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PREFACE

In the fifth volume of my multivolume History of the Labor Movement
in the United States: The AFL in the Progressive Era, 1910-1915, | traced
the story of American labor’s economic and political activities in one of
the most crucial eras in its development. The present volume brings the
story to the eve of America’s entrance into World War L. In the next (or
seventh) volume, I will carry the story to the declaration of war by the
United States against Germany and the other Central Powers in April,
1917. In the process I will trace the position of the labor and Socialist
movements toward U.S. imperialism from the turn of the twentieth
century, and toward the events between the outbreak of World War I in
August, 1914 and America’s entrance almost three years later.

The present volume covers a shorter time span than the previous ones.
This has been necessary because most of the movements and labor
struggles discussed here have been totally ignored or casually treated in
the fourth volume of the Commons-Wisconsin History of Labor the
United States (1896-1932) by Selig Perlman and Philip Taft. As in the
previous volumes, the focus in the present work is on organized move-
ments and resistance, on workers who belonged to or sought to belong
to trade unions, and on those who, as in the case of Blacks and women,
had to wage a persistent (and often futile) struggle to convince the racist,
sexist, and craft-oriented labor leaders that there was a place in the
American labor movement forall workers, regardless of skill, race, color,
sex, or national origin,

A number of American scholars still cling to the view that unless a
work on American labor emphasizes exclusively the new trend in labor
historiography associated with the approach of E.P. Thompson in
England and Herbert Gutman and David Montgomery in the United
States, it is merely a continuation of the Commons-Wisconsin School. A
work, in their opinion, to merit the label of “labor history’” must focus
on community, family, social relations, and cultural traditions. Should it
deal with the development of working-class institutions and conflicts.
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mainly trade unions and strikes (as does the present volume), it is
dismissed as traditional labor history.

All who are interested in the history of the American working class
must welcome the valuable information and insights of recent commu-
nity and industrial studies of the American working class associated with
the “new” labor history while, at the same time, regretting the absence of
any integrated analysis by the separate studies. But to assume that this is
the only significant aspect of our working class history, and that any
effort to deal with the development of working class institutions and
struggles, through trade unions, strikes, and political action, is no longer
relevant—smacks both of ignorance and elitism. In moving beyond what
they call “the traditional confines of labor history,” not a few of the
“new’’ labor historians have left the working class without any outlets
through which they can voice their discontent and change their condi-
tions.

As in the case of the previous volumes, this work could not have been
completed without the generous assistance of numerous libraries and
historical societies. I am again indebted to the American Federation of
Labor, particularly the late Florence Thorne, for permission to use the
incoming correspondence of the Federation and the Letter Books of
Samuel Gompers. I wish again to thank Dorothy Swanson and her staff
at the Tamiment Institute, Elmer Bobst Library, New York University,
for kind assistance and cooperation; and the staffs of the Chicago
Historical Society, Library of Congress, National Archives, State His-
torical Society of Wisconsin, Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union,
Arthur and Elizabeth Schlesinger Library on the History of Women in
America, Radcliffe College; Library of the U.S. Department of Labor,
New York State Library, New York Public Library, Free Library of
Philadelphia, Bayonne Municipal Library, Bayonne, New Jersey;
Youngstown Public Library, Youngstown, Ohio; and the libraries of
Columbia University, University of Arizona, University of Pennsyl-
vania, University of Nebraska, University of Pittsburgh, Rutgers Uni-
versity, University of Maryland, Georgetown University, University
of Washington, Brown University, Catholic University of America,
University of Florida, University of Chicago, and University of
Rochester. [ also wish to thank the members of the library staff of the
Langston Hughes Memorial Library, Lincoln University, Pennsyl-
vania for cooperation and assistance in obtaining materials through
interlibrary loan from libraries, historical societies, and other institu-
tions.

PHILIP S. FONER



CHAPTER 1

Henry Ford's Five-Dollar
Eight-Hour Day

In the “Age of Industrial Violence,” which preceded America’s
entrance into World War I, during which years labor had to battle
endlessly and militantly for every gain in shorter hours, higher wages,
and better working conditions, Henry Ford inaugurated a grand experi-
ment in welfare capitalism: on January 5, 1914, he instituted a five-dollar
daily wage and the eight-hour day.!

WHY THE FIVE-DOLLAR EIGHT-HOUR DAY?

Scholars have long debated over what factors were responsible for
these unprecedented industrial innovations-—whether humanitarian or
fiscal considerations predominated. We need not concern ourselves over
deciding whether Ford was self-serving and hypocritical or self-serving
and honestly interested in progressive reform. (It is likely that both
elements were present.) What we should note is that certain basic factors
compelled Henry Ford’s voluntary establishment of the five-dollar
eight-hour day.

It is certainly no accident that the voluntary adoption of these two
major policies occurred shortly after Ford instituted a moving belt
assembly line. The new methods and techniques of production, de-
veloped from 1910 to 1914, drastically altered the skills necessary for
factory operations. Consequently, with the expansion in plant facilitics
to meet the growing demand for the Model T Ford, thousands of
unskilled Southern and Eastern European immigrants swarmed into the
Highland Park factory. “By 1914, Stephen Meyer points out, “‘the
Ford Motor Company employed 12,880 workers, and the overwhelm-
ing majority (9,109) were foreign-born. The five largest nationality
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groups—Poles, Russians, Romanians, Italians and Sicilians, and Aus-
tro-Hungarians—constituted a majority of the workforce and came
from the least industrialized area of Europe.’”?

The second factor to bear in mind is that Ford’s Highland Park plant
experienced tremendous problems which interfered with establishing a
stable force between 1910and 1913.1n 1913, Ford hired over 52,000 men
to maintain a complement of 14,000 workers. Six times as many
gmplo}yees quit as were fired. Absenteeism ran as high as ten percent

aily.

Ford himself offered several explanations for the labor liberalization
of 1914. His most direct linking of such policies with the labor crisis
confronting the company occurred in a statement recalled by Joseph
Galamb, an official in the experimental toolroom. “Mr. Ford,” Galamb
reported, “said he would lick the IWW by paying the men the five-dollar
day.”* The eight-hour day was even more pointedly designed to disarm
the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) which had led a brief,
unsuccessful strike of 5,000 Studebaker workers seeking eight hours and
had won the shorter day at three Detroit metal wheel factories during the
previous year. Although Melvyn Dubofsky minimizes the Wobbly role
in Detroit in his history of the IWW, and although Allan Nevins’
uncritical biography of Ford finds the connection between fear of the
IWW and the 1914 policies “not supported by real evidence,” there can
be little doubt that the IWW, or more exactly, the employers fear of the
IWW, helped to shape Ford’s labor policy.’ The Wobblies propagan-
dized w1dely at Ford’s factory gates, demanding eight hours and causing
Ford officials to revoke the employees’ privilege of eating outside plant
gates in order to insulate them from IWW agitators who were rumored
to be readying a strike at Ford. While the IWW had probably not
organized more than a thirtieth of Detroit’s 60,000 auto workers, it had
shown, at Studebaker, a capacity for influencing those who were not
members.® Moreover, IWW doctrines of sabotage and slowdowns
spread fear among auto factory owners and the industrially-organized
AFL Carriage, Wagon and Automobile Workers’ Union as wellas AFL.
craftunions were organizing the plants with some success. The employ-
ers, who favored Detroit as thelocation for the auto industry in large part
because of its status as an open shop town, could, as one scholar has
recently put it, “‘not assume that their antagonists were as weak as they
proved to be.” For that reason, Ford’s ““lick the IWW” stance embodied
also in his statement to a Detroit periodical that there “will be no more
excitement in Detroit’s labor circles,” following his 1914 innovations,
deserves to be considered a serious motivation for his actions.’



HENRY FORD'S FIVE-DOLLAR EIGHT-HOUR DAY 7

In a second and more general explanation of his rationale for institu-
ting the eight-hour day, Ford declared, “We have settled on the eight-
hour day, not because eight hours is one third of a day but because it so
happens that this is the length of time which we find gives the best service
from men, day in and day out.”® One can argue that there was no solid
evidence on which to base such a conclusion, but there certainly is no
doubt that in inaugurating three shifts, with only one ten-minute lunch
break on each shift, Ford secured optimum use from his machinery. “As
a part of low-cost production . . . ,” he noted, ‘“one must have big
investment machinery and power plants. Expensive tools cannot remain
idle. They ought to work 24 hours a day.”

Ford and his advisors also believed that efficiency would be served by
the eight-hour, five-dollar day in that the new labor policy decreased
turnover and absenteeism and increased labor discipline. The distance of
the Highland Park plant, an early suburban factory, from working class
urban enclaves, helps to account in part for the high turnover and
absences. Reducing the length of the working day could partially
compensate for this long commute.10

More fundamentally, the high absenteeism reflected alienation engen-
dered by a rapid rationalization of production. In 1903, at the Mack
Avenue factory, according to Ford, workmen fetched parts and material
to one central location and built a car “exactly the same way one builds a
house.” By 1907, at the Piquette Plant, 45 cars sat in a circle and
specialized workers (or work groups) walked from one to the next
performing a limited task. That same year, time and motion studies
began at Ford and foremen received orders to enforce standards of
production based on calculations of engineers armed with stop watches.
“If the first man does not come up to that standard,” Production
Supervisor Max Wollering wrote, ‘“‘try another. That was Henry's
scheme of things.”!!

“'SPEED-UP KING'’

The tendency toward rationalizing labor and toward calculating
production by the minute and second accelerated with the building of the
Highland Park plant in 1910. Henry Ford mechanized material delivery
systems in the foundry in 1912, and began to produce flywheel mmagnetos
on a2 moving assembly line in April, 1913. The magneto assembly,
formerly done in about 20 minutes by a single skilled mechanic working
atabench, broke down into 29 separate tasks performed by 29 men at the
chain-driven pace of 13 minutes 10 seconds per person per assembly.
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Within a year, the line had just 14 workers, producing a magneto in just
five minutes per person. Efficiency experts juggled the line’s speed to
give “‘every second necessary but not a single unnecessary second” to the
assemblers.”? In the fall of 1913, Ford men also pondered how to put
assembly functions on a moving line. They knew, in September of that
year, that stationary assembly required 12 hours 28 minutes of labor time
under ideal conditions. Within six months, that standard was cut to 1
hour and 33 minutes on a moving line. Such dramatic productive
advances, calculated to the second, undoubtedly predisposed Ford to
ieduce hours voluntarily from ten to nine in 1912 and then to eight in
914.13

Ford engineers completely revolutionized automobile making, but
their changes also produced serious social consequences. Technology
eliminated the multiskilled, relatively autonomous craftsman and re-
placed him with a de-skilled specialist who performed only one task all
day long. In the absence of material incentives of wages and hours, the
rationalization of production necessarily brought with it astronomical
turnover rates. Immigrant workers referred to the Highland Park plant
as the “Home of Corrections” in 1913, and the IWW branded Ford the
“Speed-Up King.”"* Upton Sinclair, whose The Flivver King is a keen
analysis of the manufacture of automobiles at Ford, traced the career of
Ford worker Abner Shutt. Sinclair observed that 1914 was

afar cry from the days when Abner Shutt had travelled to the shed and rolled
in two wheels by hand, and sorted out the right spindle-nuts from lofts and
screwed them himself. Now he oversaw a group oF men whose every motion
had been calculated by engineers. The completed wheels, products of an
assembly line of their own, came on rows of hooks, and descended to exactly
that right height to be lifted off and slid onto the axle. The man who did this
did nothing else; another man put on the spindle-nuts and started them by
hand; still another finished the job with a wrench.!S

Liberal policies could insure a work force willing to put up with a
speeded-up assembly line and disciplined labor. As Stephen Meyer
observes, “‘the Five Dollar Day . . . was an ingenious profit-sharing
scheme to induce Ford workers to alter their attitudes and habits to meet
the rigorous requirements of mass production. Under the Ford Profit
Sharing Plan, the company divided an unskilled worker!s income into
two approximately equal parts—his wages and his profits. Each worker
received his wages for work done in the factory. But he received his
profits, and hence, the Five Dollar Day, only when he met specific
standards of productive efficiency and specific standards and conditions
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of domestic life. The ‘work standard’ for a particular job and the pace of
the assembly line determined the standard of efficiency.”16

In his book, which is an expansion of this article, Meyer notes that
when the Ford Motor Company introduced its Five Dollar profit-
sharing plan in 1914, it became ‘‘the most famous labor-management
‘reform in the annals of American business.” (Stephen Meyer III, The
Five Dollar Day: Labor Management and Social Control in the Ford Motor
Company, 1908-1921 [Albany, N.Y., 1981}, p. 108.)

Actually, failure to keep up with the “work standard” meant loss of a
joband not only loss of the “profits” in the wages. During the first week
of the application of the 1914 reform, 1000 workers, mostly Greeks and
Serbs, were fired for taking off on a Greek Orthodox religious holiday .*
Working at Ford was to be a privilege; conditions of wages and hours,
however beneficent, were *‘a matter for management,” a gift and not a
right. Dissident employees knew, as the engineers Horace Arnold and
Fay Faurote put it in their 1914 study, that “‘the door to the street is open
forany whoobjectsinany way ... to. .. unquestioning obedience to any
directions whatever.”V

Such division of labor also entailed a division between mental and
physical work, or, more precisely, an abandonment of mental work to
management. Ford, although he sometimes held that, “the average
worker. . .aboveall.. . wantsa job in which hedoes not have to think,”
saw repetitive and purely physical work as “terrifying” and tried to
compensate for it by encouraging an intellectual life for workers—but
only outside the shop. ‘Man needs leisure to think,” he wrote, “‘and the
world needs thinkers,” as he experimented with a variety of night and
technical schools.!8

FORD SOCIOLOGICAL DEPARTMENT

The 1914 reforms, as Ford’s educational activities suggest, not only
compensated for alienated labor, but also sought to develop through
leisure a more efficient work force. Italian Communist philosopher
Antonio Gramsci, whose commentary on “America and Fordism,” is
still an indispensable source on Ford, defiried Ford’s goal as the creation
of “a new type of worker and of man,” thoroughly Americanized by
night classes and utterly committed to morality and family; a worker,
*As justification for these dismissals, which amounted to six percent of the Ford work-
force, a Ford official declared that *“if these men are to make their home in America they
showdd observe American holidays.” (Stephen Meyer, “ Adapting the Immigrant to the
Line: Americanization in the Ford Factory, 19141921, Journal of Social History 14[1980):
74.) -
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moreover, who would never need to join a trade union.!” This effort
constituted another rationale on Ford’s part for the shorter day and
higher wages. Leisure, Ford insisted, would be used by the worker *‘for
the greater happiness of his family,” and this orientation toward family,
whether voluntary or enforced by the 100 “investigators” of Ford's
Sociological Department, was to insure “proper living” among employ-
ees. The five-dollar wage was designed as a ‘family wage’’ which would
function by “not only supplying [the worker’s] basic need, but also in
giving him a margin of comfort and enabling him to give his boys and
girls their opportunity and his wife some pleasure in life.”?? Ford refused
to hire married women whose husbands had jobs and discouraged the
taking-in of boarders. Profit-sharing, a large part of the five-dollar wage,
did not extend to young males without dependents, family men living
alone, or men in the process of divorcing.

Functionaries in the Sociological Department, formed immediately
after the labor reforms to see that money and time were wisely spent,
checked to see whether men were “living unworthily” by drinking
excessively, smoking tobacco or defaulting on family obligations.? The
result, according to Ford, should be that a man “has more leisure to
spend with his family. The family life is healthier. Workmen go out of
doors, go on picnics, have time to see their children and play with them.”
For Ford, increased leisure was impossible without supervision, pro-
hibition and a buttressing of family life. With these, it could be a part of
the process, to use Ford’s mechanical metaphor, of ‘“‘repairing men like
boilers” or, to use Gramsci's language, “‘to maintain the continuity of
physical and muscular nervous energy of the worker.”22

Efficiency, then, meant both the creation of a stable, disciplined labor
force on the job and the reproduction of that work force through family
life. Public and private—tiscal and humanitarian—considerations were
inseparable. Indeed, John B. Lee, Ford personnel manager and first head
of the Sociological Department, recalled that it was not until 1912 that
management *‘began to realize something of the relative value of men,”
and that it did so after an investigation into declining production in a
drop hammer operation revealed that “sickness, indebtedness, and fear
and worry over things entirely related to the homehad creptin and put a
satisfactory human unit entirely out of harmony with the things . . .
necessary for production.” The company’s first response in that case—
cutting hours from ten to nine and raising wages fifteen percent and
interpreting the problem as one of family life—set the precedents for
1914.2

Although it is difficult to judge how much family life, temperance,
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and education were really benefited by Ford’s labor reforms, productive
efficiency was served. Labor turnover dropped by ninety percent and
absenteeism was at least halved and, according to some figures, plum-
meted from 10 percent to .3 percent per day. During the first week of the
1914 reforms, 14,000 job-seekers descended on the Highland Park
factory in search of now-desirable employment. In departments where
no technological or operations changes occurred, ‘eight-hour pro-
ductivity easily exceeded that formerly accomplished in nine. Ford
could report that the five-dollar eight-hour day was “one of the finest
cost-cutting moves ever made.” 24

[t is significant that Ford was achieving success with his system of
“scientific management” precisely when the theories of Frederick W.
Taylor, the father of “scientific management,” were having less impact.
According to Daniel Nelson’s definitive work, Frederick W. Taylor and
the Rise of Scientific Management, Taylor’s time and motion studies, and
piece work, wage and bonus systems, met with only limited success at
the time Ford was achieving great results. Labor rebelled against the
“speed-up,” and management wanted to avoid trouble. While Taylor
was a genius with machines, he lacked any understanding of how to
appea{ to working people.? Ford’s five-dollar eight-hour day did
appeal.

HOW REPRESENTATIVE WAS HENRY FORD?

Despite its obvious advantages profit-wise, Ford’s labor reforms did
not spark a broad imitative trend among American industrialists on the
eveof the U.S. entrance into World War I. Even in Detroit, where other
auto makers faced problems like Ford’s, the 1914 reforms met with
opposition rather than enthusiasm. As the Socialist Party of Michigan
expressed its appreciation in a pamphlet, someamong Ford’s fellow auto
makers branded him a “traitor to his class.” Hugh Chalmers, a leading
auto entrepreneur, called Ford’s step “radical,” and chided him for not
consulting industry leaders. Only one auto-related company, Timken
Axle in Akron, followed the Ford formula of shorter hours and higher
wages.26

General business reaction was also negative. The Wall Street Journal
criticized the new policies as an ‘‘economic crime” and an intrusion of
“Biblical principles . . . where they do not belong.” The New York
Times, then (as now) an excellent barometer of corporate opinion,
branded Ford’s actions as “distinctly Utopian and against all experi-
ence,” and sent a reporter to ask Ford if he were a socialist. Pittsburgh’s
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Industrial World saw the action as part of Ford’s ““madness for publicity,”
and the Detroit press predicted that it would spark an epidemic of
strikes.?’™*

Actually, an “epidemic of strikes” did occur in the years immediately
following the introduction of Henry Ford’s five-dollar, eight-hour day.
By 1916 the country was gripped by the largest strike wave it had yet
experienced. Many were for higher wages as workers sought to catch up
with the rising cost of living, and more than 600 strikes for the eight-
hour day began on May 1, 1916. Whatever the cause, the number of
strikes in 1916 doubled over that of the previous year, which itself was a
year marked by many strikes.

Not only were these strikes of unprecedented size but a sharp upsurge
of interest in workers’ control was manifested in these struggles. Under-
lying this development was a collection of grievances affecting both the
skilled and unskilled. The introduction ofa series of managerial rational-
izations, including incentive pay programs; the institution of engineer-
ing departments, specialized machinery, new methods of cost
accounting, time clocks and assembly lines (in short, what was com-
monly referred to as “Taylorism”) undermined the traditional control
over production that skilled workers had held by virtue of their knowl-
edge and expertise. Among the largely immigrant unskilled workers,
speedups, unemployment, long hours, and low wages drew militant
protest. As David Montgomery put it, “‘the new industrial discipline had
promoted a sense of raw injustice among, as well as within, the. . . ethnic
communities.’'28

*According to Upton Sinclair, praise for Ford came mainly from “labor and the social
uplifters.” (The Flivver King, New York, 1928, p. 123.) However John R. Commons, the
progressive labor historian, called Ford's labor program “just old fashioned industrial
autocracy tempered by faith in human nature.” (““Henry Ford: Miraclec Maker,” Indepen-
dent 102 (May, 1920): 161.)

In 1934 Mike Gold, Communist writer, recalled that many progressives belicved at one
time that Henry Ford’s “program of ‘high wages and shorter hours,’ combined with the
most ingenious technique of mass production would abolish poverty and unemployment
forever.” It was all “‘a great myth,” Gold noted, and “it blew up with a grcat bang and a
nauseating smell during the depression.” The Ford Hunger March of March 7, 1932, or
the “Ford Hunger Massacre,” as it came to be known after four of the uncmployed
marchers were killed and two dozen wounded by Dearborn police and Ford’s service men,
“‘ended all this liberal talk about Henry’s benevolence forever.” (“Henry Ford's Inferno,”
in The Mike Gold Reader, New York, 1934, pp. 91-92.) For a discussion of the “Ford
Hunger Massacre,” see Alex Baskin, *“The Ford Hunger March—1932,” Labor History 13
ggrgmer. 1972): 331-60, and Maurice Sugar, The Ford Hunger March, Berkeley, Cal.,



CHAPTER 2

An Unusual Strike in
the Arizona Copper Mines

On January 22, 1916, the New Republic issued an appeal for support
of five thousand copper miners on strike in Arizona. In its appeal, the
liberal weekly noted: ““An entire mining community in eastern Arizona
has been on strike for nearly four months. Rather than submit to the
terms of employment imposed by three large mining corporations, five
thousand copper miners, their wives and children, are enduring depriva-
tion and hunger.” A special reason supporting the plea for aid was also
noted: “Though the people are in dire need, many of them actually
starving, and though more than two-thirds are Mexicans, there has been
no disorder. Not a single arrest has been made for violence. The mining
towns of Greenlee County have never been more peaceful.’”

Although The Outlook did not share the New Republic’s viewpoint on
most issues, it did endorse the appeal. The journal noted in amazement
that “‘for more than nineteen weeks a strike of copper miners has taken
place in Arizona but virtually without violence.”?

GRIEVANCES OF MEXICAN-AMERICAN COPPER MINERS

In our previous volume, we described the long, bitter, and, in the end,
defeated strike led by the Western Federation of Miners in 1913 in the
Northern Michigan copper mines operated by the giant Calumet &
Hecla corporation.* But two years later there was another strike in the
towns of Clifton, Morenci, and Metcalf of Eastern Arizona, in the
copper mines operated by the Arizona Copper Company, the Shannon

*See Philip S. Foner, History of the Labor Movement in the United States, vol. V', New York,
1980, pp. 196-213.
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Copper Company, and the Detroit Copper Company. The three com-
panies employed about five thousand miners, over two-thirds of whom
were Mexicans. Of the three, the most important was the Detroit Copper
Company, owned by the giant Phelps Dodge & Company, a lcading
Wall Street corporation.?

Regardless of whether they were Mexican nationals who had recently
arrived in the Arizona mining camps or Mexicans who had resided in the
area a considerable number of years, the Mexican miners were paid *‘the
same ‘Mexican wage,’” assigned menial tasks with little promise of
upward mobility and treated in a distinct manner in comparison with
their Anglo counterparts.”’* For a double standard of wages prevailed
throughout the Southwest mining districts—a higher wage for Anglos
and a lower wage for Mexicans, even though both did precisely the same
work.® Moreover, Mexicans were paid by a system of “half-pay, half
goods’’ under which a greater part of their wages went for goods at the
company store. This resulted ina profit of one hundred to three hundred
percent for the mine operators.

Until 1915 the Western Federation of Miners did little to change this
situation. On the contrary, the Federation contented itself with referring
to Mexicans as either cheap labor and thus a constant threat to union
wage standards, or as natural strikebreakers. In either case they were not
suitable for membership in the Western Federation of Miners (WFM).
Hence the WFM concentrated on unionizing the American Anglo
workers employed in the copper mines.

However, so long as the Mexicans were excluded from the union,
little real progress could be made. The mine operators simply recruited
Mexicans to replace U.S. miners who were sympathetic to the Federa-
tion. At the same time the operators extolled the Mexican worker as
being ‘“‘obedient and cheap. . . . His strongest point is his willingness to
work for low wages.” To be sure, he wasalso described as being *“child-
like,” ‘“‘unambitious,” “listless,” “physically weak,” “irregular and
indolent.” But when the Mexican workers sought to change their
conditions and presented grievances to the mine operators, they were
discharged and banished from the district. In justification, the Engineer-
ing and Mining Journal argued that Mexicans possessed *primitive in-
stincts,” and were ‘‘dangerous when aroused. . . .”’6

In 1915 George Powell, an organizer for the Western Federation of
Miners, broke with the traditional pattern of the union toward Mexican
miners and launched an organizing drive in the copper mines of Eastern
Arizona, where for years the Mexican miners had been working for a
lower wage than was being paid in the other mining sections of the state.
Powell pointed out that “in Miami, one of the nearest camps to Clifton,
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Morenci, and Metcalf, where the Mexican workers are in the majority,
the American miners have a minimum of $3.50aday underground when
copper is selling at 13 cents or less. Butin Clifton, Metcalf, and Morenci,
the men are working for as low ascale as $1.62 a day even though copper
is selling at 18 cents.”

But wages was only one of the grievances of the Mexican miners,
Powell explained. Others were “the selling of jobs to the Mexican
miners, the refusal on the part of the managers to meet committees or to
listen to any grievances, raffling off worthless or nearly worthless
articles by petty or under bosses, the workers in many cases being
compelled to buy chances.””?

This was not an exaggeration. In the other Arizona copper camps the
miners belonged to the Western Federation of Miners, and elected
grievance committees which negotiated regularly with the mining com-
panies. In Clifton, Metcalf, and Morenci, they were unorganized, there
was no machinery for discussing grievances, and the companies had
made it clear for years that they did not consider unions suitable to the
needs of Mexicans. For years these workers had been forced to endure
the dishonesty and brutality of petty foremen who had sold jobs, forced
raffles on them, and in other ways taken advantage of the fact that they
were unorganized Mexican-Americans. While the mining companies
obeyed the state’s eight-hour law, they paid the men for only seven
hours and a half, deducting the time required to pass from the collar of the
shaft to the working place and back again at the end of the shift. There
was also an uncertain leasing system, under which written leases for
company houses were either not given, or when given might be can-
celled, or rents raised, as soon as miners began to earn more wages.?

THE MINERS ORGANIZE

In the summer of 1915, George Powell arrived in Greenlee County to
organize the unorganized Mexican-Americans and the small number of
white Americans into the Western Federation of Miners. He pointed out
that since the outbreak of war in Europe in the summer of 1914, there had
been a greater demand for copper and that prices were escalating. So too
were prices but wages were stationary, and the miners, he emphasized,
received little of the huge profits the companies were reaping from war
orders.?

The miners responded eagerly by organizing three locals of the
Western Federation of Miners, one in each of the mining towns of
Clifton, Metcalf, and Morenci. Once organized, the locals served notice
on the managers of the three copper companies that they wished to have
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their committees meet with them to discuss the miners’ grievances. The
managers of the Arizona Copper Company and the Shannon Copper
Company were out of town. The manager of the Detroit Copper
Company told the union committee that his company would deal with
its employees directly, and that he “must decline to meet a Western
Federation of Miners committee.” When the other managers returned,
they issued similar statements. A journalist who interviewed the man-
agers later reported that they told him frankly: *“The men must not be
allowed to feel that their organized effort had won them any advantage.
One of the companies, Phelps Dodge & Company, operates vast, larger
properties elsewhere, and it was important that the tactics of its Clifton
employes be discredited lest they be adopted at other mines.”0

THE MINERS STRIKE

On September 11, 1915, following the refusal of the three companies
to meet in conference with representatives of the miners, five thousand
workers went on strike. To the companies’ astonishment, although the
American miners were earning more than the Mexican-Americans and
were reported to be “satisfied with their higher wages,” they joined in
the strike in sympathy with the Mexicans.!!

A few days later formal demands were made upon the companies.
These included a sliding scale of wages equal to those being paid in other
parts of the state, abolition of the raffle system and other petty tyrannies
of the foremen, written leases with firm rents for company houses, and
recognition of the Western Federation of Miners as the strikers’ bargam-
ing agent.?

THE COMPANIES RESPOND

The companies did not even bother to reply to the demands, confin-
ing themselves to charging that the strike was solely the result of
“outside agitators.” Ironically, Walter Douglas, General Manager of
Phelps Dodge & Company, raised the ‘‘outside agitator” charge from
New York City where the company headquarters was located. “The
Western Federation of Miners,” he told reporters, “‘introduced its
agitators and organizers into the district, knowing that Mexican work-
ingmen are easily intimidated, and has exercised its arbitrary and despot-
ic methods to bring suffering and loss in a formerly happy and contented
community.”’13

Even Arizona papers friendly to the companies could not buy this
argument. They noted that the strike was a process of long, slow
growth, and that the WEM organizer had merely touched the match.
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Others pointed out that the real reason for the strike was indicated by the
banners inscribed “Viva la Union,” borne by the Mexican-Americans.1

After two committees of strikers had been refused a hearing by the
managers on the ground that they included Western Federation of
Miners representatives, a third committee was appointed which suc-
ceeded in getting the companies to a conference on September 26. But the
conference did not last long. “It became apparent soon after it started,” a
mine manager told the press, ‘‘that the committee was composed of
hand-chosen delegates of the Western Federation of Miners, and under
these circumstances, a conference was useless.”” The managers then
issued a joint statement notifying the strikers and the public that the
rpines(si and plants “will remain idle indefinitely.” The statement con-
tinued:

When it shall appear that conditions in this section warrant it, and the
companies are satisfied that the general sentiment of the community and their
former employes is unanimously in favor of a resumption of operations on the
basis of wages and conditions that have prevailed heretofore in this district,
the companies reserve the right to themselves to decide whether or not they
will again start up their plants.’s

But while they closed the mines which had already been shut down by
the strike, the managers were making plans to reopen them with
strikebreakers. The mining companies established a camp at Duncan,
Arizona, several miles distant from the strike district. All former work-
ers, they announced, who did not wish to join the union or to continue
on strike, were invited to appear and enjoy free board and lodging at
company expense.l6

COMPANY MANAGERS APPEAL TO GOVERNOR HUNT

Having made arrangements to resume operations in the future with
strikebreakers, the three managers boarded a train and fled the stike
district to Texas. Before departing they issued a statement asserting that
they had been forced to leave for fear of their lives because of the “lawless
and desperate Mexican strikers,” and appealed to Governor George
Wiley Paul Hunt to send the state militia to the strike district to protect
lives and property. Newspapers in various parts of Arizona and even
outside the state published the statement under the heading, “Mine
Managers Flee For Their Lives,” and backed up the call for state
troops.!’

IriJ the Colorado Coal strike of 1913-1914, Governor Ammons, at the
behest of the Rockefeller interests who controlled the mines, had ordered
the state militia to the strike district. This began a bloody process which



18 ON THE EVE OF AMERICA'S ENTRANCE INTO WORLD WAR |

was climaxed by the tragic “Ludlow Massacre” and the crushing of the
strike.* The mining companies and leading Arizona newspapers were
confident that the chief executive would follow the Colorado precedent.
But Governor Hunt proved to be a different kind of chief executive, in
fact one of the most unusual in American history.

A poor boy who had become a prospector, ferry boat operator,
writer, rancher, and banker as well as an eight-term territorial legislator,
Hunt had presided over the constitutional convention when Arizona
became a state in 1912. As the state’s first governor, he set out to ally
himself with organized labor and progressive elements among the
farmers, ranchers, and the middle-class. At the time whena strike seemed
imminent in the Clifton-Morenci-Metcalf district, Hunt made a public
speech in which he warned that in the event of a strike, the companies
should realize, ‘“‘We are to have no repetition of Colorado here.”” Hunt
also warned workers that he would not countenance any violence on
their part. Referring to the notorious “bull pens” of Colorado where
strikers had been imprisoned under appalling conditions by the militia,
he announced that if any were established in the strike district, he would
see to it that both strike agitators who threatened violence and managers
who imported strikebreakers and thus incited disorder, would go into
them.!8

Meanwhile, Governor Hunt attempted to achieve a peaceful solution
of the dispute through arbitration of the differences between the employ-
ers and miners. But every effort in this direction came to nothing, chiefly,
Hunt declared, *“owing to the seeming unwillingness of the mine

managers to make any compromise on every one of the workers’
demands.”?

GOVERNOR HUNT'S UNUSUAL RESPONSE

When the strike began, Governor Hunt immediately sent an agent to
the strike district to investigate. General John Harris, Adjutant General
in command of the state militia, followed. Both reported that the strikers
were orderly, that they asked only for a conference with the managers to
discuss their grievances and that these grievances were real. Meanwhile,
they also reported, the strikers, having dispersed the companies’ guards,
had placed pickets in the mines, converters, powerhouses, and smelters
to prevent their being operated. Moreover, Sheriff J. C. Cash of Green-
lee County, having only four deputies, had appointed several strikers as
deputy sheriffs, and had sent them to guard the mine properties. What is
more, he had forced the companies to pay their wages as deputies and

*Foner, History of the Labor Movement in the United States, vol. V, pp. 196-213.
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watchmen. “Thus,” Governor Hunt was informed, ‘‘these men ap-
peared in two roles—as strikers and as deputy sheriffs.” Under this
arrangement, there was no need for state troops to be sent to the strike
district except for the purpose of standing watch.20

Governor Hunt acted on this recommendation. The militia was sent
to the strike district, but with instructions to cooperate with the strikers
in protecting property. Soon company spokespersons were denouncing
the fact that officers of the state militia, “in the pay of the state and
stationed in the strike district ostensibly to preserve law and order, are
engaged in drilling strikers in military formation and tactics so that they
may function efficiently as deputy sheriffs.”2

Meanwhile, Governor Hunt was becoming concerned by reports that
the camp established at Duncan by the companies to receive, lodge and
feed anti-union workers was really a center for strikebreakers being
recruited from outside Arizona. Hunt sent Adjutant General Harris to
investigate. Harris found that carloads of nonunion workers had arrived
at Duncan from El Paso, and convinced by this and other evidence he
constdered conclusive, he reported to Hunt that these men had been
imported into Arizona as strikebreakers. Governor Hunt immediately
announced that he would not tolerate strikebreaking, and ordered the
militia to prevent any strikebreakers from entering the strike district.
This order remained in effect throughout the strike.2

So unusual, so remarkable was the position he had taken in industrial
conflicts on the eve of America’s entrance into World War I, that Hunt
was flooded with requests from newspapers and magazines to explain his
stand. His most detailed response was to The Survey. In it he wrote, in
part:

Every one concerned with the strike situation was allowed to understand
that the importation of hired strike-breakers or gunmen would not be
permitted. In taking this position, I found my justification in the firm
conviction that under our present industrial system controversies between
employers and employesare virtually inevitable, and that when such unfortu-
nate differences arise, the preservation of life and property acquires impor-
tance paramount to all other issues. It was, moreover, my honest belief, as it
still is, that no intelligent body of workingmen will voluntarily initiate the
certain hardships and risks of striking unless they are first convinced thart their
grievances are just and their cause is entitled to conscientous consideration by
their employers.

It may, in fairness, be conceded, as has been demonstrated time after time
in the industrial history of this country, that the importation of strike-
breakers by the employers under conditions above described is nothing short
of aninvitation to violence, and, in fact, almost surely presages bloodshed and
other disastrous consequences.
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It will, of course, be understood in this connection that when a strike is
initiated on a large scale in any mining or manufacturing district a unusual
condition is at once created, and cannot always be controlled by narrow
adherence to such technical interpretations of law and individual claims of
constitutional rights as may ordinarily be successfully upheld. By way of
illustration, it may be pointed out that during a serious industrial trouble, the
voluntary advent of strike-breakers in a district, even though effected under
the guise of exercising constitutional rights, is virtually a precursor of
violence endangering the lives and property of everyone residing within the
strike zone. In such an emergency, | would be impelled to place the constitu-
tional right of protection guaranteed every law-abiding citizen under our
government as being a more important consideration than the upholding of
the claim of the strike-breaker to the privilege of seeking employment
wherever he pleases.

In brief, during a strike, actualities rather than theoretical contentions for
individual liberties, must be successfully dealt with, if violence and bloodshed
are to be prevented. . . .3

Hunt did not act alone. Sheriff Cash cooperated, and together Gover-
nor and Sheriff wrote new pages in American industrial history. When
the company managers fled the strike district, Cash wired the authorities
at the Texas border that the three were guilty of having “incited to riot”
by their departure, the strikers fearing that the mines might never again
be opened. He urged that they be brought up 