried to delay deliveries it would lose the
business. The American Bridge Company is in business to
sell all the steel it can, and as Mr. Ziesing said, it is not con-
cerned about what is done with the steel after it has been de-
livered.

Because no coercive tactics have been pursued in the mat-
ter of control of manufactured steel, it does not follow that
the KErectors’ Association has not used pressure on union firms
in another direction to have them work open shop. This has
been done in the way of refusing to let a sub-contract to a
union firm, or by insisting on an open shop clause in such
contracts.

If a firm had little work on hand and had a chance to secure
a favorable sub-contract from the American Bridge Company,
or any other large open shop firm, the business temptation to
declare for the open shop and accept the contract would be
great. In some instances the temptation was too strong to
resist, so that in this way the Erectors’ Association did exer-
cise pressure on independent union firms.

On the other hand, if the union could bring sufficient pres-
sure to bear to cause a contract to be taken away from an open
shop firm and given to a union concern, it did not hesitate to
do so. As a matter of fact the union sometimes succeeded in
doing that and hailed it as a victory. If the thing was legiti-
mate in the one case, it was equally so in the other. It was all
a part of the fight and in playing the game, the records prove
that the employers kept within the law much closer than did
their opponents.

While a few firms may have been forced to declare for the
open shop to procure contracts, they are exceptions. As a
general rule the open shop employers are such from choice.
The truth is that many union concerns would prefer to work
open shop if they could do so without danger of sympathetic
strikes on the part of other unions. Some large general con-
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tractors who employ union ironworkers exclusively, contribute
to the support of the National Erectors’ Association. They do
not advertise the fact and are classed as strong advocates of
unions, but privately they indorse the open shop campaign.
They feel that it has benefited them by keeping the union iron-
workers in check. The union is less apt to cause trouble over
minor infractions or rules when the possibility is always pres-
ent of an employer hiring open shop men.
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CHAPTER XII.
Way Erecrors Prerer OPEN SHOP.

Assuming that the structural iron erectors who have adopted
the open shop policy, have done so from choice, it follows that
they must have had some business reasons for doing so. What
are the reasons?

A great deal of literature has been issued by associations of
open shop employers, tending to show that the fight is purely
one of principle; that principle being the right of a workman
to work where and for whom he pleases and under such con-
ditions as he may see fit.

1t is not necessary to waste time or space in discussing that
plea. Until society provides a plan for assuring every man,
who is able and willing to work, an opportunity of doing so, it
is idle to talk about his sacred right to work.

Setting aside, therefore, the thoughtless and many times
hypocritical plea of some open shop employers, that they are
contending for a fundamental principle, the matter may be dis-
cussed from a purely business point of view. :

If employers who are fighting for the open shop would
frankly admit that they are doing so for business reasons to
increase their power and profits, and if labor unions who are
fighting the open shop would admit that they are doing so for
precisely the same reasons, the public would hear less mean-
ingless twaddle about abstract principles. No matter how
many high-sounding phrases may be used in discussing the
subject, in the last analysis it is a common, ordinary question
of dollars and cents.

In the structural iron trade, New York City furnishes a
gpod illustration of the effect of the open shop on wages. That
city is the stronghold of the National Erectors’ Association
and the wages paid structural ironworkers are lower than in
any of the leading cities of the country. They are lower than
the wages paid in most of the other building trades in New
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York, where the unions are working under contractual rela-
tions with their employers.

Not only that, but the wages paid structural ironworkers in
New York are 50 cents a day higher than the scale of the Erect-
ors’ Association for any other city in the country, which makes
the difference between the open shop and the union scale still
more marked.

The National Erectors’ Association has not issued a wage
scale since November, 1912, while the union scale has been
raised in a number of cities since that time. The open shop
erectors have three different rates of wages applying to all the
principal cities in the country. Those rates for an eight-hour
workday are $5 in New York City and vicinity, $4.50 a day in
seventeen and $4 a day in thirty-four other cities.

It should be said that the rates of the Erectors’ Associa-
tion are standard and as most of the work of its members is
bridge work, the differences in some instances may be less
than they appear. Some of the unions have a lower road
scale than their city scale, so that outside of New York and
vicinity, it might be fairer to compare the scale of the Erectors’
Association with the road scale of the unions. By doing so
the advantage in favor of the Erectors’ Association is very
slight, as only a few locals have a lower road scale than their
city scale.

On the average the wages paid by members of the Erectors’
Association are considerably lower than the wages paid by
firms employing union men.

The following comparison of the open shop and union scale
for structural ironworkers in twelve leading cities in different
sections of the country is a fair illustration:
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Open Shop Scale.  Union Scale.

City. Cents per Hour. Cents per Hour.
New York.. .. .o.aases 621 621
Buflako L.l ce b4 tsaa bttt 561 65*
ORICRER o v v s 85 ed Tenfsied 561 68
Cleveland: .. 5 si- ~sisine 561 70
Denver ...... xRS 561 561
Bogton. . . . i sehis s 50 621*
Minneapolis ...........50 621
St TeGRES . ., o o rleits e iia? 50 75*
Lounisyilie .. . &8 Lo ..90 a0
San Francisco ......... 561 13"
Indianapolis .......... 561 68
BaltBUore . il.v.i ong b 561 561

In comparing open shop with union wages in the structural
iron trade, there is one condition that should be considered.
The open shop men have more steady employment, which, of
course, increases their annual earnings, so that they would
more nearly equal the earnings of the union men. The open
shop employers strive to keep their gangs steadily employed,
while the union employers, doing work in large cities have no
difficulty in procuring competent men at any time. The sup-
ply of open shop men is more limited, which has a tendency
to give them steadier employment.

But aside from the question of the nominal rate of pay per
hour, there are other reasons why the erectors prefer the open

*The rate quoted is that claimed by the union, which does not agree with
the rate given for those cities by E. M. Craig, secretary of the Building
Construction Employers Association of Chicago, whose tables are pre-
pared with great care from information received from various sources.
Mr. Craig’s figures for 1914 for San Francisco are 6214 cents an hour and
for St. Louis 60 cents an hour. The rates shown in Mr. Craig’s tables
are 621 cents an hour for Buffalo and 56} cents for Boston. The Bal-
timore scale for 1914 is 50 cents a day lower than the scale for 1913.
In St. Louis the scale for structural ironworkers was 65 cents an hour
for 1911-12-13 and in 1914 a strike was called for 75 cents an hour.
The employers fought the increase and an independent union was formed.
The rate claimed by the union may be paid on some jobs. but may not
be the standard rate recognized in that locality.



81

shop. As a matter of fact the open shop employers deny that
they pay less than union employers to competent bridgemen.
They say they do not object to high wages. What they do
object to are the rules and restrictions imposed by the union
and the interference of walking delegates. Several large em-
ployers who recently turned from union to open shop condi-
tions say they were driven to the change by the actions of
some local business agents of the union.

In that respect, however, the question again resolves
itself into one of dollars and cents. The union rules and re-
strictions of which the employers complain, are simply meth-
ods used by the union to get more wages for its members, or
more work, which is the same thing. The union rules may not
mean a higher rate of pay per hour. The minimum rate is
generally well established and seldom cause for dispute. It
is the jurisdiction of work which causes the real trouble and
adds to the cost of construction where the union controls, or
reduces the cost where open shop conditions prevail, without
changing the standard rate of pay per hour.

One of the chief causes of friction between the American
Bridge Company and the union, at the time when contractual
relations obtained, was the question of the erection of false-
work. The union has always claimed that the erection and
removal of falsework is a part of the structural ironworker’s
trade, and it is so conceded in all agreements that have been
made. That means of course, that falsework must be erected
and removed by union men, receiving the minimum rate of
pay.

On an open shop job the employer may, if he chooses, do
such work with unskilled labor. The laborers probably receive
about one-half the pay of skilled bridgemen. On a union job
the employer would have to pay skilled men to do this class
of work, so that it can readily be understood why union ‘‘rules
and restrictions’’ are objectionable from the employer’s point
of view. Relieved of such rules, the open shop employer could
afford to pay skilled men the highest rate of pay and still
profit over his competitor who employed union men.
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The erection of falsework, however, requires some degree
of skill, so that it does not furnish as clear an illustration of
the cost of some union rules, as does the handling of material.

In all agreements made between the union ironworkers and
their employers provision is made for laborers handling ma-
terial in yards and storage points, and for delivering ma-
terial from such yards and storage points to the site of the
work. The site of the work is defined:

(a) In the case of buildings, within reach of the derricks,
or other appliances used in erecting the materials.

(b) In the case of bridges, viaduets and similar strue-
tures, to the point of the structure nearest the storage yard.*

The agreements provide also that in the removal of old
structures laborers may handle the material after it has been
dismantled and landed by bridgemen, which means that skilled
workmen must do the dismantling and lowering of the ma-
terial.

The enforcement or non-enforcement of these rules mean
a material difference in the cost of erection. The handling
of structural iron does not require skill. A sturdy laborer
could handle it better than a less sturdy skilled workman.

The erection of a viaduct may be taken as an example of
how the rule works. If the work is being done under union
conditions, laborers may deliver the material to the point of
the structure nearest the storage yard. Suppose the employer
decided to establish a storage yard along the side of the via-
duct, if the conditions made that practicable, laborers would
then be handling the material over the entire length of the
viaduet. Suppose again the walking delegate visited the job
and stopped the work, demanding that bridgemen handle
the material from the point nearest the extreme end of the
viaduet. The employer quite naturally would resent such
‘“‘union interference’’ as it meant to him the employment of
high-priced men to do work that could be satisfactorily per-
formed by laborers. It cuts down his profits, while it in-

1—See Agreement Appendix p. 165.
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creases the profits of the bridgemen by giving them more
work.

Whether the work should be done by the high-priced or the
low-priced man, is a matter on which opinions will differ.
The employer will, of course, contend that it is uneconomic
to pay skilled labor for doing unskilled work, but the union
ironworker is not interested in that phase of the subject. His
philosophy is that the work should always go to the high-
priced man, if he can get it, and he is in a union to help him
get it.

One of the largest structural iron firms in New York turned
from the union to the open shop in 1913 over the question of
handling material. The business agent of the Brooklyn union
stopped the work, because laborers were handling material
that was claimed to be the work of bridgemen. In speaking
of the reasons for declaring for the open shop, a member of
the firm complained bitterly of ‘‘grafting walking delegates’’
and said they had driven him to work open shop. It was the
rules and regulations of which he complained, not of wages
or hours of labor.?

Another question which at one time caused friction is the
number of men used in a riveting gang. It was the custom
to employ four men in a gang, although a literal reading of
the union agreements shows that employers could use a fewer
number without any violation of the contract. Some of the
employers tried to work three men in a gang. Under certain
conditions, when the heating furnace was close to the spot
where the rivets were to be used, three men might work in a
gang with fairly good results. The experiment, however,
proved uneconomical and was generally given up after a
trial. Praectically all firms, whether union or open shop, em-
ploy four men in a riveting gang. While the plan was being
tested, however, it caused trouble and furnished employers
with another instance of ‘‘union interference.’’

Complaints of employers that union stewards on jobs are a

1—Statement of Mr. Tench of the firm of Terry & Tench.
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source of trouble and annoyance are probably greatly exag-
gerated. All the ironworkers’ agreements provide that no
person not authorized by the employer, shall interfere with
workmen during working hours.

Mr. Ziesing says that in his last conference with uuion
representatives a demand was made that the steward be al-
lowed to pass judgment on the reasons for discharging a
workman. On that point, Mr. Ziesing probably voiced his
fears of something that might be possible, because the iron-
workers were unlikely to ask something of the American
Bridge Company in that respect, that they did not ask or ex-
pect of other employers.

None of the rules and regulations referred to apply on
open shop jobs, where the employer is free to do as he likes.
The skilled open shop workmen do not like to see laborers
doing work which they think bridgemen should do but they
are powerless to prevent it. Some of them complain that
their trade is being taken away by laborers, which indicates
that the desire to control the work is not confined to the union
ironworker. The desire is a common one,-the difference is
that the union ironworker is in a position to gratify that de-
sire and the open shop man is not. A union card does not
greatly change human nature. The non-union man of today
may be the union man of tomorrow, or vice versa, but in mat-
ters affecting his own particular trade, he is apt to think
pretty much the same way all the time.

In addition to the financial reasons for opposing union
rules and regulations, there is the natural human desire to do
as one pleases. Some employers resent the idea of being
forced to do anything, whether it costs them anything or
not. They feel that as they have to pay the fiddler, they
should have the right to dictate the tune.

If a city policeman ordered an erector to remove some ma-
terial from the street because it obstructed traffic, he would
comply without question. Bat if the walking delegate—the
policeman of the union—ordered him to remove it with skilled
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men instead of laborers, he would resent such an interference
with his rights.

In the one case the removal would be ordered for the public
good; in the other for the good of the union ironworkers, who
are a part of the public. In both instances it would be an in-
terference with the right of an individual to do as he pleased.

Because of these rules and restrictions, it is readily seen
why the iron erectors prefer the open shop. And by the same
token it is easily seen why the union ironworkers oppose it.
The employer believes that the union rules interfere with
rights that are his by law and custom. The union ironworker

knows that the open shop rules restriet his opportunities to
earn bread and butter.
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CHAPTER XIIL
Way Unions Fieat ror CLOSED SHoP.

To understand why some unions will stake their very exist-
ence to obtain a closed shop agreement, so-called, while other
unions are ready and willing to accept open shop contracts,
it is necessary to understand something of the peculiar condi-
tions obtaining in the particular trade. It is necessary also
to understand the meaning of the term ‘‘open shop’’ for it
does not convey the same meaning in every instance.

The building trades unions, without exception, aim at hav-
ing union or closed shop agreements with their employers.
Whatever the actual wording of these agreements may be,
they mean that the employer on his part agrees to hire mem-
bers of the union, and the union on its part obligates itself
to supply all the competent workmen needed in the particular
line of work. Such agreements are not altogether one-sided,
because the employer is assured of having an adequate labor
supply at all times to meet his requirements.

These trade agreements mean that a committee represent-
ing the employers and a committee representing the workmen,
have met in joint conference and drafted certain rules fixing
wages and conditions of employment in that particular trade.
They mean that both sides recognize the principle of collec-
tive, rather than individual bargaining.

Agreements between the railroad companies and the vari-
ous railroad brotherhoods do not provide for the exclusive
employment of union men. The railroad brotherhoods do not
assume the responsibility of supplying all the competent men
required by the railroads. These agreements are commonly
known as ‘‘open shop’’ agreements, and the railroad brother-
hoods are quite willing that they should be so regarded. But
for all practical purposes they are as effective as the so-called
closed shop agreements in the building trades.

Street railway companies frequently make open shop agree-
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ments with unions of their employes and the issue of the
closed shop is seldom raised. Certainly that issue would not
be regarded by the union officials as a sufficient cause for a
strike, if it did not involve the question of discrimination
against union men. If a street railway company was willing
to make a contract with its employees and show no discrimina-
tion as between union and non-union men, such a contract
would be acceptable to the union.

It is difficult for some to understand why one union will
accept an open shop agreement while another will not. Is the
building trades workman differently constituted from the lo-
comotive engineer or the street car motorman? Of course,
he is not, but he is forced to adopt different tactics to obtain
the same results, due to the different conditions in his trade.

Mr. Drew, Commissioner of the National Erectors’ Asso-
ciation, says that the structural ironworkers never accepted
the open shop principle in good faith, and like hundreds of
others, he points to the railroad brotherhoods as conspicuous
examples of unions that have aceepted the open shop and pros-
pered under the system.

- The conditions surrounding the railroad trainman and the
building trades workman are entirely different. It has been
said that the contracts between the railroad companies and
the brotherhoods are for all practical purposes union agree-
ments, as effective as if they were closed shop contracts. The
reason is this: The representatives of the railroads meet in
conference with the representatives of the brotherhoods and
agree on certain schedules of wages and hours for the differ-
ent classes of men in train service.

Those schedules apply alike to union and non-union men
in the different classes. There is no individual bargaining,
or no individual cutting of wages once the schedules have
been adopted. The adoption of the schedule has at once elimi-
nated the competition of the non-union man. The union men,
in other words, have set the standards of employment, which
is all that a building trades union does when it makes a closed
shop contract.
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If the employer in the building trades made an open shop
agreement, the union men would not be protected as are the
railroad employees from the competition of the non-union man.
The contractor might employ union men on one job and non-
union men, at a lower rate of pay on another job. Or he
might, as he has done in the past, employ union and non-union
men on the same job at different rates of pay and in this way
break down standards, or prevent them from being estab-
lished. The opportunities for doing so, in a trade where men
are being constantly employed and discharged, are too many,
and the building trades workman insists that the competition
of the non-union man be eliminated by specific agreement.

It might be possible, of course, for a building contractor
to agree to pay certain wages under an open shop agreement,
but if he did that the main incentive for desiring an open
shop agreement would be removed. He might as well sign a
closed shop agreement and that is what he does. Besides
trade union agreements are much like civil laws. Their en-
forcement depends upon the force of opinion behind them. It
is well known that a law which is obnoxious to a majority of
the people is non-enforceable. An open shop agreement in
the building trades would be worthless in practice, no mat-
ter how well it may sound in theory. A closed shop agree-
ment is enforceable only because of the organized strength of
the workmen behind it.

A closed shop agreement does not mean that the building
contractor or his’ foreman asks a workman on being hired
whether he is a member of the union. He hires him and the
union steward on the job sees to it that he has a union card,
or that he makes application to join. The picture, sometimes
painted, of the employer with tears in his eyes telling a work-
man that he would like to employ him, but cannot do so be-
cause he is not a member of the union, is purely fanciful.

The main purpose of the closed shop agreement in the build-
ing trades is to give the union power to control conditions, to
establish and maintain recognized standards. The union can-
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not control econditions in the trade, unless it controls the men
engaged in that trade.

But there is another reason. The high wages and short
workday in the building trades, have been brought about by
organized effort. That will not be disputed. The union man
therefore does not think that the non-union man, who has not
contributed either money or work to improve conditions,
should reap a reward that he does not deserve. The good
conditions have been brought about in spite of the non-union
man. Usually the non-union man has done his best to retard
every advance that has been made. In the opinion of the union
man his non-union competitor is not entitled to much consider-
ation. The union man does not feel that he is treating his non-
union competitor unfairly when he compels him to either join
the union and contribute his share to its support, or get off
the union job.

It may be said that the same line of reasoning applies to
the non-union railroad employee. It does, but the railroad
brotherhoods do not have to rely on closed shop agreements
to build up and retain their membership. There are other
conditions in connection with railroad work that are as im-
pelling as the closed shop agreement in the building trades.

There are three good reasons why the railroad brother-
hoods can afford to accept open shop agreements and prosper
under them: The first reason has already been alluded to. It
is that once the schedule of wages and hours has been adopted
it applies to every employee in that line of service and there
i1s no danger of the non-union man breaking down the estab-
lished standard.

Another reason why the railroad brotherhoods grow in
strength and influence without the aid of a closed shop agree-
ment is found in the strict rules of discipline maintained by
the railroads. An employe in railroad train service is sus-
pended or discharged for a slight infraction of the rules. If
be is a member of a brotherhood, he can appeal to a commit-
tee and if he has been unfairly treated, the brotherhood will
insist on his reinstatement. If he is not a member he has to
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fight his own battle and the chances of his reinstatement are
slim. The stricter the rules, the more incentive there is for
employees joining the brotherhoods for their protection.

The third reason is the insurance features of the railroad
brotherhoods. The occupation is a hazardous one and acci-
dents are numerous. The brotherhoods provide insurance for
their members at a much lower rate than they could obtain
in any other way.

Those factors explain why the railroad brotherhoods do not
have to rely on closed shop agreements. The employees bar-
gain collectively under the open shop plan and are given pro-
tection by the brotherhoods, both with respect to security
in their jobs and insurance against accidents.

There is another factor to be considered and that is the atti-
tude of the employers. Although the railroad brother<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>