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Chapter 9:

The Conservatives Counterattack:

Bringing the "Reds" to Heel, 1923

In 1923 both the WSFL and the SCLC drifted to the Right. A

number of locals, lo1hich had supported the FLP, defected from the HSFL,

leaving the conservatives in a stronBer position. The economy. ~'7hich

had been recovering slOt-lly throughout 1922, continued to grot-l. Al­

though the lahor force increased by 1•. 52 per cent to 601),000, by a

greater number than any year since 1910 (except for 1920), employment

grelo1 even Dore rapidly. increasing 7.10 per cent to 588,000. As a re­

sult, unenp10ycent declined by 70.36 per cent to 12,300. or 2.05 per

cent of the labor force. (Table ~~o. 1)

The perfornance of the economy was better than any year since

the war. PUBet Sound area departMent store sales jUnped 42.05 per

cent; postal receipts in western lo1ashington increased by 9.24 per cent;

statewide p,asoline sales rose 29.47 per cent to 123 million gallons and

life insurance sales increased by 22.38 per cent to $121.9 million.

Heanl"hile, the Seattle conSUI:er price index continued to fall·. By nOlo1

it \-las lower than the national averaBe. The region's economy t-las be­

coming inteerated into the national economic system at a rapid rate.!
.......,J

AR a result of inproving business conditions, the decline in

Box 36, ~~SFL Records;
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WSFL membership slowed. But it did not rebound quickly from its recent

decline. Although the WSFL maint~ined on its rolls many striking

miners, who did not pay per capita taxes and who u1ti~tc1y dropped

out of the organization, nembership in the WSFL still fell by 0.51

per cent to 23,237 by June 1923. It represented 3.87 per cent of the

state's labor force. The decline in the number of affiliates a1s9

slowed down marginally. By June 1923 the ~~SFL contained 240 affili­

ates. down 8.04 per cent from the year before. (Table No. 2)2

Heanwhi1e, membership in the SCLC fell by 7.52 per cent. to

11,703. Every trade section, except the Printing Trades Section, lost

members. (Table No.3) The number of affiliated locals fell by 14.67

per cent to 93. At the same time, the number of SCLC locals affiliated

with the HSFL decreased by three to 54. 3

Thus. the labor movement as a whole was still in very bad

condition. despite the econoMic i~provement. In its weakened condi-

tion labor relied, frequently. on tactics of appeasement. Rid of

many of its radical and third party elements. the WSFL sought to don

the robes of respectability through improved ties with civic and

business leaders. The SCLC, too. praised business~~n for their reason-

ab1eness when the Cha~ber of Commerce recommended profit-sharins. or

employee "shop comr.rlttec" plaIls. or offered efficiency bonuses. SCLC

leaders joined Short in frequently stressing the need for labor peace

and 1abor-managenent cooperation. 4

1957.

2t-lSFJ., ProcR' t (1923) t p. 32.
3Ibid •• p. 32; Hembership and Per Capita Tax Records, 1907­

Box 11. KCeLC Records.

4Tripp. p. 232; E.F.L. Sturdee to Short, 17 Jan., 2 Feb.
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The first si~s of improved relations with the business, civic,

and political Establishment appeared at the 1923 session of the 1egis-

lature. The reorganization of the executive branch of state government,

mandated under the administrative code .bill (1921), had revolutionized

labor's relations with the executive departments. TIlough labor felt,

at first. that the law would put too much po~~er into the hands of anti-

labor bureaucrats and accused Governor Hart of attempting to encompass

their ruin, this attitude did not last. Hart had never been anti-

labor. having defended labor unions in civil cases. His main worry

~as that labor's opposition might interfere with the operation of the

new Department of Labor and Industries. Slo~-11y, as Edward Clifford.

llart's appointee as director of the department, began to impress all

with his grasp of affairs and his friendly attitude toward labor,

labor's doubts bezan to melt away. In the end, the HSFL became

a staunch supporter of the Hart-Clifford administration. S

During the first t,·ro years of his tem, however, Hart's con-

servative backers inhihited hin. He was unable to make concessions to

labor. After 1922. however, the expulsion of the WSFL's radicals and the

isolation of the third partyists in the SCLC, made it harder to the

conRervative Republicans to use the "Red ~'fenace" issue acainst all

t
f
I.

I
I
1

those who ,,-ranted to cooperate with labor. }tore importantly, the 1922

election results showed that progressive and non-partisan forces--

including the HSFL--were on the mend. The election of numerous pro-

1923; Hunt to Short, 4,11 Sept. 1925, Box 15-2, HSFL Records.

Srripp, pp. 223,231,244-246,2t.8; Cravens, pp. 227-228,232;
Pullen, p. 236.



gressive legislators frightened the P...cpuhlican leadership into greater

flexibility. Consequently, the 1923 legislature, thouf!h still domi-

nated by its conservative Republican majority, hp.cone more responsive

to its gro~."ing progressive minority. And Governor Hart, who hoped to

run again in 1924, cane to believe that his only chance for success lay

in appealing to these progressive forces. As a vital e1enent in the

progressive alliance, labor hoped to have a lot more to say about the

governor's labor policies than its actual political streneth merited. 6

Early in 1923 the progressive cause received another boost.

The Republican con~ressman in the fifth district resiened to accept a

federal judgeship. In the special election to fill the vacancy the

Democrats united behind Sam lIill, uho had alT:lost won the seat in 1922,

while seven Republicans bitterly contested the primary nomination. In

the primary labor supported Tom Corkery, a progressive Repub1ic~n,

but actually was torn between him and Hill, ,,,hom the HSFL had sup-

ported in 1922. The l-1SFL' s problems ,.,ere resolved ",hen Corkery los t

to a conservative while Hill easily won the Democratic nomination.

Soon after the primary the progressives, including Corkery and the

WSFL, transferred their support to Hill. As a result, Hill easily won

the special election, becoming the second Democratic progressive in

the state's congressional delegation. 7

For these and other reasons the WSFL's politic3l influence

increased dramatically. Short had implied as much when, at the open-

ing of the 1923 leBislative session, he declared that labor wanted a

6Tripp, pp. 224,250.
7Col e • pp. 85-87; Short to A.E. Holder, 29 June 1923, Box 35;

Short to A.J. Fabian, 25 Sept. 1923, Box 36, 11SFL Records.
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flat fifty per cent increase in workmen's compensation awards as its

major goal. Still, it '~as by no means certain that labor would

actually obtain these increases. Conservative Republicans remained

poverful and well-organized. In the end, however, the labor lobby

succeeded. ~~orking closely with Clifford and Hart, Short, Norman,

and their progrcssive allies in the 1cgis1ature I:1obilized an ~ffective

progressive coalition. Although they failed to achieve all of the in-

crcaRes they de~nded, they did Bct most of them. Once again, support

from the Republican leadership proved invaluable. It even seemed that

the old progressive alliance of 1909-1911 might revive. 8

Labor was jubilant at its unaccustomed success. To some ex-

tent it balanced the political losses of 1919-1921. In a letter to

O.A. Dirkes, a Spokane labor leader, Short wrote:

••• the final compromise that was agreed to (on the workmen's
compensation bill) was a series of something like nineteen amend­
ments to substitute bill (introduced by the employers to defeat
the labor-supported bill) which brot (sic) it up to approximately
the equivalent of the Clifford Bill (an administration-sponsored
effort to grant increases which had labor support in lieu of its
own rneasure) and represented all that it ,~~s possible to get
thru (sic) this Legislature with. It will amount to between six
and seven hundred thousand dollars a year more to injured workmen
in this state. 9

8Short to S.R. Justham, 20 Jan. 1923; Short to A.W. Johnston,
2 Feb. 1923; Short to Tom Blankenship, 27 Jan. 1923; Short to O.A.
Dirkes, 1 Feb. 1923, Box 35; Johnson to Barnett, 22 Jan. 1923; John­
son to Short, 31 Jan. 1923; CPPA to Hum, 17 Feb. 1923; Johnston to
Short, 17 Feb. 1923, Box 10-60; il.A. Wise to Short, 15 Feb. 1923, Box
6-19; Short to Il.A. Hise, 17 Feb. 1923; Short to O.A. Dirkes, 26 Feb.
1923, Box 35, Leeis1ative Analysis, Department of Labor and Industries,
1923, Box 28-15, WSFL Records; Tripp, pp. 224-249,252-254; l~SFL Procs. t

(1923), pp. 10-12,13-15; Seattle P-I 13 Feb. 1923; Star 7 Feb. 1923;
Tines B,ll Feb. 1923; Spokane Spo~~n-~eview 8 Fe~923; UR 28 Dec.
1922; 12 Feb. lQZ3.

9This represented a fifteen to twenty per cent increase.
Short to Dirkes t 9 !larch 1923; Short to A. H. Johnston, 18 !·tay

1923, Box 35, USFL Records. For core on the legislative session, see:
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Short's achievement, however, did not ernse his memory. Nor

did the AFL forget the unfinished task before it. Both nOlol turned

their attentions to the pocket of recalcitrant third partyists in the

SCLC. This time it was the conservatives 'olho went on the offensive.

They had been planning their drive for more than a year. It had be-

gun in the spring of 1922 "lhen, in reRponse to a cOT:\p1aint from

Short about the "Seattle Reds" and Hulet Hells' mission to Noscow,

Coopers had sent C.O. "Dad" Young, the patriarch.'of the state labor

moveRent and now an AFL organizer, to Seattle to conduct an investi-

gation. All during the primary canpaign he observed the SCLC's policy

of supporting the FLP and its tendency to adopt independent political

policies. In October he reported his findings to the AFL's executive

council. There the matter rested for several months. Finally, on

10 April 1923, the council issued its decision. Clearly, it had de-

cided to bring the SCLC to heel. It charged that the SCLC had placed

non-labor issues, such as reco~nition of the Soviet Union, ahead of

its "leeitiamte" trade union interests, that it had defied the AFL's

non-partisan political policy, and that it had recognized and seated

delegates from suspended unions and dual labor organizations. It gave

the SCLC an ultimatum: submit to AFL government, or face revocation

of its charter. 10

The moderate third partyists, who had already made serious

moves to ar.tend their policies fo1loY.o1ing the labor-capitalist contro-

Tripp, pp. 254-256,263-264,293; Call, pp. 21-22,28; HSFL Procs., (1923),
pp. 13-16,60-61.

lOcravp~s, pp. 194-195; O'Connell, pp. 222-223; O'Connor, pp.
213-214; ~ 19 April 1923; ~inutes, 18 April 1923, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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versy, nOlo1 found thcmselves ,"ith their backs to the ,,,all. If they

refused to comply with the AFL's judgoent, the AFL could grant a new

charter and establish a rival central labor cOWlcil..! All the AFL

international unions ~ould order their locals to affiliate with the

new "official" central labor council. On the other hand, if they

agreed to comply, it would touch off a bitter struggle within the
/

SCLC betwecn those who were loyal to the AFL, above all else, and

those who were still primarily committed to independent policies.

It was an old story for the SCLC.

The SCLC's response to the AFL ultimatum bore the marks of

its previous defeats. The council's first reaction was to avoid a

fight. On 18 April Duncan addressed the SCLC. He acknowledged

receipt of the charges levied by the AFL and tried to establish the

basis of a cOl!'pror.1ise. He proclait!lcd the council's purpose ",as to

remain loyal to the AFL if possible. The SCLC \o1aS h~mpered, he argued,

by trouble-makers and factions. He proposed that the SCLC send the

AFL a:

•• ,~ildly worded yct frank and firm reply to the letter from the
Executive Council of the A.F. of L. in which he denied the alle­
gations in the nain: charged that the A.F. of L. Council had
been outrageously iMPosed upon by those in this locality responsi~

ble for the gross and ~licious statcoents and contended for every
right given this Council under the law and expressed the Council's
willingness to acccpt the A. F. of L. ruling ~'lith regard to affili­
ations and put the responsibility on that Council,II

Following this cxchan6e the SCLC appointed a mixed third

partyist-loyalist committee to "revamp" Duncan's reply and forward it

llMinutes. 18 April 1923, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Cravens, p. 195;
O'Connc11, pp. 222-223; O'Connor, pp. 213-214; !Ul 10,24 r~y, 7 June 1923.
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to the AFL. The committee. however. was less forthcornin~ than Duncan.

It reaffirmed the SCLC's AFL loyaltics, but denied that it had endorsed

any dual organizations. It also defended its Ol~ right to an inde-

pendent political policy on the ground~ of expediency as l-lcll as

principle. In the first place, the co~ittee argued, non-partisanship

had failed to work. TIle conmittee also argued that the SCLC should

h3ve nore le~-Iay, in this instance, as a basic democratic right. If

the SCLC did not have this right, it might have untoto1ard results. For

example, the AFL had endorsed anending the prohibition laws to allow

"light ,orines and beers," while the SCLC rCMaincd ardently "dry". The

issue involved deep emotions on all sides. To require complete confOrM-

ity would force the SCLC to go against its members consciences and

might even destroy the council. 12

Naturally, this reply did not satisfy the AFL, '-lhose real pur-

pose was probably to force Duncan and his third party allies completely

out of the labor movement. They responded to· the COMMittee's letter

by renewing their charges. In the words of Duncan, the AFL set

n ••• forth six stipulations upon which action is rcquested dealin~ with

positions this Council has never taken." The SCLC then approved, by a

vote of seventy-one to nineteen, a second response to the AFL in which

it:

••• deplorerl the gross error of the letter receivcd stating that
the Council had admitted charees it specifically dcnied and
~o1hich again denies •••

and setting forth that:

••• the Council is observing every law of the A.F. of L. and
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holding everyone of its principles inviolate•••

and declaring:

••• that the only renaining points of difference are over questions
of policy, pointing out its inability to agree regarding the
proper attitude on policies relating to Political Action, Russia,
and Prohi~ition.

Thus did the SCLC thrOl-l do\oln the gauntlet before the AFL. A week

later the SCLC voted to publish all its correspondence with the AFL

on the issues. 13

The AFL attack on the SCLC coincided with a renewed effort by

the WSFL to eliminate the last strongholds of third party influence in

Seattle and the state. After the 1922 elections the ~lSFL's leader-

ship began to look for ways to solidify its control of the state labor

move~ent. The obvious place to begin, aside from the SCLC, was in

United lli.ne Horkers District No. 10, \-Those president, ~fartin J. Flyzik,

had tried to ~et the oiners to endorse the FLP. Short believed that

this had been a mere ploy to so divide the progressive forces that

Poindexter would win the Republican nOMination. Flyz~k, himself, had

political ambitions both within and outside the labor movement l-lhose

fruition depended on discrediting Short. Thus Short's suspicions may

have been well-founded. In any case, shortly follo\-Ting the 1922

elections, Flyzik began a campaign of personal villification against

Short. in preparation to challenging him in the 1923 HSFL presidential

elections. TIlis ~roved to be counter-productive and played directly

into Short's hands. Flyzik's candidacy nerely divided the third party

forces and took support away froM the third najor candidate, James

l3~finute5, 23 ~!ay, 6,23 June 1923, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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Duncan. Hith his opponents so divided. Short easily won reelection.

This opened the way for Short to ~ake a clean sweep of his rivals in

the to1SFL. Also high on Short's list of enemies was George }faston, '\Fho

had done so much to ruin his political program in 1922. 14 .

Before disposing of Duncan, Flyzik, and !~ston. however, Short

had to face the ~-lSFL convention, a source of woe to him in the past.

This time, after his smashing reelection, Short looked fonl~rd to

"a very harmonious administration of federation affairs durinz the

cooing year." The convention delegates confirmed his expectations and

turned back the SCLC's efforts to 8ain support in its stru8g1e against
/

the AFL. They refused to support the SCLC on the curious grounds that

it had no control over the AFL's powers vis-a-vis central labor

councils. ~fore to the point, the convention did not want to help

the SCLC. The delegRtes completely ignored the efforts of SCLC unions

to put forth pro-FLP programs, including the release of political

prisoners, the industrial reorganization of the AFL. and the renewal

of trade tIith tha Soviet Union. 15

This left the ~tter to be decided at the AFL's 1923 convention

in Portland, Oregon. After the HSFL convention Duncan must have seen

the hand\-1riting on the wall. lIe kneu that the AFL loTas set on rubbing

out dissent in the SCLC and that he could expect no help from the \-lSFL.

l4Short to Brackinreed, 24 rrov. 1922. Box ~5; Philip Tindall to
Short, 18 Harch 1923, Box 23-64, ,",SFL Records.

15Short to IIct'T:1:tn Bou1nngcr, 11 ~t~y 1923; Short to H. A.rends,
8 June 1923; Short to ~. Johnson, 15 June 1923; Short to ~.J. Schme1zp-r.
21 June 1923; Short to D. Jones, 26 June 1923, Box 35; Aitken to Short,
21 June 1923. Dox l3-1~, WSFL Records; HSFL Proc~., (1923), pp. 48-49.
54; ~ 9-12 July 1923.
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After more th3n a decade of trying to reform the AFL, deTl'ocratically

fron ~ithin, he realized that he could not r,o on. TIle first sien of

this occurred at the SCLC's annual elections in August, at which

Duncan sinply ceclined to run for reelection. lIe knew that his

presence could only lead to continued attacks On the council. With-

out him, the SCLC had no institutional leader capable of standing up

to the AFL-l'!SFL leadership. l'\.s Short surveyed the labor scene Clfter

the SCLC elections, he noted some renaining pockets of radicalism,

but was flratified by the extent of his triunph •

••• Paddy !~rris and his little coterie still hang on at the
Tacoma Central Labor Council and the red bunch are still quite
in evidence in the Seattle Council, altho your friend Jinunie
Duncan declined to run for reelection last month and has cone
into business for hinself in some ~~chine shop. I think we
will have the situation at Seattle cleaned up before long and
this \nll lead to a cleanup, also at TaCOMA. ~ith t~e exception
of the Central Council at Seattle and Tacoma, they have no hold
an~.,here.

And later J to an anti-IHH crusnder in Tacoma, he ,.,rote:

I think the tiMe is just Clbout here \o1hen there \-1il1 be an
open break betueen the ",obbly element and the real constructive
forces of the American Federation of Labor•••• However, we will
not be in a position to deal \'lith it until after the American
Federation of Labor convention•••• 16

The reason Short wanted to wait until after the AFL conven-

tion was that he expected to receive Gompers' blessing for his can-

paign. His only opposition came from a lonely three-man delegation

from the SCLC. Even then, it was divided. It consisted of Business

Agent C.'~. noyle, a conservative; Phil Pearl, a non-coMmunist radical

and third partyist; and James Duncan, who was performing his last

16Hinutes, ll,23 July, I Aur,. 1923, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Sltort
to C.P, Taylor, 15 Au~, 1923; Short to Robert S. Doubleuay, 22 Sept.
1923, Hox 36, WSFL Records,
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official flUlction for the cOWlcil. Prior to the convention they

had met with Gompers in an effort to reach an accomodation. Ominously

Gompers had told the delegation that he did not ,~ant to revoke the

SCLC's charter. but might be forced to do so if the council did not

obey the AFL constitution and continued to "exercise functions not

vested in them." Lacking any real alternative the delegates agreed

to Gompers' demands. In return he agreed to help the council retain

its charter. but all this proved was that he could do whatever he

wanted to do. If Duncan expected the delegates to stand up for the

SCLC's rights he was mistaken. They were more interested in retain­

ing their charter than their independence. 17

At the convention the AFL's executive council continued to in-

sist on draconian terms. The council's conservatives pushed through

a resolution to "purge" the SCLC of its dissidents. declaring the:n

"guilty" of the violations listed in their letter of 10 April and

ordering theM to sever all their ties to the' FLP. Later. despite the

objections of J.C. Kennedy and other FLP supporters. the SCLC accepted

the AFL's terms and Gompers. expressinn his "gratification" at the

outcome. asked to be placed on the SCLC's mailing list again. IS

Rid of his main third party neMesis. Short nml turned to deal

with Flyzik and ~laston. Flyzik Has the easier target because he ~.,as

a oer.'lber of an AFL union which ~-1as on the ver3e of extinction. Flyzik

a~d Sam Caddy, his predecessor a5 president of ~ine 110rkers District

17~linutes, 12.26 Sept. 1923, 10,11.24 Oct. 19.23. 21 Nov. 1923,
Box 8. KCCI..C Records; Cr:\vens. p. 198•.

E&
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No. 10, had long opposed Short 'o1ithin the union and the USFL. They

supported John L. Le'o1is for president of the AFL, t·~hile Short had

endorsed Gom?ers and was allied ~ith Frank Farrington. of the Illinois

~Iine ~'!orkers District t Let..~is' deadliest enemy '"ithin the l~!\1. In late

1923 Flyzik and Caddy latL"lched a vitriolic personal :'1ttack on Short.

They charged that he had once been "tried and convicted in the hip,hest

tribunal of our organization of certain offenses." In particular.

they allezed he had !leld "booze parties" at the union's expense and

that he and other ~JSFL leaders had lied about hin (Flyzik) at the

'15Ft convention. To back up his charres, Flyzik brought a libel suit

against Short. l9

S~ort responded to this attack in his o~m ini~itable way nod

brought a counter-suit for libel. Denying t~lat he had had anything

to do with the district since had had resigned as its secretary (1918),

he alleged that l:'lyzik' s real intent ~"as to distract attention from

his failure as a union leader, froM his failure to lead District No. 10

into the FLF camp, and fro~ his disastrous campaign for WSFL president.

lIe accused F1yzik and Caddy of following policies which had compounded

the failure of the miners' strike and which had:

••• brought ruin and disaster to the hones of thousands of miners'
families. as those of us who understood the problem, and were
loyal to the miners' interests, predicted it would.

Short's vigorous defense of his position was conp1ete1y success-

full In the end labor ,·las saved the embarraSSMent of a court fight uhen

19Minutes. 18 July 1923, Box 8. KCCLC Records; Short to All SCLC
locals, 12 ~:ov. 1923; Short to ~·l.J. Dunn. 18 Dec. 1923. Box 36; Puckett
to Short, 15 Dec. 1923; !tesolution s1Jpportin~ Short. 15 Dec. 1923,
Box 17-17, HSFL Records; !~SFL Procs., (1924), pp. 14-15; .!ill 20 Dec. 1920.
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Flyzik agreed to an out-of-court settlement. In the meantime. however,

the battle rocked the labor scene all through the 1924 election cam­

paign and brought credit to neither party to the dispute. The Flyzik­

Short contest. hOl-1ever. did contribute to the gro'f-1ing stability of the

labor movement. In the end Short had gained near dictatorial control

of the WSFL. As a result of Short's victory F1yzik was forced out of

the labor movement. In his frustration be sought a home in the

conservative "ling of the Republican Party. where he became a "labor

expert". As a reward for his support in his 1924 gubernatorial cam­

paign, Roland Hartley appointed Flyzik as supervisor of safety in the

Departnent of Labor and Industries. Fron this position he made life

miserable for the HSFL for the next eight years. hut was never able

to influence the internal policies of the USFL-again. Freed from the

threat of attack from the Left. Short devoted the rest of his tenure

as president of the \\SFL to ir.lproving labor's relations with the

business and cultural EstablishMents. His only important rival with­

in the labor ~ovement was George !~ston. of the Railroad Brotherhoods.

Maston prioarily contested with Short for leadership of the progres­

sive forces. but after the failure of the railroad strike and the split

up of the CPPA he had a declining influence. A new era was dawnine for

HashinEton labor. The road ahe;ld '-las rough and the future uncertain

for the ~"SFL conservatives and their AFL loyalist allies. Never again

would they compromise their conservative craft unionist and political

policies until forced to this extreme by the formation of the Congress

of Industrial Or~anizations in the 1930'5. 20



Chapter 10:

Disillusion:

The End of Ideology, 1924

In 1924 the rate of economic recovery slowed. Coal produc­

tion declined by 9.87 per cent to 2,655 tons. Yet the economy did

grow. Department store sales in western tlashington increased by 0.65

per cent, postal receipts increased by 6.74 per cent, gasoline sales

increased by 16.26 per cent to 143 million gallons, and sales of life

insurance increased by 2.13 per cent to $124.5 million. The Seattle

consumer price index rose by 0.42 per cent, the first such increase

since 1920. 1

The improvement in the economy, however, did not significantly

benefit workers, organized or unorganized. Again, the labor force in­

creased at a faster rate than usual, rising by 1.66 per cent to 610,000,

but total employment fell by 1.53 per cent to 579,000. As a result

unemployment, which had been falling since 1921, increased by 148.78

per cent to 30,600. or 5.01 per cent of the labor force. (Table No.1)

Though less severe than the postwar depression the slowdown caused much

hardship among workers unprotected by social insurance. Industrial

workers in particular suffered from the contraction. Technological

improvements led to increased production with fewer jobs. While farm­

ers benefited· from a rise in prices manufacturinn earnings stagnated

l"Indcxes of Bu~iness Activity," pp. 108-111.
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and the total number of production workers employed in manufacturing

industries declined markedly.2

As a result. membership in WSFL affiliates declined by 12.79

per cent. to 20.263. or 3.32 per cent of the labor force. (Table No.2)

Though a large part of this decline can be attributed to the removal

of defunct or consolidated mine workers locals from the memb~rship

rolls the number of locals affiliated with the WS~ did not decline.

In an unusual spurt of activity the WSFL ~anaged to gain the affilia-

tion, reaffiliation. or reinstatement of an equal number of locals.

Thus the number of locals remained stable at 240. 3

On the other hand, membership in the SCLC increased for the

first time since 1919. Several large conservative locals, which had

seceded from the SOLe rather than follow its third party tactics, re-

joined the council after it had accepted the AFL's ultimatum. Mem-

bership in SCLC affiliates increased by 5.27 per cent to 12,320. All

of this growth was concentrated in three areas: the Brewery/Provision

Trades, }Iiscellaneous Trades, and Building Trades sections. All of

the rest continued to lose members although at a slower rate. (Table

No.3) In particular the various Teamsters locals showed dynamic

growth. While the number of locals affiliated with the SCLC declined

sharply by 15.05 per cent to seventy-nine, the number of locals a£fi1i-

ated with the WSFL increased by 5.55 per cent to fifty-four. This fur­

ther re-enforced the influence of AFL loyalists in the SCLC. 4

2Johansen. pp. 626-628.
3WSFL Frocs •• (1924), p. 26.
4Membership and Per Capita Tax Records, 1907-1957, Box II,

KeCLC Records; WSFL Procs •• (1924). p. 26.
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The reduction in the rate of economic growth greatly alarmed

Short and the WSFL's other non-partisan leaders. The prospect that

they might lose the fruits of their recent triumphs over their

ideological enemies within the labor movement and in the electoral

arena frightened them. Thus they eagerly sought a new direct legis-

lation vehicle to prepare the ground for the 1924 election campaign,

a device which had worked admirably in 1922. They found such a

vehicle in the movement for public power production. 5

In 1923 public power forces had tried to gain passage of a

bill, introduced by FLP State Senator Homer T. Bone and supported by

J.D. Ross, director of Seattle City Light, which would have allowed

municipal plants to sell power outside their city limits. The bill

failed due to lack of support from eastern llash1ngton, where

it was seen as favoring Seattle and Tacoma City Light companies. 6

In December 1923, after the defeat of the Bone Public Power

Bill, the public power forces met in Seattle to discuss their next

move and repair the damage to their coalition. To their displeasure

they found the rift unhealed. Seattle City Councilman O.T. Erickson

led a group which favored a new statewide public power system, based

on the Ontario (Canada) Hydroelectric Commission's plan. Labor and

the political Left also preferred this solution. On the other hand,

Frank ~ss, Fred Chamberlain, and other eastern Washingtonians had

given up on Bone's proposal and favored another plan, which would link

new rural power districts with the already established urban systems.

5For more on the early history of public power in Washington,
see: Pullen, pp. 297,301-308; Johansen, pp. 513-516,519-520.

6Pullen, pp. 309-311,316-317.
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Bone and Ross supported the Grange plan, realizing that they needed

eastern Washington support to pass any sort of public power program.

But despite numerous efforts to compro~ise, the two groups at first

could not agree on a single proposal and the public power forces were

forced to approve an initiative ca~paign to put both the Erickson and

Grange proposals on the ballot. 7

Early in 1924, however, Bone and his allies got Erickson to

withdraw his proposal and unite with the other public power forces

working behind a milder, revised, and expanded version of the Bone

bill. Besides allowing publicly owned utilities to sell power outside

their city limits, it included a provision allowing them to condemn

transport facilities to aid construction of power plants. It also in-

eluded a provision giving the utilities the power of eminent domain

in siting the plants. 8

These changes pleased some, but angered others. The changes

convinced some western Washington public power groups, including those

in Aberdeen, to join the public power campaign. The. FLP, which had

supported public power since 1920, also.endorsed it, as did the WSFL.

which had supported public power for many years (although it, too, pre-

ferred the Erickson Plan). The WSFL and most of its affiliates re-

signed themselves to Bone's proposals because their own was "too far

advanced••• to put over at this time." but some electrical workers

locals continued to insist on the Erickson Plan. The WPG, too, refused

to abandon the Erickson Plan. The strongest opposition to the proposal,

78Ibid., p. 320.
Ibid., pp. 321,324; Cravens, pp. 206-207; UR 7,10 April 1924;

Minutes, 9,16 April 1924, Box 8, KCCLe Records. --
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however, came from private power interests. 9

Unfortunately for the public power forces the opposition suc­

ceeded in portraying the initiative as a "big city" bill because most
I

of its support came from the Seattle-1acoma area. Thus, although it

gained the requisite number of signatures to appear on the 1924

ballot, it was defeated in the November elections by a vot~. of 139,492

to 217,393. Worse, instead of helping the progressive forces it

divided them and helped mobilize the anti-progressive forces. The

most damaging aspect of the bill proved to be its vagueness. The

condemnation provision was especially vague and helped stimulate rural

fears about the bill. The only redeeming feature of the election for

labor was that the private power Reed Power bill, which was on the

ballot as a referendum, was also defeated by an even larger majority

than the Bone bill. 10

Another important reason for the Bone bill's failure was the

split between the WSFL and the Grange over another initiative on the

9For more on the support for and opposition ~o the compromise
Bone bill initiative, see: Pullen, pp. 321-323,327; WSFL Proes., (1924),
pp. 12-14,51,63-64,67; Short to Louis M. Gear, 27 }[ay 1924, Box 36-14,
WSFL Records; }[inutes, 28 ~my 1924, Box 8, KCCLe Records; UR 2 April,
2 May 1924; Cole, pp. 103-105. --

For more on the WPG and labor opposition to the initiative,
see: Cravens, pp. 206-207; LR 10 April 1924; WSFL Proes., (1924), p.
51; B.F. Gordon, et all to wSFL, 1923, Box 11-41; Blomquist to Sho~t,
9,12 June 1924, Box 8-59, Short to Blomquist, 10,19 June 1924, Box 36-16,
WSFL Records.

For more on private power and eastern Washingtonian opposition
to the proposal, see: Pullen, pp. 312,314,323-327.

lOIbid., pp. 327-328; Cravens, p. 244; Short to Bone, 22 Sept.
1924, Box 36-23; Bone to Short, 19,24 Sept. 1924; Bone to J.R. deSpain,
24 Sept. 1924" Box 7-38; Reir,hton to Short, 30 Oct. 1924, Box 13-2,
WSFL Records.
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1924 ballot: the Forty ~[ill Tax Limitation bill. Following the

defeat of the Grange's Income Tax Limitation bill (HB 29) in the

1923 legislature, the Seattle Realty Board led an effort to draw up

an initiative for the 1924 elections which would embody the main

features of the defeated bill. Primarily they intended to limit the

property tax. Labor had opposed the property tax limitation because

it would have placed greater burdens on state revenues which derived

largely from urban tax payers. The new bill included several provi­

sions designed to meet labor and business criticisms. Under the tax

limit plan, any district that needed more money than it had available

under the forty mill limitation could raise it through a special levy,

providing sixty per cent of the voters approved. The initiative made

no other provision for making up lost revenues, which would obviously

have to come from the state treasury.ll

Support for the new measure materialized quickly. The Tax

Limit League and the Grange both strongly supported it. Labor, on

the other hand, vigorously opposed the measure. Both the WSFL and

the SCLC came out strongly against it, despite the efforts of FLP

State Secretary J.C. Kennedy to convin"ce them otherwise. The most

powerful force behind the opposition, however, was the Washington

Education Association. '~ile the farmers were aggrieved that they

had to bear a disproportionate percentage of the state's tax burden,

labor and the lfflA were also concerned with school funding and teachers'

jobs. Both groups feared that a tax limitation would force school

districts to economize by slashing teachers' salaries, or increasing

11Pullen, p. 166.
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their work loads. As a result of such opposition, the initiative was de-

feated by a vote of nearly two to one. This embittered relations between

the Gran~e and the lySFL and hacpered their cooperation in the public

power campaign. At the same time, howeyer, the differences between the

WSFL and the WEA over collective bargaining and the use of the strike

weapon inhibited the development of closer ties between th~m. Thus, un-

like 1922. the direct legislation campaign produced ominous signs of

things to co~e for the progressive coa1ition. l2

The lack of unity in the state's progressive forces reflected

similar disunity on the national level. The confusion this produced

came back to haunt the WSFL and its political allies. It ended for

many years any hopes they may have had for political success.

Rebuffed by the CPPA some radical elements in the national FLP,

led by John Fitzpatrick, president of the Chica~o Federation of Labor,

attempted to fOrM a new alliance for the 1924 elections. They invited

all liberal, intellectual, and farmer-labor Groups, includinp, the

communists, to attend a conference in Chicar.o in July 1923 to put

together such an alliance. The conference, however, attracted so little

su?port that its sponsors tried. at the last coment. to abandon their

effort to establish a new national third party. The SPA, the AFL.

the ~ailroad Brotherhoods, and the other major non-partisan forces,

refused to attend. suspecting that the communists would try to manipu-

late the conference for their own benefit. The socialists refused to

attend. ar~uing that no labor party could succeed without trade union

12 .
Ibid., pp. 165-168; ~(inutes, 11,25 June 1924, Box R, KCeLC

Records; A.I. Champlin, "The Washington Education Association, 1889­
1964," (Ph.D. Dissertation: University of Utah. 1967). pp. 50-51,66­
68,86,218; ~ 1 Nov. 1924.
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support. Only ~e communists seemed genuinely excited by the pro-

posed conference. They welcomed the chance to participate in a new

"united front" and accepted the invitation to attend. Under their

leaders, William Z. Foster and Charles Ruthenberg, the communists

managed to take real control of the conference and establish a new

third party, the Fe~erated Farmer-Labor Party. As a result,

"legitimate" FLP leaders, such as John Fitzpatrick and his ally,

Ed Nockels, decided to bolt their o,~ conference. The FFLP became, in

effect, a mere extension of the communists' Workers Party.13

The failure of the conference had serious implications for the

progressives and non-partisans in Washington State. This derived from

the fact that not all of the FLpis "legitimate" leaders broke with the

communists. Among those who did not break with them were the top

leaders of the Washington State FLP, including James Duncan, l~illiam

Bouck, and J.C. Kennedy. Both Bouck and Kennedy received appointments

to the FFLP's national executive council. Although they, themselves,

were not communist, their affiliation with the communists made their

positions very difficult. J.C. Kennedy, in particular, found himself

in an awkward spot as a deleeate to the .SCLC. In order to maintain

his labor position, he had to deny the obvious communist influence in

the FFLP. He was able to engage in this balancing act for a' while

l3Cravens, pp. 199-200; Saposs, pp. 33-44; James Weinstein,
"Radica1isr.1 in the Hidst of Nortlm1cy," passit1; Theodore Draper,
American Co~unism and Soviet Russia, (~ew York: Viking Press, 1960),
pp. 29-51; Oneal, pp. 161-170: Benjamin Git1ow, I Confess, (~ew York:
E.P. Dutton & Sons, 1940), pp. 180-185; R.H. Lovett, liThe Farmer-Labor
Fiasco at Chicago," New ReDublic 35 (18 July 1923), pp. 196-198; New
York Times 15 July 1923; UR 3,5,6 July 1923-
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because non-communists still retained control of the Washington FFLP

and because the communists in the new party refrained from using

Foster's crude divide and conquer tactics. 14

Although the communists and non-communists, including the trade

union third partyists. continued to "lork together in the l-lashington

FFLP, they did not blend together well and the party did not flourish.

By fall 1923 the FFLP was under increasing attack by anti-communist

socialist and radicals, such as Phil Pearl and David Levine, who had

always opposed communist participation in the old FLP. even though

they favored radical policies. They were still hoping to revive the

SPW. which had been defunct since 1920, as a non-communist third party

for 1924. 15

Following the failure of the Chicago conference. t-l!lliam

Mahoney, editor of the Minnesota Union Advocate and Henry C. Teigan,

secretary of the National Non-partisan League and a legislative secre-

tary to Senator ~~gnus Johnson (FLP-Minnesota), attempted to launch

their own national Farmer-Labor Party for the 1924 elections. Both

were leaders of the Hinnesota FLP and strong anti-communists. They

had boycotted the Chicago conference, expecting it to fail because of

the communist influence. Now, with the support of the Minnesota

Federation of Labor. they called for a new national FLP. To accomplish

this. they called for a national conference of progressives, to be held

in St. Paul in November 1923, to establish plans for a national nomi-

nating convention the follm~ing spring.

14Cravens, pp. 200-201; UR 7,11,25 July, 15 Sept. 1923;
Litchman to AdelIa Parker Burnett, 26 Aug. 1923, Litchman Papers.

lS Ibid•
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The St. Paul conference was far more successful than the

Chicago conference had been. Attended by numerous national progres-

sive, farm, and labor leaders, the conference agreed, unanimously, on

the need for unity in the 1924 electio~s. They also agreed to call

the proposed national nominating convention on 30 }my 1924, also to be

held in St. Paul. In addition, they tentatively agreed on a progres-

sive platform. The general expectation of all except the communists

was that the presidential nomination would go to Senator Robert M.

laFollette, the progressive Republican from l~isconsin. J.C. Kennedy

told Teigan that, while he stood "for a more radical program than

Bob LaFollette has ever advocated," there was "no denying the fact

that he would be a wonderfully strong candidate for president on a

straight Farmer-Labor ticket." Teigan a~reed. LaFollette, he said,

was a "fighter," and "the one man in the U.S. Senate for a considerable

period of time," who had "actually grown Clore radical the longer he

remains in that body." The biggest problem with LaFollette '"as that

he refused to have any dealings with communists. 16

By this time. the communists had realized their mistakes at the

Chicago conference and were so eager to join a united front with the

FLP and the CPPA that they were even willing to accept LaFollette as

party leader. They wanted desperately to join the new "class" party.

Some in the new organization wished to accept their membership.

Mahoney and the }finnesota Farmer-Laborites were willing to accept the

l6For more on the St. Paul conference and details of its tenta­
tive platform, see: Minnesota Union Advocate 21 June, 12,19 July, 16
Aug., 13 Sept., 22 Nov. 1923; Morlan. p. 343; James Weinstein,
"Radicalism in the Hidst of ~orma1cy," passim.
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connnunists' support in the belief that they would still be able to

convince LaFollette to head the ticket. They assumed that the

Republican Party would reject LaFollette's candidacy. They also

counted on the CPPA to ignore communist participation in the new

party if it had laFollette for a c~didate. The CPPA had encouraged

this view when it warned that if both the old parties nominated

reactionaries, "a great new party will be organized overnight."

Both these assumptions proved erroneous. The Railroad Brotherhoods,

the AFL, and the CPPA all opposed formation of a third party and

still insisted on the non-partisan route and LaFollette had no in-

tention of working with the communists. The CPPA's warning had merely

been intended to encourage the Democrats to nominate William G. McAdoo,

who was the Railroad Brotherhood's favorite progressive candidate and

the current front-runner for the nomination. 17

In Washington State the presidential c~~paign began early in

1924. The first organization to begin campaigning was the sonewhat

revived SPW. By February the SPW had established locals in Seattle,

Tacoma, and Everett and hoped to field a full slate of candidates,

focussing on the need to free political prisoners. This lonely

I1McAdoo, secretary of the Treasury in Wilson's administration,
had also been in charge of the railroads during the war. ~cAdoo had
developed a stron~ following among southern and western Democrats, in­
cluding the Hashington State Party. He was the candidate of the rural,
dry, native-born, Protestant elements in the party. By February 1924,
however, his candidacy was in real trouble. His support melted away
when Edward L. Doheny, testifying in the Teapot Do~e scandal hearings,
revealed that ~tcAdoo had received "retainers" worth $150,000 from his
011 company. Though ~cAdoo denied that he had performed any services
in exchange for the retainers, it crippled him politically.

Cole, p. 101; Hicks, p. 94; David A. Shannon, Between the
Wars: America, 1919-1941, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1965),
PP. 60-61.
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crusade ended in failure. since people had forgotten political prison­

ers still existed. lS

The major parties behaved as expected. In June 1924 the

Democrats' national convention deadlocked. The factional animosities

between regional, ethnic, and sectarian "provincialisms," which had

so hampered the 1920 campaign, reenerged. After more than 100 ballots

neither McAdoo nor his major rival, Governor Al Smith of New York,

could win a two-thirds majority. Finally, the party bosses turned

in desperation to another dark horse candidate: John W. Davis, a

conservative and unexciting West Virginian-turned-Wall St.-lawyer.

whose main virtue was that he gave no real offense to the main party

factions. For vice-president the Democrats nominated Governor Charles

W. Bryan of Nebraska, the brother of Willia~ Jennings Bryan. The

choice of the conservative Davis, however, antagonized the western

agrarian radicals, while the choice of Bryan alarmed eastern conserva­

tives. The Republicans had fewer internal problems. They easily

turned aside the candidacies of the progressives: senators Hiram

Johnson of California and Robert LaFollette and rejected all demands

for a progressive platform. Instead, the convention endorsed conserva­

tive, anti-labor, anti-farmer, anti-reform policies and nominated

Calvin ~oolidge for a full term as president in his own right. Since

his accession to the presidency upon the death of Harding, Coolidge

had benefited from an improving economy and from his dissociation with

the Harding administration scandals. The vice-presidential nomination

went to able Charles G. Dffi~es, the director of the budget, who was

18Cravens, p. 203; ~ 28 Feb. 1924.
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more of a businessman than a politician. The behavior of the major

parties convinced many progressives that the only way they could get

their policies enacted would be to run their own candidate for presi­

dent. The question was, who? and under what banner?19

The failure of the Democrats to nominate McAdoo and of the

Republicans to nominate LaFollette or Johnson, seemed to play into

the hands of the third partyists. Now the CPPA and the Railroad

Brotherhoods and the WSFL would have to turn to them, if they wanted

to support a pro~ressive candidate. If laFollette agreed to run under

their banner, they would have no alternative. Instead, the Railroad

Brotherhoods set out to nominate laFollette as an independent and to

destroy the third party movement. At first, however, Teigan and

t~honey continued to act as if LaFollette would have to turn to them.

In February they both attended the CPPA's preliminary meeting in

Cleveland. Although both knew that the CPPA hoped to nominate LaFollette

evidence suggests they hoped they would endorse him on the FLP ticket at

their St. Paul convention in late May.20

19The state Democratic Party was solidly in UcAdoo's camp. The
WSFL was primarily interested in Democrats because George W. Berry,
international president of the Printing Pressman's Union was running
for the vice-presidential nomination. Though the WSFL agreed to support
him, he failed to win the national nomination.

Al Smith, the other major contender for the Democratic presi­
dentia1.nomination was the candidate of the eastern, urban, immigrant,
Catholic forces in the party. Econocica1ly, there was little to dis­
tinguish between either of the conservatives who won major party
nominations.

Cole, pp. 103-105; Hicks, pp. 90-99; Shannon, Between the Wars •• ,
p. 60; Short to Berry, 5 May 1924; Short to Dill, 26 June 1924, Box 36­
16, WSFL Records.

2~innesota Union Advocate 21 Feb. 1924; James Weinstein, "Radi­
calism in the Midst of Nomalcy," passim.
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The AFL, meanwhile, watched in alarm from the sidelines. They

wanted to endorse LaFollette but they did not want to become involved

in organizing a new third party. Thus, they set out to make sure that

LaFollette did not accept the FLP's nomination. Gocpers warned the pro-

gressive politicians that the communists controlled the new party and

that the new FLP would "play into the hands of Moscow.,,2l

Unable to convince the politicians to abandon the FLP 'en maRs,

the AFL and Rilroad Brotherhoods sought to bring pressure directly on

LaFollette to do so. Here they had more success. On 29 May 1924

LaFollette released a letter in which he said that he would not attend

the FLP's St. Paul convention because the FLP had made the "fatal

error" of submitting to control by communists. acting under "orders

from the communist international in :ioscow." Coming just a'day before

the opening of the FLP convention this destroyed any hopes they may

have had of unifying the progressive forces. 22

LaFollette's statement completely disrupted the St. Paul con-

vention. As soon as it appeared the FLP began to lose. supporters to

the CPPA. t~en, on 17 June, the St. Paul convention finally did con-

vene. only 542 delegates attended. eighty per cent fewer than expected.

The delegates. feeling the need to preserve unity at all costs, nomi-

nated Duncan ~cDonald for president with the proviso that if the CPPA

convention nominated LaFollette McDonald would withdraw in laFollette's

favor. Thou~h the communists stronRly opposed this compromise, they

21For more on Gompers' conference. see: New York Herald Tribune
29 May 1924; James Weinstein, "Radicalism in the ~·{idst of ~ormalcy,"
passim.

22 Ibid•
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agreed to it in the interests of unity. The fact that McDonald was

a member of the Workers Party also helped. In addition, the conven-

tion nominated William Bouck of the Western Progressive Gran~e of

23Washington State for vice-president.

The failure of the St. Paul convention and the willingness of

many progressive Republicans and Democrats to bolt their parties

lent special excitement to the national CPPA convention which met

4 July in Cleveland. }~ny kinds of organizations sent delegations,

including Left-winR farm groups, trade unions, the Railroad Brother-

hoods, the SPA, and the Wisconsin progressive Repu~lican Party. Only

the communists were rigorously excluded. 24

Although many of the delegates still wanted the CPPA to form

a third party, the convention had to face the fact that laFollette, the

AFL, and the Railroad Brotherhoods would not run at the head of such

a ticket. They believed that such a party would weaken the many pro-

gressives who remained in the major parties•. Lacking a viable alterna-

tive the convention agreed to nominate LaFollette on ~n independent

national ticket, leaving each CPPA organization free to endorse their
..

o~m state and local candidates in the major parties. The conservatives

then chose Democratic Senator Burton K. Wheeler (Montana) for vice-

president, hopinp, that l~eeler, a younger and more vigorous man than

LaFollette, would be able to bear most of the burden of the campaign.25

23Minnesota Union Advocate 19,26 June, 3 July 1924; Theodore
Draper, American COMmunism and Soviet Russia, (~ew York, 1960), pp.
115-116.

24 .
25 Shannon, Bet'o1een the '-l~rs. pp. 61-62; Hicks. pp. 97-99.

Ibid.; For more on the CPPA's political support in 1924, see:
nicks, pp. 99-100.
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By July the political factionalism in Washington State was

intense. The FLP's state convention developed into a desperate strug­

gle for dominance between the communist deleRates who wanted the FLP

to keep its affiliation with the Workers Party and the non-communist

delegates who wanted the FLP to remain independent, to endorse the

CPPA or SPW tickets. But the FLP's party battles had less and less

to do with political reality. The FLP now contained far fewer mem­

bers from a much more restricted area of the state than it had in

1920. Its membership had also changed. t~ereas in 1920 farmers had

made up a large segment of the membership by 1924 most of the dele­

gates came from a few radical and Left-wing trade unions. The only

farmers left in the FLP were those few still affiliated with the WPG.

Most of the dcle8ates came ttoo King County and a few other Pu~et

Sound urban areas. 26

At the convention the Duncan-Kennedy faction lost control of

the party machinery to the communists. t~en the communists moved to

get a number of l~orkers Party delegates seated as official delegates

the ruling faction split. Duncan, as chairman of the convention,

ruled that the proposal was out of order since the WP had not been

invited to send deleBates. This led to a show of strength. At first

the convention voted thirty-two to thirty to uphold Duncan and to ex­

clude the coomunists from official representation. Later in the day,

however, the communists succeeded in forcing a second vote on the is-

sue. This time they won, overruling Duncan by a vote of fifty-four

to eleven. It was a crushing defeat for the non-communists in the

26cravens, p. 222; ~ 2 July 1924.
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FLP. By its actions, the party committed itself to an alliance

with the communists. 27

Following this the convention nOMinated State Senator Robert

Oman for governor. Oman was a member of the radical Tacoma Railroad

Shop Crafts Federation but, despite this, reMained on good terms with

Short, who termed him a "good fellow." The party had more trouble

in selecting a presidential candidate. Some members--including the

socialists--wanted to endorse the LaFollette-Wheeler ticket. Others

wanted to endorse the national FLP ticket, consisting of Duncan

McDonald and lvilliam Bouck. Finally, against the better judgment of

a majority of the members the convention endorsed the McDonald-Bouck

ticket in order to keep the farmers and the communists in the FLP and

adopted a platform marked by an inward-looking Left-wing ideological

approach. It included a few traditional-styled reform planks, de-

signed to appeal to a broad cross-section of the electorate, but its

most important features were designed to satisfy the extreme Left,

hardcore elements of the party.28

Having marked itself out as the party of the Left, the FLP now

expected that the SCLC would break with the WSFL and support it. In

line with its promise to the AFL, however, the SCLC refused to do so,

since it was obvious that the FLP could not survive very long in its

self-induced isolation. Any tendency the WSFL might have felt to

gloat was soon dampened, however, when the SCLC vowed not to partici-

27Cravens, p. 224; UR 7 July 1924; P-I 6 July 1924.
28Cravens, pp. 224-225; P-I 6 July 1924. For details on the

FLP platform, see: Cravens, pp:-225-226; UR 2,7 July 1924; P-I 6 July
1924. --
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pate in either national or state politics. Later in the campaign

the SCLC did agree to endorse the WSFL's political policy, but never

granted it any active support. 29

The SCLC's action was not so s~vere as the blow dealt the

FLP by its own national leadership. Soon after the FLP's state con-

vention endorsed the }lcDona1d-Bouck ticket the national FLP

abandoned it. Under pressure from the communists the national FLP

switched its support to the Workers Party ticket, headed by William

Z. Foster and Benjamin Git1ow. Naturally, this came as a profound

shock to the state FLP, which had endorsed the St. Paul ticket

specifically to accornodate the WP and WPG and which expected the

party to endorse the CPPA ticket. llhen news of the communist betrayal

spread amon~ the non-communist members of the party many of them

deserted the FLP altogether and went to work for the CPPA. Finally,

the FLP's non-communist leadership called a new conference and passed

a resolution severely criticizing the national FLP's actions and en-

dorsing the LaFo1lette-\~eeler ticket. As a result. the communists

walked out and meeting on their own voted to offer their own slate of

electors committed to Foster and Git1ow. This ended all remaining

communist influence in the FLP, but left that organization a hollow

shell. 3D

The WSFL, too, was thro~ into confusion by the summer's

events. After the Democrats noninated Davis and Bryan and the

2930Minutes, 16 July 1924, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
Cravens, p. 229-230; Oneal, p. 204; ~ 11,16,24 July 1924;

P-I 15,24 July 1924•........
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Republicans failed to nominate a progressive, the WSFL turned eagerly

to the CPPA ticket. This meant, however, that Short would have to

cooperate with George ~~ston, his rival for leadership of the state

CPPA. '~i1e Maston and his allies on the CPPA's state executive com-

mittee, led by Mrs. Axtell, still favored forming a third party,

Short and his WSFL and Gran~e allies were equally convinced that the

major conservative-progressive struggle would still take place in the

Republican primaries. Believing that the FLP had become too weak and

that the Democrats had become too divided to be more than incidental

to the issue, Short had influenced the WSFL convention to concentrate

labor's efforts in the Republican gubernatorial primary. He had argued

that, with Governor Hart retiring, the conservatives would lack a

strong candidate. This he felt would open the way for a progressive

to win the nomination. To win, however, the progressives would have

to be united behind the candidate. It was this miscalculation which

led Short to cooperate with Maston. He was encouraged at first when

Maston agreed to give up his dream- of an independent party.3l

Once again, however, Short's dreams never came true. In order

to get Maston to agree to stay in the Republican primaries Short was

forced to agree to let each organization have the right to endorse its

own candidates. Thus, in addition to the refusal of the SeLC to endorse

its candidates. the WSFL also had to face a proliferation of progres-

sive candidates in the Republican gubernatorial primary. By primary

day a total of ten candidates vied for the Republican nomination.

3lCravens, pp. 226,231-232; Cole, pp. 110-113; UR 15 Jan., 7,
12 July, 9.11.12.15 Aug. 1924; P-I 8 July, 6,11,12 Aug:-1924; WSFL
Procs •• (1924). p. 35. - -
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Seven had practically no chance to win, but might split the progres-

sive vote and defeat Edward Clifford, who had resigned as Governor

Hart's director of Labor and Industries and who had the official sup-

port of Short and the WSFL. To add insult to injury, ~~rtin J.

Flyzik, Short's former rival for power in the l~SFL, was busy support-

ing the candidacy of Roland H. Hartley, the arch-conservative, anti-

labor candidate who had come so close to capturing the Republican

nomination in 1920. 32

In the Democratic gubernatorial primary four major candidates

vied for dominance. None had a state-wide reputation. or strong

personal base of power. The favorite was Ben Hill. the progressive

mayor of Walla l~alla. Hill's presence in the race compounded the

CPPA's problems by attracting progressive votes in eastern Washington. 33

Although the CPPA's campaign in Washington State was better

organized than the one in 1922, it was no more united. Trouble came

primarily from the same old source: the personal conflict between

Short and Maston. Early in August the CPPA's executive council agreed

to follow the policy laid down by the national CPPA. which "is one of

unalterable opposition to any independent ticket covering state offices

being attached to the LaFollette candidacy...... This was just what

Short and most of the non-partisans had in mind but, for ~~ston and the

32For more information on the Republican gubernatorial primary
candidate and their support, see: Cravens, pp. 227-228,232-233; Tripp,
Pp. 244-246; Pullen, pp. 52,362; Gunns, pp. 69-71; Cole, p. 113; WSFL
Procs., {1924}, pp. 42,56; Brackinreed to Short, 24.27 Aug. 1924;-x7W.
Johnston to Short, 18 April, 1924, Box 43-2; Lamping Campaign Material,
29 July 1924, Box 36-17; Short to Clifford, 25 April 1924, Box 36-12;
Short to C.O. Young, 9 June 1924, Box 3~15; G.W. Roberge to Short. 5
Aug. 1924, Box 1-26; Short to All Affiliated Unions, 29 July 1924, Box
36-17. WSFL Records; Spokane Chronicle 17 April 1924.

33Cole , p. 116.
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third partyists, it was practically unthinkable. In an attempt to

forestall application of the national policy, }taston and a group of

like-minded progressives planned to call a convention on primary day

to choose just such an independent state ticket, committed to laFollette,

but runninR sep3rately. Furthermore, the conference, as proposed by

Maston, was purposefully designed to under-represent the WSFL. Short

feared, quite rightly, a repetition of the last-minute conferences of

1922. He did not want the WSFL to be "out voted at every turn in the

road and made a monkey out of--which, no doubt, Maston and Gilmore

(~mston's ally in the scheme) who are forming the program. are plan­

ning to do.,,34 Thus, Short took the position that, if the Railroad

Brotherhoods refused to endorse Clifford, their alliance with the

WSFL was dissolved. 35

He also knew, however, that this could produce disaster for

the progressives. In 1922 only the fortuitous victory of Dill in the

Democratic primary had averted catastrophe. In 1924 this was unlikely

to recur. To avert the looming calamity Short tried to .influence

the state CPPA to appoint James A. Taylor. one of his own labor allies

from the general strike-OBU era, to represent LaFollette's interests

on the committee. Unless this were done, he warned that:

••• there is a very great danger of the whole program bein~ busted
up here because of Third Party activities and the evident encourage­
ment being Riven such activities by Maston, which if permitted to
be carried out, would force open cleavage between them and the

,

34Short to A.'~. Johnston, 28 July 1924, Box 36-17; Short to
O.M. Nelson, 9 Aug. 1924, Box 36-19, WSFL Records.

35Short to Brackinreed and Parberry, 13 Aug. 1924, Box 36-20.
WSFL Records.
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State Federation forces who are anxious to program for LaFollette.
but cannot tolerate sabotage of their own state program.

Unity was te~porarily preserved when the Spokane CPPA endorsed Short's

suggestion.

In addition to the third party forces Short had to deal with

the activities of F1yzik. Besides working for Hartley, Flyzik was

" also working against the Bone initiative. By this time Flyzik was

less dangerous to the non-partisans because District No. 10 was

virtually defunct politically and because Short had long ago edged

Flyzik out of the CPPA and the labor movement. Still, Flyzik's

presence in Hartley's campaign did much to remove the anti-labor

stigma which had clung to Hartley since his earliest days in politics. 36

On primary day, 9 September 1924, the state CPPA held its

nominating convention and endorsed LaFollette-Wheeler ticket. It also

adopted the name "Pr08ressive Party," evidently as a concession to the

third partyists, but it did not endorse its own candidates for state

and local offices. Instead. it endorsed Clifford for governor in the

Republican primary and the Bone bill initiative. The CPPA thus re-

jected Maston's divisive strategy. but only at the cost of his effective

36This could only be a temporary solution because the Spokane
organization was dominated by Maston's forces and because the WSFL
forces there·were split. The Spokane Labor l~orld. the organ of the
central labor council. for example. wanted to endorse Davis. in the
mistaken belief that he was a secret liberal.

Ibid.; Von Schritz to W.J. Coates. 14 July 1924. Box 9-18.
WSFL Records; Cravens. p. 243; UR 4 Nov. 1924.

For more on Short's prOblems with the CPPA and Flyzik, and the
role of the press in the campaign, see: Gunns. p. 67; Cravens. p. 234;
C.P. Taylor to Short. 17 Aur,. 1924. Box 26-35. ~lSFL Records; UR 8 Sept.
1924; Seattle-Times 1 Au~., 7-9 Sept. 1924; Star 6 Sept. 1924;-Spokane
Spokesman-Review 15 Aug., 7-9 Sept. 1924. ----
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support. 37

Meanwhile J.R. Oman won the FLP primary as expected. Lacking

any opposition his candidacy stirred little public interest. At the

same time Ben Hill won the Democratic primary with even fewer votes,

mostly from eastern Washington. In the Republican primary Hartley

won with a plurality of the votes, out-distancing E.L. French by

about 2,000 votes. Overall, Clifford came in a poor third, winnirig

only in Kitsap County. Thus, in the general elections, a strong

Republican conservative would face two weak progressives. the very

thing Short had hoped to avert. 38

It was not so much the defeat, as the magnitude of the loss,

which stunned the labor movement. Out of 240,000 votes cast. Clifford

won just over 33,000. At first the WSFL had difficulty assimilating

it. The SCLC consoled itself that it had won a number of local races,

but the WSFL had no such recourse. Only in Kittitas County was it

possible to blame the defeat on Flyzik's work among the miners. Else-

where, explanations which did not reflect unfavorably on the CPPA were

hard to find. 39

Lacking their own progressive candi~ate to support in the

general election, with a real chance to win, the CPPA malition pro-

ceeded to fall apart. The pricary results' convinced the I-lSFL' that

Hartley was going to win and that there was nothing labor could do

about it. The Railwaymen, on the other hand, decided to support Oman.

37Cravens, pp. 232-233; UR 5 Sept. 1924.
38Cravens, pp. 234,242; COle, p. 117; Gunns, pp. 68-69.
39Minutes, 10 Sept. 1924" Box 8, KCCLC Records; E.K. Herron

to Short. 24 Sept. 1924, Box 13-58, WSFL Records •

.._-------------------------
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Belatedly, however, they also realized that without HSFL support Oman

could not win and that the lJSFL would never endorse the FLP and so,

reluctantly, they deteI1!lined to endorse Hill in order to gain HSFL

support for a non-partisan campaign in his favor. But after the events

of the spring and summer Short was in no mood to cooperate with Haston.

In response to requests for his support, Short employed his consider-

able powers of sarcasm to remind the Brotherhoods of their recent

perfidy. In a letter to O.S. Benjamin, secretary and legislative

agent of the Spokane Railway Conductors Union, he said:

My meClory may be a trifle hazy, but I seem to have a faint
recollection that yourself and a number of your colleagues not
long ago ••• took the position that it be inconsistent with your
national policy to endorse any State candidates for State of­
fice, and gave that as your reason for refusing to endorse the
candidacy of Edward Clifford, who had been endorsed by the
Washington State Federation of Labor, and on this basis with­
held your endorsement and support, and thus aided in deliver­
ing the Republican nomination to Col. Hartley •••

And, when the WSFL's executive board met to decide on a political

policy for the general elections, he said:

••• such action as will be taken, if any, will be direct through
the Federation itself and not in association with any of those
whom we have so much reason to no longer regard as our friends. 40

There followed several abortive attempts to eliminate, or con-

solidate, the progressive tickets. All these failed because the HSFL

no longer trusted the "double-crossing" Railroad Brotherhoods. In re-

sponse to suggestions from the FLP that a consolidation conference be

called, Short replied, colorfully mixing his metaphors:

40Minutes, 10 Sept. 1924, Box 8, KCCLC Records; E.K. Herron to
Short, 24 Sept. 1924, Box 13-58; Benjamin to Short, 21 Sept. 1924, Box
24-101; Short to Benjamin, 24 Sept. 1924, Box 36-23, HSFL Records;
Cravens, p. 242.
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Our former experience with conferences of that kind has been
that the people you want to come there, are too busy to come.
while all the nuts in creation assemble like moths around a flame.
and only add to the confusion that already exists. 4l

In fact. the election no longer held much interest for Short.

In a letter to Vice-president Brackinreed, he mused about callinR an

WSFL executive board meeting to discuss the campaign. but he was not

enthusiastic. He just thought that it might be "better to talk about

it" than to sit and sulk. Continuing. he, said:

Now that the atmosphere has been cleared and we know how badly
jumbled up the mess is. we can at least talk about it now and know
what we're talkinR about. which we would not have been able to do
prior to the••• failure of the conferences between Hill and Oman
forces to work anything out lookin" towards elinination (of the
competing progressive candidates).~2

In early October the executive board did meet to decide on a

political policy. By then. however. all its options had been pre-

empted. The board contented itself with endorsing the LaFollette-

Wheeler ticket and voted to leave endorsement of congressional candi-

dates to the central labor councils and local unions. Thus, the WSFL,

which had helped create the FLP in 1920, refused to support it in 1924,

while the Railroad Brotherhoods, which had refused to support the FLP

in 1920. abandoned the WSFL to endorse it's gubernatorial candidate in

1924. 43

410 •M• Nelson to Short. 13 Sept. 1924, Box 19-17; Short to
Brackinreed, 8 Oct. 1924; Short to C.E. Brower, 8 Oct. 1924, Box 36­
24; Short to C.l-l. Cotton. I.B. Chipman. et al., 25 Sept. 1924, Box
36-23, WSFL Records.

42
Brower to Short, et a1•• 3 Oct. 1924. Box 21-6; Short to

Brackinreed. 8 Oct. 1924, Box 36-24. WSFL Records.

43 For more on the executive board's actions. see: Cravens,
pp. 242-243; Cole. p. 121; Minutes. 29 Oct. 1924, Box 8, KCCLC Records;
Short to E.K. Herron, 14 Oct. 1924; Short to H.T. Bone, 14 Oct. 1924,
Box 36-24; ·T.C. Stephens to Short, 7 Oct. 1924, Box 9-29; Short to
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The failure to reach agreement with the WSFL forced the

Brotherhoods to go on alone. ThouBh in a hopeless position, they of-

fieia11y endorsed Oman on 7 October. They also endorsed a complete

slate of congressional candidates, som~ on the Democratic, others on

the FLP, and one on the Republican ticket. They also endorsed the

Bone bill initiative, but they did not endorse candidates in other

local or state races. 44

In the wake of these decisions the LaFollette-t~eelercam-

paign absorbed the bulk of the WSFL's political energies. As a re-

suIt, Republican congressional incuDbents had a field day attacking

their Democratic and FLP rivals as "red, radicals, and dangerous to

the country." They were well-financed, well-organized, and well-

supported by the state's business interests. In the second district,

for example, one worker' for Lloyd Black, the labor-endorsed candidate,

reported that the lumber companies were threatening to close down the

mills if the Republicans did not win. He further reported that such

threats had intimidated the progressives and prevented the mobiliza-

tion of labor voters. Only in the fifth district, where Sam lIi1l, the

Democratic incumbent, was running for his first complete term, did the

progressive cause make headway.45

The election results fully confirmed Short's worst fears. In

Stephens, 23 Oct. 1924, Box 36-25, WSFL Records; ~ 21 Oct. 1924.

44UR 8 Oct. 1924; Short to Brackinreed, 8 Oct. 1924, Box 36-24,
WSFL Records; Cr,~ens, p. 242.

45Short to 101. Pilson, 27 Oct. 1924, Box 36-25; ~1cHonnies to
Compers and }forrison. 5 Nov. 1924, Box 36-26; lIi1l to Short, 30 Oct.
1924, Box 13-11, WSFL Records.
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the legislative races the Republicans added seven new seats to their

already large majority. They picked up four at the expense of the

Democrats and three at the expense of the ELP. They now controlled

ninety-one of ninety-six House seats. The progressives. whose hopes

had risen so high after 1922. were virtually annihilated. The FLP

was left without representation in the House. In the Senate the

Republicans also retained their iron grip. They held thirty-nine of

forty-t~~ seats. The FLP lost one seat and the Democrats picked up

one seat. In the new legislature the Republican conservatives would

have no need to compromise. 46

As expected. Hartley won the gubernatorial contest. In only

a few cases--like Snohomish County--was the race close at all. Here.

in his home county. Hartley managed to eke out a victory with strong

rural support. 47

Later. the WSFL blamed Hartley's victory on the failure of

their progressive allies to maintain their solidarity in the primaries.

The election returns suggest that this may have been true. The total

"progressive" vote surpassed the total "conservative" vote in the

Republican: primary but. by the time of the general election. this was

a moot point. Hartley got more votes than his two opponents combined.

The election returns also reveal an improved performance by the Demo-

cratic Party and a corresponding decline in the FLP performance. Be-

tween 1920 and 1924 the Democratic vote for governor increased from

46Col e • p. 126.
47For more on the gubernatorial election results, see: Gunns.

p. 70; Cole, pp. 125,211; Cravans, pp. 244-245; Benjamin W. Sherwood
to Short, 24 July 1926. Box 22-2. WSFL Records; Johansen. p. 614.
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66,079 to 126,477, while the FLP vote for governor declined from

121,371 to 40,073. The Republican vote remained nearly stable, rising

from 210,622 to 220,162. Clearly, better organization and greater

unity might have carried the day for the progressives. 48

Virtually the only progressive victory in the whole election

came in the fifth congressional district, where Congressman Sam Hill

defeated his Republican challenger by about 100 votes in 70,000

cast. J. Edward Ferguson, the Republican, carried Spokane City by

about 1,000 votes, but Hill's large rural majority preserved his

seat. Here, however, labor played only a small part in the campaign.49

In the presidential contest Coolidge and Dawes carried

Washington easily, with margin of 18,899 votes, or fifty-two per cent

of the votes cast. Significantly, however, their percentage was much

smaller than in 1920. MOst of the decline is attributable to the im-

pact of the LaFol1ette-vfueeler ticket, which won thirty-six per

cent of the vote. Davis, the Democrat, came in third with about ten

per cent of the vote. Although the progressives had made nearly every

possible political blunder, they still managed to show that a great

number of Washin~tonians hungered for active government efforts to

solve social problems. If ever they managed to put their squabbling

behind them and found a way to carry the urban counties, they would

become a force to be reckoned with. 50

Alto:
Cole,

:~WSFL Procs., (1925), p. 5; Johansen, p. 614.
50Cravens, p. 244; Cole, pp. 125-126; Johansen, pp. 618,623.

Edgar E. Robinson, The Presidential Vote, 1899-1932, (Palo
Stanford University Press, 1934), p. 364; Cravens, p. 244;

pp. 124-125; Johansen, pp. 618,622-623.
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The behavior of the labor voters in the 1924 general election

is interestinB. While only forty-ona per cent of the electorate

voted, nationally; and only fifty-five per cent of the state's elector­

ate went to the polls; Cline estimates that ninety-two per cent of the

eligible union members he studied voted. He also found that, of those

who voted, more than eighty-two per cent voted the LaFollette-lfueeler

ticket. If the rest of or~anized labor .v~ted in the same percenta~e

for the progressive national ticket, they accounted for perhaps thirty

per cent of laFollette's vote in Washington. They also help account

for the fact that LaFollette's percentage of the vote in Washington

was more than twice as high as the national average. Had the progres­

sive alliance held together, laFollette might well have carried

Washington State. 51

Thus ended Short's dream of a broad, non-partisan, progressive

coalition. It had been destroyed by those same centrifugal forces

,/hich had crippled it in the past: personal ambitions and rivalries,

ideological exclusivity, and ethnic, religious, and regional parochial­

ism. In the face of strong conservative opposition, which benefited from

the economic rebound since 1922, the diverse elements of the progres­

sive coalition could not stand together.

Hartley, in his quest for power, had provided a haven for many

of Short's enemies in the labor movement, including such former third

partyists as F1yzik. Now they were established in positions where they

could take their revenge and Short, who had preached labor-management

cooperation and who had hoped to work with a friendly government

5lCline, pp. 138-139.
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and with friendly employers once the radical oenace was eliminated,

found neither and was in a poor position to defend the labor movement.

It is clear that the battle against the Left had drained the labor

movement of its vitality. The "old regiMe" had won out, but it had

been a Pyrrhic victory.

On 13 December 1924, as if to symbolize the end of an era,

Samuel Gompers died. He was the patriarch of the American labor move-

ment and the man in whose name Short and the conservatives had fought.

Although he died at a moment of personal triumph within the labor move-

ment. he died a bitter man. His causes and his policies had won out

in the labor movement, but his dream of labor-management peace and

cooperation were unfulfilled. It remained to be seen whether his

heirs could bring his dreams to fruition. 52

52WSFL Procs., (1925), pp. 59-60; Bernstein, The Lean Years,
pp. 90-94.



Chapter 11:

New Directions:

Labor and the Rise of Dave Beck. 1925

In 1925 Washington State's economy picked up steam. In ~estern

Washington department store sales increased 2.61 per cent. postal re-

ceipts increased by 8.05 per cent. 9t~tewide sales of life insu~ance

increased by 13.81 per cent to $141.7 million and 8asoline sales in-

creased by 13.98 per cent to 163 million gallons. In eastern Washing-

ton the economy was less robust. but wheat production and exports con-

tinued to recover. In western Washin?,ton the 4.95 per cent decline

in coal production remained a worrisome dark spot. In the Pacific

Northwest as a whole freight car loadings of logs and forest products

increased by 11.35 per cent to 804 thousand cars. while loadings of

all products increased by 6.89 per cent to 1.38 million cars. Overall

value added by manufacture also began to recover. Another sign of re-

covery was the 2.17 per cent rise in the S~attle consumer price index.

As the regional economy improved merchants sought opportunities to in­

crease their profits.!

The return of prosperity. however. did not benefit the labor

upon the growing integration of the re~ional and national economies.

movement significantly. In large part the new prosperity was based

,
f .

626.
l.'Indexes of Business Act-ivity," Pp. 108-111: Johansen. p.
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As labor efficiency and the scale of production in the national market

increased, as new technologies broadened product markets, widened

distribution systems, and made people aware of cheap new mass-produced

items, regional and local industries, like Washington's coal industry,

stagnated and laid off workers. This tended to keep a large segment

of the labor force unemployed for the balance of the decade. In 1925,

however, the labor force increased by only 0.08 per cent to 615,000

and employcent, which increased by 3.79 per cent to 601,000, grew fast

enough to eat into the level of unemployment. The unemployment level

fell by 52.28 per cent to 14,600, or 2.37 per cent of the labor force.

(Table No.1) Increases in productivity had a particularly bad effect

on industrial workers. The total number of production workers employed

in manufacturing industries in \~ashington tended to decline throughout

the mid-1920's. This placed great difficulties in the way of organ-

lzed labor. In 1925 membership in WSFL affiliates increased by only

5.53 per cent to 21,385, or 3.47 per cent of the labor force. (Table

No.2) Meanwhile the number of WSFL affiliates increased by 4.1 per

cent to 250. After the settlement of the disputes between the WSFL

and the SCLC the number of locals suspended for disobediance to AFL

policies, or consolidated, disbanded, or had their charters revoked,

declined dramatically. They were more than balanced by the seventeen

new affi1iatioQs.2

By 1925 political failure, combined with the defeat of the

dissidents, forced a new emphasis on the structure of the WSFL. The

proceedings a~d records of the WSFL reveal a growing emphasis on

structure. Frol!l 1925 onwards the \-lSFL becar:le more and more concerned

2Johansen, pp. 626-628; WSFL Procs., (1925), p. 25.
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with keepinr, track of its statewide operations and providing services

to its far-flung locals. This was a matter of some importance.

The WSFL bep,an to develop a much more intense interest in labor con-

ditions throughout the state. As a result new kinds of information

became available in 'the WSFL's records. These records reveal that in

1925 local labor conditions in Washington improved despite the

economic difficulties. In the Aberdeen-Hoquiam area. for example.

eighteen WSFL-affiliated locals reported lower unemployment. while

only two. the Pile Drivers and Stage Employees. reported sharp in­

creases in unemployment. 3

In Bellingham and Bremerton the number of WSFL-affiliated

locals stabilized at twelve and thirteen. respectively. but conditions

differed. In Bremerton the locals prospered, buoyed by navy yard

construction, whereas in Bellingham unemployment reached ten to twelve

per cent in a number of locals. Only a few locals reported favorable

trends. The Culinary Workers Union Local No. 29, for example, mana~ed

to win a new contract and proudly announced that it specifically ex-

eluded orientals. At the same time the Bellingham trade unionists re-

ported that, with the support of conservative building trades leaders,

Mayor John Kellogg had won reelection on a pro-labor platform. 4

In a few areas, notahly Everett, the labor movement was still

preoccupied with the old battles. There the radicals and third party-

3Yearbook. (1925), pp. 25,27,31,33,37; l-lSFL Proes., (1925),
p. 25.

4Yearbook. (1925). pp. 25,27,29,31,33,37; H~FL Proes., (1925).
pp. 10,59; Roaney to Call, 16 Nov., 11 Dec. 1925. Box 8-59, WSFL Records.
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In 1925, however, the conservatives ber,an

to make a comeback. A number of conservative locals reaffiliated with

the central labor council, or proposed to do so. This emboldened

Council President ~~y Carroll to inform Short that he was be~inning a

campaign against:

••• the bunch that talk Com~unism and work for Hartley. I had the
intense delight in putting the famous twins (Flyzik and Hartl~y?)

on the mat last Weds. Eve. And bill (sic) it would have done
your heart good as the different organizations took .turns in giv­
ing them their dues and it has been the first time in a long while
that such a concerted barrage was delivered to' the opposition.

Will continue the music this coming Wedy. Eve. when I hope to
be able to oppose Mr. Flyzicks (sic) workins (sic) and believe me
we will show up some of the four flushers here. And I belicv~

that Mr. Hartley has no doubts as to the stand of organized labor
in Everett, as a special letter was sent to him lettinp, him know
that the slight statement in the paper did by no means represent
the real feelings.

Soon after, the Culinary Workers announced their support for Short in

his struggles against the radicals. The formerly radical Newsboys

Union also fell into line and requested WSFL aid in securing a new

contract. ~fost of the fifteen l~SFL locals in Everett reported lower

unemployment and higher wages in 1925. 5

In Spokane labor conditions were mixed. The central labor

council reported that things were "quiet" and that a "nwnber" of men

were unemployed. The council organized a Trade Union Promotional

League, like the one in Seattle, and some locals, including the Bakers,

City Employees, Plasterers, Plumbers, Pressman and Typographers re-

ported improved conditions and wages. Other locals, however, including

5Yearbook. (1925). pp. 27.29.33; WSFL Procs •• (1925). pp. 10,
25; T.J. llitten to Short, 5 Aug•• 18 Dec. 1925, Box 9-4; R. Carroll to
Short, 19,26 Jan. 1925; Underwood to Short, 5 Oct. 1925, Box 13-43; A.G.
Bixby to Short, 19 Hay 1925, Box 21-61, WSFL Records.
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the Carpenters, Cigar }fakers, Culinary Workers, Lathers, and Heat

Cutters, reported unfavorable, or worse conditions than in 1924. And.

after a year at work, the secretary of the Trade Union Promotional

League wrote to Short:

I suppose the time is near in this state when the womens (sic)
wage laY will be killed the same as in the state of Arizona. (It
probably will be a good thing, for some of them, they may wake up
and organize.) It is hard to talk to some women on organization.
they think they have got the eight hour day and the minimum scale
and that's all is necessary, they dont (sic) realize how much it
cost the organized men to get that. 6

In Tacoma the situation was a little more complicated. The

Carpenters, Garment Workers, Plasterers, and Teamsters all reported

good, i~roved, or excellent conditions. Meanwhile, however, the

Bakers, Cooks. Musicians, Stone Cutters. and Street Carmen, reported

deteriorated conditions. The Street Carmen, for example, complained

that employment was down slightly due to use of buses. The l-Iusicians

were under heavy attack from Federated Industries of Washington after

attempting to break the open shop at the Winthrop Hotel. The Fire

Fighters and Cigar Makers, on the other hand" reported that their con­

ditions had not changed. 7

In the Kelso-Longview area, where a number of highly efficient

new lumber mills, paying high wages. were going into production. bitter

6year6ook. (1925), pp. 25,29,31,33; (1926), p. 27; WSFL Procs.,
(1925), p. 10; J.B. Swett to Short, 25 April 1926. Box 8-9; Graf to
Short, 9 ~ov. 1925. Box 9-24; Reddy to Short, 18 }~rch 1925. Box 10­
25, WSFL Records.

7Yearbook. (1925). pp. 25,29,31.33; USFL Froes •• (1925), p. 10;
Federated Industries of Washin~ton Weekly Business Letter, ~o. 217-858
(24 Aug. 1925), Box 12-17; Cast to Short. 8 July 1925. Box 22-43. WSFL
Records.
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labor conflicts persisted, though less over doctrinn1 and ideological

issues than over jurisdiction of the new work and the personality of

the leaders. Bill Keckler, secretary of the central labor council,

and C.D. Long, secretary of the building trades council, were bitter

rivals. They became embroiled in a dispute over fund-raising for the

building trades councils's organization drive. The conflict spilled

over into all aspects of the labor movement. including politics. The

city council refused to confirm several of pro-labor ~ayor Todd's ap-

pointments--inc1uding Keckler as water superintendent--because of

friction within the labor movement. The buildin~ trades council

helped oppose Keckler and he, in turn, refused to he1, the building

trades council raise money, even though the council needed money

desperately. One by one. throughout the late 1920's, both organizations

lost affiliates. In 1925 there were seven t~SFL-affi1iated locals in

the area: by 1924 only two remained. 8

In the other smaller towns of the state--Montesano, Olympia,

Puyallup, Raymond, Sedro-Hoo11ey, Centralia. and Tumwater--.conditions

improved generally. or at least stabilized. although a number of

strikes did occur. 9

As in most of the rest of the state labor conditions in Seattle

improved in 1925. The SCLC created a Women's Trade Union League to

8Yearbook, (1925). p. 33: llSFL Proc!=; •• (1925). p. 25: (1926),
p. 30; (1927), p. 3; (1928), p. 30: (1929), p. 18; C.D. Long to Short,
8.18 Jan., 7 ~rch 1925, Box 1-24; LonR to Short, 11 March 1925; McLeod
to Short, 9 June 1925. Box 9-9. to/SFL ttecords.

9Yearhook, (1925). pp. 25,27.29,31,33,35,37; t-lSFt Procs., (1925),
p. 25; Fryon and Beckwith to Short, 11 July 1925, Box 7-13. HSFL Records.
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cooperate with the \~omen's Label League and create greater demand for

union labels, shop cards, and buttons. Host locals reported less un-

employment. Some reported higher wages. In general labor peace re-

placed the chaos of the early twenties, although a number of disputes

continued. The Bakers were involved in a difficult and long-dra~~-out

strike against the Golden Rule bakery and had difficulty working with

the management in several other cases. The Amusement Trades strike

against the John Danz Theatres continued.

For the most part, however, labor-management peace was pre-

served through negotiation and arbitration. For the first time in

several years, employers associations became willing to negotiate

with their employees. Hayor Brown and other civic leaders lent

their support in several cases. At the same time an anti-Japanese

campaign was in full swing, with generally favorable results for

labor. For example, Barbers Union Local ~o. 195 succeeded in getting

the Japanese shops to cease undercutting union scales. On the other

hand, Laundry Wagon Drivers Union Local No. 566 (Teamsters) reported

that the unfair Lincoln Laundry " ... is a Jap 1aundry ... and .is beinr,

patronized by white people and if they do not discontinue they will

be reported."lO

Although economic conditions pla~ued the Seattle labor move-

ment. the SCLC fared better than the HSFL, as a whole, in the late

1920's. In 1925 membership in SCLC affiliates increased by 12.12

lOyearbook. (1925), pp. 25,27,29,31.33,37; (1926). p. 27:
I~SFL Procs •• (1925), pp. 5,10; lHnutes. 4 ~!arch, 1,15 April 1925. Box
8, KCCLe Itecords: F.Il. Perry to Short, 7 }!ay, 14 Nov. 1925, Box 21­
63; ~IcGuern and B. Swain to Short, 10 June 1925, Box 4-14, WSFL
Records.
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per cent to 13,801. Most of this growth was concentrated in the

Brewery/Provision Trades, Miscellaneous Trades, and Building Trades

sections. The Printing Trades, too, picked up membership. The in-

dustrial unions in the Maritime and Metal Trades sections continued

to lose membership. (Table No.3) The number of locals affiliated

with the SCLC, on the other hand, remained virtually unchanged for

the rest of the decade. In other words, growth primarily occurred

within established locals. In 1925 the number of SCLC affiliates in-

creased by one over the previous years. Meantime the number of SCLC
\

affiliates also affiliated with the WSFL grew much faster. This

represented a continuation of a long-term trend. In 1925 the number

of SCLC affiliates in the WSFL increased by 5.55 per cent to 57. 11

Politically, Seattle labor was quiescent in 1925. Only one

of the three city council candidates endorsed by the SCLC was elected.

On the other hand, labor did work effectively to oppose a city manager

plan initiative proposed by the Municipal League.~2

lIere. as in Everett, the issue of labor radicalism simmered

near the boiling point. Although radical influence was much-diminished

many in the SCLC still resented the WSFL's "interference" in their local

affairs. The radicals and third partyists were no longer a threat to

labor peace but. through the to1orkers Party and by "borin~ from within"

the trade unions, they persisted in attackin~ and criticizing the

11WSFL Proes •• (1925), p. 25.
l2For more on the canpaign md labor's participation, see:

-Dickson. pp. 60-62.109,137-138,140; Cline. pp. 140-142.153-154;
Minutes, 21 Jan., 18.25 Feb •• 4 ~~rch, 21 Oct. 1925. Box 8, KCCLC
Records; Seattle Citizens Committee Proposed Charter, (1925), Box 21­
58; E.W. Allen to Short, 12 }brch 1925, Box 18-4; Short to Allen, 14
March 1925. Box 36-31. WSFL Records.
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conservative leadership. The patience of the leadership became ex-

hausted when, in January 1925. a radical delegate to the SCLC requested

the council grant the floor to :-lorman Tallantire. "an admitted communist."

who was calling upon the SCLC to endorse a fund drive to release a n~

ber of communists from prison. As always, the Left chose an awkward

issue to embarrass the leadership. The leadership, however, was much
..

stronger than in the past and determined to end influence of the radi-

cals. A conservative delegate then moved that the request he denied

thus precipitating an uproar. Later the Workers Party organ, the Daily

Worker, described the events which followed tmder the headline: S~~tEn

THE FAKERS.

He (i.e., the conservative delegate) was followed by other re­
actionaries, who ur~ed that the floor not be granted to Tallantire.
In turn the Communist delegates let (sic) by Paul Mohr, (Joe)
Havel, (William) Jones, and others landed heavily on the reaction­
aries, the result being a vote of 45 to 36 in favor of granting the
floor.

After all they had been through, however, the conservative leadership

was in no mood to let even the slightest sign of resurgent radicalism

or dissidence go unpunished. On 3 February the Seattle Building Trades

Council requested the SCLC to "unseat" all its communist delegates and

"live up to the principles and policies of the'parent body••• " on the

grounds that the AFL was "definitely on record against Communism and

communists" and had revoked the credentials of Willia~ Dunn at its

Portland convention when Dunn admitted to being a communist. I3

Within days the SCLC was inundated with letters supporting the

13Dailv \-1orker 17 Feb. 1925; Paul Mohr Trial Transcript, 1925;
G.W. Roberge to C.t-1. Doyle. 3 Feb. 1925, Box 6; J.N. Belanger. et al.
to Building Trades Council. 13 Feb. 1925, Box 6, KCCLe Records.
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buildinR trace~ council's stand and filing charges ar,ainst Mohr, Havel,

Jones, and several other SCLC delegates, including H.G. Price, M.

Hansen, and J.C. Carlson, who had participated in the debate. Still,

the SCLC moved slowly waiting for the ",nti-col'lmunist momentum to grOlJ.

At the sace time the SCLC leadership requested support from the AFL.

In re,;ponse President Hilliam Green, who had succeeded Gompers, informed

the SCLC that it was:

••• clearly within its rights in declaring a delegate ineligible to
represent organized labor provided such a delegate is duly and
legally charged with being a Communist and after a fair trial is
found guilty•

14
Any delegate so charged nay appeal from the action •••

(to the AFL).

In the weeks which followed the SCLC strike and grievances com-

mittee heard the cases against the accused. Of the six only Paul Mohr

attempted to defend himself. The chief evidence against him was the

Daily l{orker article. In response to the charges against him, Bohr

made the following statement:

I want to state this: I refute all of it (i.e., the charges)
for this reason. I came into the Labor Movement in its infancy and
I was one instrumental in building up this }!ovement. Never did and
dont (sic) now submit to the idea that the A.F. of L. is the Parent
Body. In fact, we know little or nothing about it ...

We have had struggles in the Labor }!ovement, several with the
K. of L. (i. e., the Knights of Labor). I was a mer.lber of the K. of
L. I helped to organized the Bakers Union. Was Bakers Union first
President. We unseated deler,ates that were represented in the K.
of L. Assembly, Bridges, O'Donnell; never was a question raised as
to whether other delegates were members of K. of L. The only thing
we concerned ourselves about was men that were willing to go out
and do so~ethin&•••

I circulated their (i.e., the Bakers tnion's) first contract.
I paid the price that every man must pay. ~ine months I worked on
the streets of Seattle to make a living; couldn't get a job as a

14Minutes, 4,11,18-25 Feb., 4,18 I-larch 1925, Box 8; Freen to C.W.
Doyle, 6 Feb. 1925; Report of Strike and Grievance Committee of the
Trials of Delel;ates Price, Hansen, Carlson, Mohr, Havel, and Jones, 18
March 1925, Box 6, KCCLC Records.
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baker. Men came from Everett and BellinRham to our paid business
agent to do their business; they couldn't keep a man in the field.
I was one of the strikers during that time; we didn't pay anybody;
I never got a cent from my Local. I felt, personally, all that
time that we had built up this union, not the A.F. of L••••

Our International never did anything for us; we did it all.
For two years never paid any dues •. We finally got those fellows
out that was disrupting our organization and from that time to this
we have had peace and harmony in our International: they never ex­
pell (sic) anybody. Yet we gave three days of our Convention time
trying a man and then didn't expell (sic) him•••

I have only this in my mind of the A.F. of L. Everytime they
sent workers out here it was to destroy something that we had built
up. I believe that this central body should be the parent body of
the Labor Movement and that it should have the right in the strike
on the P-I to pull our pressmen off the P-I (even though they had a
valid contract). Should go down the line and fight for any organiza­
tion to the finish. This is my idea of the Labor Movement•••

I can't agree with everything Brother Belanger (i.e •• the lead­
ing prosecutor) has set forth. The A.F. of L. expelled Dunn; dont
(sic) know the details or what he said about certain officials; he
was'nt (sic) even tried•••

I feel this force in socialism here in America which is organ­
ized and which is called the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, is a force
that will within its influence and it is influential. destroy the
Labor Movement; are putting over propap,anda in every way possible•••

Personally, I would'nt (sic) care right now if I was expelled
from the Central Labor Council; it would be of benefit to Paul K.
Mohr. ~~ybe I would have a nip,ht at home. For 35 years I have been
active in the Labor ~ovement. (Here, Committee Chaircan David
Levine interrupts and asks Mohr his age. Mohr replies he is 60
years old.)

It is the Labor Movement that made me what I am. \~at little I
know and what little I have, I give labor and the Labor Movement
the credit.

Levine then asked Mohr if he was, "satisfied with the trial given him."

Mohr replied, "I am perfectly satisfied with the trial given me," and

was excused as a witness. 15

On is March the committee made its lengthy preliminary report

to the SCLC although the radicals packing the galleries managed to de-

lay the proceedings. The next week the debate on the committee's report

began. SCLC President John Jepsen helped insure a favorable decision

15paul K. Mohr Trial Transcript. 1925, Box 6. KCCLe Records.
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when he refused to mnsider a motion to open the galleries. lie said

the visitors at the previous rneetinc had not sho,~ the proper respect

and the SCLC sustained him by a vote of sixty-eiKht to forty-five.

Prosecutor Belanger wAsted no time on the five other defendants but he

was concerned about Mohr's case. Mohr's obvious sincerity and lack of

malice made him a difficult target. Apparently the committee was

searching for a way to spare Mohr. This is especially plain in the,

committee's recommendation to the council in his case:

Delegate Mohr, admitted that he had stated several times on'
the floor of the Central Labor Council that he was a "Communist."
He outlined to the committee just what he believed to be the
definition of Conmunism, declaring it synonomous with Christianity-­
that he believed Jesus Christ was the first Communist. Delegate
Mohr stated that he was absolutely opposed to the accepted means
employed by Communists within the Trade Union ~!ovement. DeleRate
Mohr stated further that to him his International was his first
pled~e and if he was asked to do anything that in any way violated
that pledp,e or obligation, he would refused to do it. In other
words, "he was a Trade Unionist first." Brother Uohr was the only
defendant charged who in any way attempted to be fair and of any
assistance to the committee in reachin~ their findinr,s. His ad­
mission that he was a Communist is not in accord with what the
committee believes to be CommuniSM as understood by the American
Federation of Labor. t~E TIlEREFORE RECO~£iEND THAT THE CHARGES BE
'NOT SUSTAINED'.

Belanger and the conservatives, however, disliked half-measures.

Belanger moved that the report be amended to recommend that all six

defendants be unseated since all had admitted to being communists.

Quickly his motion was carried and adopted as part of the committee re-

port. Finally the SCLC voted to accept the amended report and expel

all six defendants. The only surprising thing was the narrowness of

the vote: seventy-eight to seventy-one. Apparently many deleRates

still sympathized with Mohr. 16

16Report of the Strike and Grievance Committee to the SCLC. 18
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The uproar ove"r the expulsions did not die away immediately.

Many delegates were particularly upset about the outcome in Mohr's case.

They felt that he had been misled and deep down was a "constructive"

trade unionist. But Belanger and the conservatives would not relent.

On 1 April Belanger responded to the pro-}whr arguments with new evi-

dence. He:

••• stated that at last nights (sic) meeting it was called to his
attention that at least one of the defendants (i.e•• Mohr) in­
stead of always being a constructive trade unionist had been
identified with every secessionist movement that has ever been
started. viz. dual central labor council and O.B.U. movement.

The conservatives were also reenforced by President Green who sent a

letter to Jepsen sustaining the council's decision in unseating the

communists. 17

Despite this the unseated delegates did not give up hope. Time

and again they showed up at SCLC meetings with credentials from various

locals asking to be seated as delegates. Time and again the SCLC of-

ficers refused to seat them. Finally in July 1925:

••• owing to the repeated efforts on the'part of some unions to have
re-seated delegates that have been expelled from the council. Brother
Jepsen made it very clear in a statement he made to the members that
the matter was out of the jurisdiction of council and these members

. only redress was the (AFL's) Ex (executive)-Council and in future
secretary stand instructed if any more credentials come in for these
members to immediately notify their respective local of the council's

,action. His remarks meet (sic) with ~e hearty approval of most of
the delegates present•••• lS

March 1925; G.M. Roberge to E.F. Marchand. 18 Jan. 1926; C.W. Doyle to
F.J. Plant, 23 June 1925, Box 6; Minutes, 18,25 March 1925, Box 8,
~CCLC Records; O'Connell. p. 181; Dickson, p. 76; ~ 5 March 1925.

17
IJ~inutes, 1 April 1925, Box 8. KCCLC Records.
-Minutes, 8.15 April, 13 May, 8 July, 12 Aug. 1925; 12.26

Jan., 27 July. 17 Aug. 1927; 2 Aug. 1933. Box 8; Resolution. 15 Jan.
1929, Box 6. KCCLC Records.
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Thus ended the long conflict between Left and Right within

the SCLC. Although the communists continued to seek readmittance to

the council as late as 1933, they were perfunctorily denied. The

SCLC's position is best summarized by Harry Call, acting secretary of

the WSFL. in an article entitled "Communism a Menace" which appeared

in the WashinPaton State Labor News' 1925 Yearbook. Communism, he be­

lieved, was a "menace" because the dictatorship of the working classes

is "just as undesirable and just as un-American as would be dictator­

ship of the middle classes or groups. or a dictatorship of capital."

Force. he affirmed. cannot cure the "ills of industry." Communism.

8S he described it. was a movement for "destruction," not "construction"

and was an appeal to hatred. Rather, he believed, the AFL was the hope

of labor--throughout the world. Labor, he believed, should learn to

follow the teachings of Christ and reject the "lying effrontery" of

communism. l9

Meanwhile, the WSFL faced serious problems of its own. The

most immediate danger the WSFL faced came from Olympia. What would be

the fate of those pro-labor Republicans who had served in the Bart

administration? The signs were not promising. In December 1924 State

Safety Engineer C.H. Younger wrote to Itarry Call, former international

secretary of the defunct Timber Workers Union and more recently an e~

ployee of the Department of Labor and Industries, concerning proposals

to reorganize the department under Hartley. According to Younger all

those who had supported Clifford in the 1924 primaries were "slated

to go." The man behind these changes, according to Younger. 'was

19Yearbook, (1925), p. 38;

L..&JU]££&}diiQkJZ,lZS,
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Clarence Parker who was in charge of the State Safety Council's

Bellingham office. 20

Confirmation that such, indeed, were Hartley's intentions were

not long in coming. Upon taking offic~, Hartley appointed Claire

Bowman as director of the department. Bowman, a professional "safety

eng1nner," described himself as an "industrial relations expert" and

bad a strong anti-labor orientation. He believed in the open shop

and opposed workmen's compensation awards increases. Under instructions

from Hartley he limited the department's investigations and enforcement

of safety legislation and called safety "conferences" without inform-

ing WSFL representatives. He undermined the minimum wage laws by his

lax enforcement and over-burdened the industrial insurance appeals

procedures by refusing to make adequate workmen's compensation awards

and turning each appeal into a long, drawn-out battle. According to

Short he dismissed most of the pro-labor inspectors in the department

and refused to appoint sufficient replacements to do the job adequately.

As supervisor of safety. he chose Martin J. Flyzik~ Short's great

enemy. Luckily for the labor movement the state supreme court con-

tinued to uphold the basic labor laws else these too might have been

in jeopardy.2l

With such events as these in mind the WSFL was in a despondent

200ne may discount certain of Younger's motives, since he was
promoting the candidacy of Claire Bowman for the departmental director­
ship. Bowman had very poor labor credentials as far as the WSFL was
concerned.

H. Call to Short, 30 Dec. 1924, Box 8-2, WSFL Records.

2lGunn~, pp. 93-94; Tripp, pp. 277,289-293; WSFL Proes., (1925),
pp. 5-6; H.L. Hughes to Short, 4 May 1925, Box 28-13, WSFL Records;
Portland Oregonian 15,17 July 1925.
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mood. Referring to Flyzik's appointment, Secretary Si Gotchy of

Olympia Carpenter's Union Local No. 2109 wrote ironically to Short:

You have easier a harder fight this year than last. What do
you think of our dago friend now•••• the "Spegatti" kid Martin
F(lyzik), Hartley can take lessons .from him for quite a while
yet. 22

When the legislature convened this trend became even clearer.

The WSFL's main legislative priority in 1925 was approval of the Child

Labor Amendment to the United States Constitution. Child welfare had

been a part of the WSFL program since at least 1920 when the convention

had memorialized Congress to create a Children's Bureau. In 1922 and

again in 1924 the WSFL had urged Congress to pass the Child Labor

Amendment and. after its passage, had urged its ratification. By

July 1924 ratification had seemed certain. Governor Hart had declared

his support and both major parties endorsed the idea. In November,

however, the voters had strengthened the anti-amendment forces in the

legislature and by the time the session convened the pro-amendment

momentum had melted away. By January twelve states had rejected the

proposal and Washington seemed likely to follow shortly.23 .

In his inaugural address Hartley reconfirmed labor's suspicions

in strong language. He made no pretense of conciliation and described

the amendment as

••• the popularly and appealing but wholly erroneously so-called
Child Labor Amendment, 'to limit, regulate and prohibit t~e labor
of all persons under 18 years of age.'

In addition to arguing that exploitation of under-fourteen year olds

was disappearing of its own accord, due to local sentiment, he swore

22Gotchy to Short, 19 Jan. 1925, Box 8-40, WSFL Records.
23Tripp, pp. 282-283.
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that:

As Governor of Washington I most earnestly object to a sur-
render of its complete and exclusive jurisdiction over its youth.
And certainly with my approval, no youth of the State of Washington
between the ages of 14 and 18 will have his or her most valued
right, born in every American child--the inalienable right to work
for a living, to further his own education and advancement, to aid
his parents and family and to enjoy the fruits of his 1abor--taken
away or denied him, nor shall it be exercized subject to the con­
trol of anybody, other than the parents and the youth himself.

Hartley went on to accuse supporters of the amendment of being "revolu-

tionary," "socialists," "radicals," and "pusillanimous blatherskites."

Finally, he recommended that the legislature confine itself to two is-

sues in the coming session:

economy in government. 24

rejection of the amendment and the

l

Under Hartley's encouragement the legislature complied. Ad-

ditionally, it rejected all of labor's other proposals, including ef-

forts to increase workmen's compensation awards pensions for widows.

It also rejected the WSFL-endorsed Old Age Pension Bill, sponsored by

the Fraternal Order of Eag~es. Bowing to the wishes of the governor,

employers, and farmers the legislature voted ninety-nine to thirty-

nine against the amendment. Proponents of the measure tried to salvage

something by proposing the measure as a referendum, but this too

failed. 25

24wsFL Procs., (1920), p. 104; (1922), p. 86; (1924), pp. 42,55,
65; Tripp, pp. 256-257; Gunns, pp. 79-83; For more information on Child
Labor in Washington, see: Tripp, p. 5; and United States Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "Population-Occupations, By States,"
Fifteenth Census of the United States (1930), vol. IV (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1930), pp. 84,1723.

25For more on the WSFL's legislative goals and policies in 1925,
see: WSFL Procs., (1924), pp. 49,57-59,61-64,66-70; (1925), p. 6; Call,
pp. 15-16; Tripp, pp. 277,282-286,291-293; Gunns, pp. 80.82-84,92-93,181.
Portland Oregonian 6 May 1925; Seattle Times 6 May 1925; New York Times,
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By March 1925 Short had come to believe that Hartley "has

already proved the worst Governor we have ever had" and that he was

irretrievably anti-labor. Hartley's dismissal of "inconvenient or

obstreperous" officials in the executive branch especially displeased

Short. By late July he was actively organizing public opposition to

most of Hartley's programs. 26

At the same time, the WSFL began to mobilize its forces for

an organizational campaign. At its 1924 convention the AFL had voted

to urge its affiliates to begin such a campaign. The response to the

WSFL campaign as indicated by the membership statistics, however,

proved very disappointing. It proved, in fact, to be only the first

in a long series of organizational failures. The AFL failed to pro-

vide promised funds and technical assistance. The international of-

ficers suspected the motives of the local organizers and withheld

needed assistance. The local conservatives, with their craft union pre-

judices, responded poorly to the needs of the poorly··paid, unorgan~

ized industrial and white collar workers. In addition to containing

6 May 1925; Minutes, 21,28 Jan. 1925, Box 8, KCCLe Records; Minutes,
WSFL Convention, 22 July 1925, Box 9-4; Dowd to Short, 1 April 1922,
28 Sept. 1923, 19 Oct. 1923, Box 11-32; Dowd to WSFL, 13 Dec. 1924,
Box 11-30: Charles Crickmore to Short, 17 Sept. 1924, Box 22-21; Short
to E.P. Rouse, 31 Dec. 1924, Box 36-28, R. Hestketh to Short, 15 Jan.
1925, Box 20-50; A.S. Goss to Short, 17 Oct. 1924, Box 20-14;
Elizabeth Christman to Short, 24 Feb. 1925, Box 19-4; H. Olson to
Short 2,31 Oct. 1925, Box 19-38; Mrs. F.H. Perry .to Short, 14 Nov.
1925, Box 21-63: C.F. Roaney to Short, 8,15 Jan. 1925, Box 8-59, WSFL
Records.

26Cole, pp. 139,179; Gunns, p. 143; Spokane Spokesman-Review
15 April 1925; Robert ~ntgomery to Short, 7 June 1925, Box 18-1;
Short to R. ~IDntgomery, 10 June 1925, Box 36-39; Short to lielen Olson,
29 July 1925, Box 36-42; J.W. Gordon to Short, 7 Aug. 1925, Box 12-44,
WSFL Records.
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many new immigrant workers the large pool of unemployed workers in

these industries made organizing especially difficult. Also, non-

WSFL unions distrusted the '~SFL conservatives and refused to affiliate.

The result was that, despite a significant expenditure of effort and a

temporary spurt of growth in 1926-1927, the WSFL grew very slowly.

(Table No. 2)27
~.

Despite the overall failure of the campaign there were a num-

ber of vigorous local efforts. The Laundry Workers organized an ef-

fective Pacific Northwest District Council. The Bremerton Draftsmen's

Union Local No o 12 began a successful drive, coordinated by the central

labor council, to organize shop teachers. This campaign was aided by

the fact that F.J. Pratt, president of the local, had been elected

chairman of the school board. Later the WSFL and "several" locals

affiliated with the Workers' Health Bureau, whose aim was to coordinate

workmen's compensation campaigns in the various states, in the hopes of

increasing their leverage. Aside from these small achievements the

campaign proved disappointing. 28

At the WSFL's convention in 1925 the main issues were what to

do .about the remaining radicals in the labor movement, organization of

a movement to recall Governor Hartley, and formation of a legislative

program for the special session of the legislature scheduled for the

fall. Aside from these issues, it was one of the quietest conventions

27WSFL Procs., (1925), p. 59; (1926), p. 17; James O'Connel to
Short, 28 Feb. 1925, Box 2-13. Gast to Short, 8 July 1925, Box 22-24;
H. Jones to ~ort, 1 March 1925, Box 15-36; Oass to Short. 6 Feb. 1925.
Box 11-28; Short to F.G. Stecker, 6 April 1925, Box 36-35, WSFL
Records.
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in many years. ~~tters which formerly might have disrupted the con-

vention were handled privately in committee. For example, the

credentials committee refused to accept the credentials of Martin J.

Flyzik, who had attempted to participate in the proceedings. The com-

mittee charged that he had made unfounded and untrue attacks against

the convention, its officers, and its delegates; that he had openly

opposed the WSFL's political program in 1924; and that he had ac-

cepted an appointment in an anti-labor administration. In only one

major case did the convention, as a whole, have to deal with such

matters. This case arose over charges levied against Phil Pearl for

his actions at the 1924 convention. The main charge was that Pearl

had attended the 1924 convention on forged credentials, his union hav-

lng voted--at Pearl's own instigation--not to send a delegate. Pearl,

a radical of long standing in the WSFL, received short shrift from

the delegates, who tried and convicted him on the charges. Following

his conviction Pearl's local, Seattle Barbers Union Local No. 195,

withdrew from the WSFL. Later Pearl resigned from the local and took

a position with the Seattle Master Builders Association, an employers

organization. In Short's opinion this showed, "in whose interests

he has always worked, although, this is the first time he has made

public knowledge that he is directly in their employment and "being

openly paid by them.,,29

29Gunns , pp. 93-94; WSFL Procs •• (1924). p. 29; (1925), pp. 5-6,
27,44-45,48-49.55; (1926). p. 14; Yearbook (1927). p. 23; Short to
Jepsen, 21 Dec. 1925. Box 36-50; R. Carroll to Short, 18 June 1925.
Box 9-4; Short to R. Last. 28 July 1925, Box 36-42; Short to J.C.
Shanessy. 30 Sept. 1925, Box 36-45; 1 Oct. 1925. Box 36-46; Short to
F. Holmes, 19 AUR. 1925, Box 36-44, WSFL Records •
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In other major respects the convention reenforced the con-

servatives. The incoming executive board closely resembled its pre-

decessor. Conservative L.N. Horrisette of Yakima replaced C.L. Gallant

as third district vice-president. John Jacobs, of the Tacoma Teamsters

Union, replaced the equally conservative William F. Dau, also of the

Tacoma Teamsters, as fifth district vice-president. 30

Following the convention, Short seemed pleased with his work.

In a letter to Rae Last, of the Oregon State Federation of Labor, he

wrote:

There has been practically no discussion in the Seattle labor
movement re: the action ap,ainst either Pearl or Flyzik which in­
dicates that it must have met with general approval. As an ex­
ample, when the delegates reported back to the Seattle Central
Labor Council m the work of the Convention, their report was un­
animously accepted and not a word of criticism of any kind voiced.
As you know that is the first time that has occurred in many years,
and you can easily judge accordingly the dep,ree of improvement
which has come about in our labor movement. 3l

The WSFL's legislative program also followed Short's line. In

addition to a proposal to reintroduce the Child Labor Amendment, it

included: amendments to the workmen's compensation laws; increases in

the crews and reductions in the workweek for street carmen; substitution

of Section 20 of the Federal Clayton Act for Section 2 of the State

Anti-injunction Act (1919). The convention also proposed, or supported,

federal legislation to: increase pensions for federal employees,

abolish the Personnel Classification Board (established in 1923) and

3°00 14 September 1925, when J.N. Belanger, the vice-president
of the sixth district (Seattle) resigned, he was replaced by Halter
Roberge, of the Seattle Sheet Hetal Workers Union. Roberge, who was
also president of the Sheet Hetal \"orkers Northwest District Council,
was a strong conservative trade unionist.

Ibid.

31Ibid •
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transfer its duties to the Civil Service Commission. The convention

also recommended establishment of a national museum of safety devices

and increased veterans pensions. It also passed a resolution calling

on the AFL to protest the use of United States armed forces to repress

workers in China. The convention's most urgent request of the federal

government, however, was for a bill to limit immigration from the

western hemisphere as strictly as that from Europe. 32

When the special session of the legislature convened, early in

November 1925, the WSFL concentrated its efforts on the four pieces

of legislation noted above. Short doubted that labor would achieve

any of these bills, but any hopes he may have had were shattered by

the governor's opening address. Hartley proudly listed his economies

in various fields and recommended legislation to increase the workday

of state employees. He then launched into a thinly veiled attack on

Dr. Henry Suzzallo, president of the University of Washington, who had

been lobbying for increased appropriations against Hartley's wishes.

Hartley proposed legislation to weaken the independence of-the boards

of higher education ~ making them more directly accountable to the

governor. Similarly, he attacked the administration of the public

school superintendent and proposed cutting or elimination of various

boards and aepartments. Finally, he proposed a series of reforms in

railroad, public utility and timber regulations highly favorable to

business interests. 33

32For more on the 1925 WSFL's legislative program, see:
Procs., (1925), pp. 55-64.

33Cunns, pp. 97-102; Short to H.J. Allsopp, 3 Nov. 1925, Box 36­
48; Short to James Lydon, 28 Dec. 1925, Box 36-50; Short to H. O'Connor,
26 Jan. 1926, Box 37-1; Short to W.C. Binda11, 9 Oct. 1925, Box 36-

. .
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Realizing the increased strength of the anti-labor forces the

WSFL prepared well for the session, especially on behalf of the

Workmen's Compensation Bill (HB 204), to increase widows pensions and

total disability pensions from $20 per .month as provided in the 1919

Act, to $35 per month. The 1923 Act had increased awards only for

those cases filed after June 1923 thus neglecting to cover many pre-

vious accident victims and their dependents. 34

The WSFL hired Kenneth Durham, formerly a director of the

Department of Labor and Industries, to make "a thorough investigation

of all the records and to compile material from the records to sustain

us in the fight on behalf of unforttmate widows and cripples." Durham's

investigations produced evidence showing that there were "sufficient

funds in the widows pension fund to cover the proposed increases," but

that since 1919 this surplus had been transferred, annually, into the

state's general fund. 35

Federated Industries, the stat~ide employers' lobby which,

Short believed, "seemed to control things at Olympia this session,"

fought hard against the bill. Still, despite the obstacles, Short was

optimistic for the future. He said:

•••we have been able to break down all the barriers that formerly
stood in the way and if the bill is not passed at this session, I
believe we will be able to put it through without any doubt at the
session a year from now.

His hopes, however, were not well-founded. The anti-labor forces, led

by the administration, joined together to defeat the measure. Finding
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no strong argument against it they turned to delaying tactics. Claire

Bowman. Martin Flyzik. and other officials testified on behalf of

Federated Industries at the House Industrial Insurance Committee hear-

1~gs. They questioned the constitutionality and the cost of the pro-

posal. This raised sufficient doubts in the committee members' minds

for them to calIon the commissioner of industrial insurance to make

a recommendation. Two weeks later he returned with a cost estimate con-

firming the WSFL figures. At the same time the assistant attorney-

general approved its constitutionality. But by this time the session

was nearly over. The WSFL had to be content with a committee resolu­

tion recommending passage of the bill at the next session. 36

Although WSFL refused to accept this verdict, there was little

it could do except denounce the legislature's actions. The WSFL's

anti-injunction proposal met a similar fate. In the words of William

Short the Anti-Injunction Bill (SB 135) produced:

The most bitter fight of the sessioR, insofar as labor was
concerned. (The fight) was waged in the Senate over the proposal
to substitute the exact lan~uage of the Federal Clayton Act for
our present law covering the subject of injunctions in labor dis­
putes and the right to peacefully picket. which was destroyed over
a year ago by a decision of the State Supreme Court.

After several weeks of effort the bill was finally placed on the Senate

calendar. This, said Short, resulted in "one of the most shameless and

disgraceful scenes ever witnessed in the' legislative chambers in our

State." Federated Industry agents tried to have the bill declared

"out of order" and used "every parlial'lentary artifice" to hinder it.

When they failed, Senator Conner, a King County Republican, tried to

36Ibid.; Short to Mrs. R. Fluckir,er, 28 Dec~ 1925, Box 36-50;
H.H. Wright to p. Allen, 19 Dec. 1925, Box 26-37, WSFL Records;~
Procs., (1926). pp. 6-12.
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brand it as "un-American." Then, Senator Uyers, a Republican from

Lincoln COUll ty, attacked the bill. According to Short he "slandered"

organized labor in the process. Progressives "made a courageous and

commendable fight for the passage of the measure," and Lt. Governor

Lon Johnson was "most friendly and fair in his rulings ••• ", but the

Senate voted twenty-eight to eleven against the bi11. 37

The day after the vote Short "served notice on the Senate

committee that the WSFL would not shrink from exercizing its constitu-

tional ri~lts and swore that the Senate would be picketed the next

morning." The next day labor pickets did, indeed, appear but they

were not disturbed. They had made their moral point but nothing

e1se. 38

37Executive Council Report to the Twenty-fifth WSFL Convention,
1926, Box 60; Short to All Senators, n.d., Box 35, WSFL Records;~
Procs., (1926), pp. 6-12.

38Ibid ; F.L. Gill to Short, 18 Dec. 1925, Box 22-52; Short to
J. Taylor, 27 Nov. 1925, Box 36-49; Short to O'Hare, 6 Nov. 1925, Box
36-48; Short to trlarren A. Lewis, 20 ~y 1926, Box 37-10; Hanufacturers
Association of Washington, Notice to All Furniture, Bedding, and
Canvas ~anufacturers, Oct. 1926, Box 16-29, WSFL Records; Minutes, 28
Nov., 23 Dec. 1925, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Call, p. 22.

The Street Carmen's Bill (SB 69) to give street carmen one day
off. in eight received a seventeen to sixteen majority, but not the re­
quired constitutional majority and thereby failed to pass.

The Prison-Made Goods Bill (HB 133) failed to even get out of
committee due to hostility of the Rules Committee, but, with the co­
operation of some manufacturers, labor kept its hopes alive.

The rest of the WSFL program suffered similar fates. A
Painters Health Bill (SB 96) was defeated twenty-four to nine in the
Senate. The Daylight Kitchen Bill was killed in the House Rules Com­
mittee. A Miners Examining Bill died in the House Mines and Mining
Committee. Several bills, including: the Eagles Old Age Pension Bill
(SB 57), a hill enabling cities to pension old employees (SB 48), a
Vocational Rehabilitation Bill (SB 113), a Credit Union Bill (5B 177),
passed both Houses of the legislature, only to fall victim to Governor
Hartley's veto.

~iiit It£&SZi&}U.MMSWJJWVidJdt.;:;at49JiW4l9$iW\tL>.4t:1.sSi xcw ... i£!!R!GZO U
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Labor now souRht political success by cooperating with other

groups to restrict immigration. It was virtually the only thing left

in labor's program which still had non-labor popular support. In May,

for example, United States Labor Commissioner E.P. Marsh arrived in

Washington to see whether restrictions should be placed on Mexican

immigration. He was well-received when he requested to speak at the

WSFL convention. The convention responded by endorsing the anti-

immigrant proposal mentioned above. The WSFL also corresponded with

Paul Scharrenberg, secretary of the California State Federation of

Labor and a leader of a movement to restrict Japanese immigration~

The WSFL reaffirmed its opposition t~oriental immigration of all

kinds and calmed his fears that the WSFL might be backing away from its

strong stand on the Japanese "problem.,,39

The extinction of the comnltmist "menace" marked the end of one

era and the beginning of a new era. This new era is best exemplified

by the rise of the Teamsters Union to great influence in the labor

movement. In August 1925 John H. Jepsen of the Milk Wagon Drivers

Union Local No. 66 (Teamsters), who had presided over the communist

trials, was overwhelmingly reelected as president of the SCLC. He was

accompanied by a heavily conservative slate of running mates. We

have seen how the Teamsters were forged in the bitter struggles of

1913-1914 and 1917, how over-the-road, long-distance trucking got its

start in World War I and how the international officers crushed local

efforts to expand the Seattle Joint Council No. 28 into a regional

39E•P• Marsh to Short, 19 ~~y, 1 June 1925, Box 25-13;
Scharrenberp, to Short, 20 Aug. 1925, Box 8-2; Short to Scharrenberg,
25 Aug. 1925, Box 36-44, \olSFL Records; \olSFL Procs •• (1925) t p. 63.

t~
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structure. We have also seen that the Teamsters constituted one of

the few organizations which continued to grow vigorously while others

retrenched and that they consistently took the conservative side in

SCLC and WSFL debates. It is now time to examine the Teamsters in

more detai1. 40

One of the oldest. largest, and most powerful Teamsters Locals

in the Pacific Northwest was Seattle General Local No. 174. When 'it

affiliated with the SCLC in 1910, paying dues on 190 members, it was

only the third Teamsters affiliate to do so. It joined Sanitation

Wagon Drivers Local No. 639, which paid dues on fifty members (and

disbanded a few years later), and ~a1k Wagon Drivers Local No. 66,

which paid dues on sixty-five members that year. There may have been

other Teamsters locals in the vicinity which were not presently af-

filiated with the SCLC. In the past a number of Teamster locals had

been chartered but most had dissolved within a year or two. It was by

no means certain that Local No. 174 would fare any better. Yet, despite

great hardships, it did prosper. In 1910 Local No. 174 began paying

dues on 200 members; by 1913. the year of the great strike~ it was

paying dues on 300 members. After the strike Local No. 174's member-

ship ber,an to increase rapidly. By 1916 it was paying dues on 500

members and serving as defender of the growing number of other

Teamsters locals in the SCLC.

As Local No. 174 grew larger many new, specialized locals were

chartered, hiving off from the general local. By 1917 Local No. 174

had been joined by Auto Drivers Local No. 234, Garbage Wagon Drivers

40~anutes. 12 Aug. 1925, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

242&22&mi&2. sua.
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Local No. 238, and Laundry and Dye llagon Drivers Local No. 566. They

paid dues on a membership of 1,211, or 7.77 per cent of the SCLC's

total membership. Between 1918 and 1925 membership in the Teamsters

locals continued to grow. By 1925 the~e were eight Teamsters locals

affiliated with the SCLC with a total membership of 1,853, or 13.42

per cent of the council's total membership. Local No. 174 paid dues

on 750 members or nearly half of the total Teamster membership. Mean-

while, a number of smaller, weaker Teamsters locals were chartered in

other areas of the state. Of these, the most important was Tacoma

Local No. 313. Because of the influence of Local No. 174, it is per-

haps ironic that despite its relative small size and weakness, it

was Seattle Laundry and Dye Drivers Local No. 566 which produced

Dave Beck, who was to become the most dynamic and powerful Teamster

leader in the nation. 4l

Dave Beck was born on 16 June 1894 in Stockton, California but

in 1899 he moved, with his family, to Seattle. After leaving school

in his third year of high school, Dave held a variety of jobs. He de-

livered typewriters. He worked in an electrical company warehouse.

Fin~lly, he took a job as an inside worker in the laundry where his

mother was employed. Soon. he got a job as a commission salesman.

driving a truck for the laundry. and joined Laundry Workers Union

Local No. 24. 42

41The statistics for Teamsters membership are conservative.
Actual membership ~y have been three times as high. Membership and
Per Capita Tax Records, 1907-1957, Box II, KCeLC Records; Western Con­
ference of Teamsters, Report of Proceedings of the First MeetinR, (n.p.,
1937?), p. 2; Gamel, Vol. I, pp. 118-119.

42Por more on Beck's early life and education, see: Gamel. Vol.
I, pp. 143-144.
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On 3 April 1917 Beck became a charter member of Laundry and

Dye Drivers Local ~o. 566 and took part in the successful strike which

won recognition for the local and resulted in its first contract. 43

After serving in the Navy during World War I, Beck returned

to Seattle, married. and went to work as a driver for a laundry which

offered higher commissions than he had received. Soon he won a promo-

tion to route supervisor. Along with this new status. he became more

active in his union. He r~gu1ar1y attended sessions of the Joint

Council and found that he had a talent for making speeches. lIe was

so effective a speaker, in fact. that he was elected as a member of

the executive board. Although he consistently opposed radicalism

and sympathy strikes, his powers of speech and aggressive tendencies

led to conflicts with his employers. After one argument with his

boss he resigned and returned to his old job at the laundry where his

mother worked. ~ere he worked under a new arrangement. Drivers were

being forced to buy their own trucks and work on a straight commis-

sion basis. The competition was especially intense because truck

manufacturers offered very easy terms for men to enter the business.

But, because of his drive and ambition, Dave was oue of the few to

prosper under this system. Soon. he was earning between $100 and $110

per week and was one of the best paid drivers in the city.44 .

In 1923 Beck was elected president of the Seattle Joint Council

of Teamsters No. 28. Here he became involved in a dispute with the

leadership of his own local over its lack of progress. In December

43For more on Beck's early union and wartime experiences. see:
Gamel1. Vol. It PP. 145-146.

44Garne1. Vol. I. pp. 147-148.
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1924 the dispute led him to successfully challenge the incumbent

secretary-treasurer in the union elections. Beck did not take the

decision to seek union office lightly for it meant a decline in his

income of $45 per week. From the very beRinning Beck prided himself

on his ability to earn far more than his union salary in the outside

business world. 45

Immediately upon taking office Beck launched upon an organiza-

tional drive and began negotiating directly with employers. He knew

as much about the operations of their businesses and the economic

problems they faced as they did. ~roreover, he believed in the right

of employers to earn a profit. He began making speeches and writing

articles extolling the virtues of free enterprise, profits, and pri-

vate property. This fitted in well with Short's campaign for labor-

management understanding and led to warm ties with the WSFL. Short

adopted Beck as his protege. With increasing frequency Beck was in-

vited to address chambers of commerce, medical societies, the American

Legion, the Elks, and other fraternal organizations. These associa-

tions stood him in good stead when businessmen's fears of radical

unions increased again in the late 1930's. In many cases they invited

him in to organize their industries to forestall more radical organ­

izers like Harry Bridges of the Longshoremen's Union. 46

Beck realized that the problems of the small, undercapitalized

units in the teaming trades were extremely complex. Typically, the

45Carnel, Vol. I. pp. 148-149.
46Came1, Vol. I, pp. 153-155; Carter Brown, "The Teamsters

Union in Seattle," (B.A. Thesis: Reed College, Portland, Oregon, 1938),
p. 29; For more on Bridges, see: Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, pp.
256-259.
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biggest business expense of the laundry, bakery, drayage, and over-the­

road trucking firms was for labor. The small amount of capital they

needed was easy to acquire. The low capital requirements, the lack of

governmental regulation, and the encouragement of manufacturers led to

almost unrestricted entry into the market. Thousands of truck-owners,

including part-time farmers, flooded the market and under-cut the

existing price structure. This forced the already established em­

ployers to cut their costs even further. They failed to provide

proper maintenance, went without insurance, neglected safety tech­

niques, and worked ever longer hours. To stay in business and pay

off their debts, however, these small operators needed to control

their labor costs. The commission sales system was designed to en­

courage this. Salesmen cut their own profits to keep their customers'

business, knOl,ing that if they did not, their customers would switch

to a man who offered lower prices. 47

Beck's contribution was to attempt to take wages out of

competition. To achieve this he sought to "help industry" by

"stabilizing" wages. He sought to minimize or even eliminate the

pressures of competition which forced employers to cut wages and com­

missions. To do this he developed several techniques, some of which

went far beyond traditional labor-management cooperation. He sought,

for example; to unify wages, hours, and working conditions throughout

each product market (Seattle laundries or bakeries). This became a

standard union policy to prevent wage cutting. ~~ere every employer

knew that all.his competitors faced the sa~e labor costs, regulated

47Carnel, Vol. I, pp. 155-156.
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by the union, he was forced to co~pete by iMproving his services, or

better advertising, or achieving economies of scale, rather than by

cutting wages. 48

Beck also sought to expand union influence over other areas

which had greater impact on profits and the ability of employers to

pay higher wages. If an employer argued that he could not afford to

raise wages, Beck was prepared to be understanding. Beck would analyze

the employer's situation and try to find ways to enable that employer

to raise his prices, thus increasing both his own profits and his em­

ployees' wages. 49

Beck's most innovative technique, however, was the use of the

Teamsters' over-the-road, long-distance, highway trucking jurisdiction

as economic leverage to increase the union's power within its entire

jurisdiction. For this he relied, in large part, on Seattle General

Teamsters Union Local ~o. 174. As previously mentioned, Local No. 174

was the first Teamster local to organize the rapidly growing highway

trucking industry. Other larger, more powerful Teamster organizations,

such as those in-San Francisco, never did organize these workers. In

the more populous California and east coast localities they tended to

foul jurisdictional arrangements and to cOMpete with long established

local drayage operations by taking business from the railroads, a main

source of Teamster employment. The Seattle product market for highway

trucking "as not so encumbered. By 1925 there were approximately 200

48Garnel,
(New York:

49Ibid •

Vol. I. pp. 156-157; Richard Neuberger, Our Promised
Hac~il1an Co., 1938), p. 184.
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carriers operating between Seattle and Portland, alone. Many of them

were organized. Still, many leaders of Joint Council No. 28 doubted

that they should try to use their trucking jurisdiction to organize

~ unorganized bcalities. Beck realized he would have to win them over.

His own Local No. 566 was small and too poor to finance a large scale

campaign to organize a whole new jurisdiction on its own. He could

expect little assistance from International President Daniel Tobin,

who feared that local officials might organize a dual labor union and

refused to advance funds for such operations. The only place he could

realistically expect support to materialize was in Joint Council No. 28,

but to get this help he needed the support of Harry Dail and Frank

Brewster, the president and secretary-treasurer, respectively, of

Local No. 174 and the dominant figures in the Joint Council. At first,

however, Beck could not convince Dail and Brewster. Like the

California Teamster leaders, they were not empire builders. Beck

persisted an~Jay. Gradually, step by step, he demonstrated to them

how to use the highway truckers and Local No. l74's treasury to help

organize the weaker outlying locals in the state, then in the Pacific

Nor.thwest, and finally, in the whole l"est Coast. Though they still

doubted the wisdom of Beck's strategy they agreed to contribute

liberally to Beck's organizing activities. Using Local No. l74's

strategic economic position and financial resources Beck was able,

ultimately, to organize fully the Teamsters' jurisdiction in Washington

State and to expand their influence over the entire western part of the

United States and into many non-traditional jurisdictions such as V

warehouses, canneries, and breweries. Eventually, as Brewster and
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Dail saw the advantages of Beck's strategy, his opposition within the

Joint Council dissipated. 50

Beck's rise to power was meteoric And he soon came to the at-

• tention of the union's international leadership. In the spring of 1925

Beck proved instrumental in preventing a strike between Local No. 174

and the Truck Owners Association of Seattle. In the summer and fall

he also played an important role in concluding an agreement, through

arbitration, between Local No. 566 and the Laundry Owners Association.

These activities gained Beck unusual prominence because, while the

issue was still in doubt, Teamsters delegates from allover North

America were arriving in Seattle for the International Brotherhood

of Teamsters' 1925 convention. Among those who sat in on the negoti-

ations were International Vice-president "Bloody Mike" Casey, head of

the San Francisco Teamsters, and Dan Tobin. Both were very impressed

with Beck's performance. 51

Besides leading the Joint Council's negotiating team, Beck

also found time to chair the Arrangements Committee for the ,convention.

Harry Dail, who by reason of his seniority should have done the job,

did, not want the extra, un-paid, work and delegated it to the enthusi-

astic Beck, who saw in it a chance to further impress the international

SOFor'more on Beck's technique, see: Gamel, Vol. I, pp. 119­
159; Neuberger, p. 199; Daniel Bell, "Labor's New Hen of Power,"
Fortune, (June 1953), p. 156; "Life on the American Newsfront: Labor
Leader nave Beck is the Boss of Seattle," Life (25 Oct. 1937), p. 38;
For more on Beck's relationships with Joint Council 110. 28's leadership,
see also: Gamel, Vol. I, pp. 26,119,122,124,130-131,198-199; Vol. II,
p. 517; Neuberger, p. 198. '

SIGarner, Vol. I, pp. 91,149; WSFL Procs., (1925), pp. 10-11.
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leadership. Due to Beck's efforts, the convention proved to be a

triumph. Everything went smoothly and all praised Beck's arrange-

ments, including the hotel accomodations, the food, the service, and

the excursions, particularly those to the theater, Snoqualmie Pass,

and to Victoria, B.C.52

Beck's greatest moment, however,came during the final day of

the convention week. Three canadian delegates introduced a resolution

to amend the constitution to require the international to send a

delegate to the annual Canadian Trades and Labor Council. This matter

had come before the IBT's executive board in 1920 and, again, in 1922.

On both occasions the board had left the matter to Tobin's discretion

and he had taken no action. Since the CTLC's constitution required

all delegates to be members of Canadian locals, Beck surmised that

Tobin opposed this as a potential source of division. It might create

tensions between Canadian and American Teamsters. Further he wanted

to retain personal control over all international appointments. Al-

ready he felt the Teamsters were too decentralized. Thus when the

matter came before the convention's constitutional committee it had

voted against adoption of the resolution and issued. instead, a resolu­

tion leaving selection of the delegate to the executive board. 53

When the resolution came up for a vote, however, the ·committee's

version almost lost. Had it done so, it would have been an unprecedented

defeat for Tobin and the leadership. Never had the convention so

52Carnel, Vol. 1, p. 150; Seattle Times 16 Sept. 1925; UR 16
Sept. 1925; Authors' Interview with Dave Beck, 25 Feb. 1925, Seattle,
Washington.

53IBT Procs., (1925), Officers Reports, pp. 92,112; Beck
Interview.
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disregarded their opinion. The likliest explanation for their failure

is provided by Donald Gamel, who has written extensively on the

history of the West Coast Teamsters. Gamel writes that when the

amendment was introduced on the floor Tobin signalled John Gillespie,

his floor manager, to have it referred back to committee where it could

be killed quietly. Gillespie, however, had missed the signal and lack-

ing leadership the delegates had voted their inclinations, which were

to continually weaken the leadership.

Birt ShowIer, the leader of the Canadians, seized the chance

to act while the leadership was in disarray. It was at this point

that Beck noticed Tobin's frantic gesticulations. Realizing the

danger Beck moved on his own to re-refer the resolution to the com-

mittee. Had he not done so Tobin might have gone down to an exceed-

ingly embarrassing defeat.

Immediately ShowIer counterattacked and tried to point out

that nothing in his resolution affected the delegate's nationality.

Beck's action, however, had given the leadership time to r~group. A

series of leadership spokesmen, culminating with Tobin himself,

focussed on the nationality issue. Tobin pointed out that while the

resolution technically allowed him to appoint an American delegate, it

effectively. prevented him from appointing a non-Canadian to the CTLC,

since the CTLC would only accept Canadian deleRates. Since less than

1,000 of the international's total membership was Canadian (about two

per cent) this would discriminate a~ainst the vast majority of members.

Within a short while the leadership was again in control and after

some further debate the convention agreed to send the matter back to
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committee. 54

According to Gamel Beck's action "saved the day," but Beck be-

lieves Tobin could have defeated the proposal without him. Beck

argues that his main accomplishment was to save Tobin from an unseemly

floor fight. In any event Tobin was grateful to Beck and sought ways

to reward him. On the advice of Mike Casey he offered Beck the honor

of being one of the Teamsters' delegates to the next five AFL conven-

tions. Since Tobin did all the real work of the Teamsters delegation,

personally, this assignment was in the nature of a fully paid vacation.

Beck, however, refused. As he puts it he was interested in organizing

in the Pacific Northwest not in paid vacations or in empty honors •
.I

Moreover he knew that if he accepted the appointment it would create

friction in Joint Council No. 28 between himself and Harry Dai1.

Beck knew that Dail wanted the appointment and would be bitterly dis-

appointed if he failed to get it since it was traditional for the

senior man in the host city to get the delegateship.5S

In declining Tobin's offer Beck acted shrewdly. He sought to

turn a potentially disruptive occasion to his benefit. He explained

to .Tobin that he was forced to refuse the honor because his personal

friend, Harry Dail, wanted and deserved it and that he was not

54Garnel is in error when he states that the proposed resolution
would have required one member of the International Executive Board to
be a member of a Canadian local.

When the resolution re-emerged from committee later in the day,
it did so in a much improved form from Tobin's point of view. It gave
the executive board power to appoint whocever they pleased. In this
form, it passed easily.

IBT Proes., (1925), Fifth Day, A.M., pp. 3-6; P.M., pp. 13-14;
Gamel, Vol. I, p. 150.

SSGarnel, Vol. I, pp. 151-153; Beck Interview.

J.-.. _
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interested h such tokens of appreciation. He explained to Tobin that,

if he was chosen in place of Dail, it might split the Seattle Teamster

movement and limit its organizing potential. Thus, Beck sought to'show

both his loyalty to his friends and to the Teamsters organization. 56

Tobin, however, would hear none of it. He refused to consid~r

Daii for the position since he had been feuding with Dail for many

years. In 1920 Dail had sent fourteen delegates to the WSFL conven-

tion, but had not sent a single &legate to the 1920 International

Brotherhood of Teamsters convention. To Tobin, who held an exaggerated

view of the honor and dignity of his office as international presirlent

of the Teamsters, this was an unforgivable affront to the majesty of

the Teamsters Union. Tobin, whom Beck believes would rather have

been president of the Teamsters than president of the United States,

"went into a tailspin" over the slight and vowed revenge. Yet he did

not make haste. Tobin was a powerful figure in the AFL, but within

the Teamsters Union he was weak. He had had to endure many such snubs

in his career from the numerous local Teamster potentates who were the

real powers in the union. Tobin saw this as his chance to punish Dail

and yas loath to give it up.57

Still, Beck refused to accept the appoint~ent for himself.

He continued to refuse the delep,ateship even when Tobin offered it to

him a second and third time and even when Tobin said that if he re-

fused it would go to someone other than Dail. Neither Beck nor Tobin

56Ibid•
57When Casey learned that Dail was trying to get the delegate­

ship, without first consulting him, either, he too was outrar,ed. Thus,
there was never any chance that Dail would win the appointment.

Ibid.
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would relent. In the end the previous delegate was reappointed for

another five year term. 58

Beck's tactics proved highly successful. In refusing the

delegateship he strengthened his friendship with Dail and solidified

the Joint Council behind himself. personally. He showed the Seattle

Teamsters that he had bigger objectives in mind than " •••what Beck

could get out of things." At the same time, he proved to the inter-

national leadership that he was a man with a future. He was a good

organizer, an adept parliamentarian, and was loyal to his friends

even at some cost to himself. Tobin, in particular, was deeply i~

pressed and joined Short and Casey in advancing Beck's career. There-

after he took a close, personal interest in Beck's activities. Short-

ly after the convention, for example, Short wrote to him concerning

their mutual protege:
,

Our good friend, Dave Beck, is forginR rapidly ahead and is
the warmest friend I have in the State and like yourself, I am
very much interested in his development. 59

In succeeding years Tobin personally invited Beck to attend

the AFL conventions as his Ruest. In fact. Beck attended every AFL

convention until he resigned from the Teamsters Union in 1957. Tobin

also sought other ways to reward Beck's labors. He wanted to keep this

promising young man from leaving the Teamsters. The only problem was

that others had perceived Beck's promise as well. In 1926, for example,

Lewis Schwellenbach, a young lawyer who later became United States

Senator and Truman's Labor Secretary, and Robert McFarlane, who later

58
59Ibid •

Ibidi Short to Tobin, 12 March 1926, Box 37-3, WSFL Records.

l ____
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became president of the Northern Pacific Railroad, tried to steal Beck

away from the labor movement. They offered him a job at a much higher

salary as manager of their new laundry chain. Beck was torn and

informed Casey that he wanted to remain in the union but the money he

was being offered was too good to resist. Could the Teamsters make

a counter-offer? Casey then asked Tobin to appoint Beck as an

organizer on the international's payroll but, try as he might, Tobin

could not find a place for him as a full-time organizer. Instead he

offered to subsidize Beck's salary as a local union officer so that it

exceeded what he had been offered and promised to increase it in.an­

nual increments until, by 1930, it would match that of a full-time

organizer. Beck accepted and became a part-time international

organizer for the Pacific Northwest. The next year Beck rece~ved an

appointment as a full-time organizer under Casey's direction and gave

up his job as secretary-treasurer of Local No. 566. He became, in­

stead, president of the local, a job which he held until his resigna­

tion. Thus, the Teamsters kept the services of its most promising

organizer. 60

In the years which followed the Teamsters and the other AFL

loyalists in the labor movement benefited greatly from Beck's services.

Without his vigorous leadership the AFL might not have survived the

struRgle of the 1930's. Certainly, without him, the Tea~ters would

never have played the critical role they did play in the successful

campaign to combat the industrial unionist challenge and to destroy

60Garnel, Vol. I, pp. 151-153; Beck Interview.
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the open shop system in its California strongholds. Beck's importance

lay in his uni~ue ability to hreak the AFL's conventional jurisdic­

tional concepts without, at the same time, challenging its ideological

or factional status quo. In doing so he provided a model for bridg­

ing the gap between craft and industrial unionists.
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Chapter 12:

The Search For a New Identity:

The Hartley Recall and Shingle Tariff Campaigns, 1926

..'
After the controversies of the earlier post-war years, 1926

was a quiet year for the Washington labor movement. Following the dis-

appointments of the 1924 election campaign, the expulsion of the co~

munista from the SCLC, and the debacle of the 1925 legislative session,

there remained little to fight about. The labor movement was now

mired in a grim struggle for survival. On the one hand the economic

hardships of the recent past had reduced the labor movement to a

hardy core element: the conservative, craft unionist, AFL loyalist

old immigrants. In successive battles, they had defeated and expelled

the radical new immigrant, industrial unionist, and third partyist

groups. This had effectively prevented radicalization of the labor

movement, but it had also inhibited organization in the new immigrant-

dominated mass production industries and it had sapped the labor move-

ment of much of its vitality. The remaining elements of the labor

movement sought primarily to maintain their existing economic relation-

ships and to avoid risky undertakings.

In the later 1920's, the leadership of the labor movement,

particularly that of the WSFL and the SCLC, soup,ht primarily to main-

tain the status quo. As a rising tide raises all ships, the labor

leadership could assume that the improving economy would benefit all
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workers. In this respect 1926 was. perhaps. a prototypical year.

The labor force increased by 1.95 per cent to 627.000. a rate of in-

crease nearly as rapid as in 1920. At the same time. employment in-

creased by 2.66 per cent to 617.000. As a result. unemployment con-

tinued to decline by a further 28.76 per cent to 10.400. or 1.65 per'

cent of the labor force. (Table No.1) Though this did not refle~t

a permanent improvement in economic conditions. it gave that illusion.

The number of production workers engaged in manufacturing and the

real value added by manufacturing in the state increased scarcely at

The improving employment statistics came in the wake of im-

proving economic indicators. Inland Empire shipments of fruit in-

creased 18.73 per cent to 56.4 million carloads. In the Puget Sound

area lumber production increased by 8.02 per cent to more than ten

billion board feet. a level which would not be surpassed until 1950.

At the same time. western Washington department store sales increased

by 3.82 per cent. postal receipts rose by 6.30 per cent to "$4.234.000.

and bank debits increased by 4.94 per cent to $3.374 million. State-

wide gasoline sales increased by 13.43 per cent to 185 million gallons.

Coal production. which had been declining, stabilized. MOst of these

improvements depended in part upon an increase in purchasing power.

After rising for three years the Seattle consumer price index declined

by 0.16 per cent. Thus each dollar a worker earned was worth slightly

more. 2

1Johansen, pp. 626-627.
2"lndexes of Business Activity," Pp. 108-111.
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Meanwhile membership in the WSFL and its affiliates continued

to grow but most of this growth was concentrated in the SCLC. In

1926 membership in the WSFL increased 6.43 per cent to 22,762, or 3.63

pe~ cent of the state's labor force. (Table No.2) The total number

of WSFL affiliates declined by 4.8 per cent to 238 due to a dramatic

increase in the number of locals suspended (29), consolidated or dis-

banded (9), or withdrawn (3), which was only partially balanced by

the number which affiliated, or were reinstated (29). Thus the impact

of the WSFL's organizational efforts was weak at best. 3

In 1926 membership in SCLC unions increased by 4.80 per cent

to 14,464. Since 1923 membership in SCLC had increased 22.09 per cent

while membership in the WSFL had declined by 0.83 per cent. Most of

this increase reflected the return of conservative unions to the

council and the growth of the Miscellaneous, Printing, and Amusement

Trades sections. The returning conservative locals neatly balanced

the disaffiliating radical locals and the number of SCLC-affiliates

remained constant. The number of WSFL-affi1iates also affiliated with

the SCLC, however, increased by one to fifty-eight. (Table No. 3)4

In Seattle relations between some of 'the old radicals and the

AFL loyalists continued to be strained. Newsboys Union Local No.

15,384, for example, vigorously protested an increase in the AFL's per

capita taxes complaining that the rise from five to thirty-five cents

per member per month was too great for a union whose members were

minors. In doing so they spoke for all the poorly paid industrial

3,WSFL Procs., (1926). p. 30.
WSFL Procs., (1926). p. 30; Membership and Per Capita Tax

Records, 1907-1957, Box II, KCCLC Records.



454

unionists. In the main, however, peace prevailed. Symbolic of this

the SCLC endorsed Short's new journalistic endeavor, the WashinRton

State Labor News, as a replacement for the nearly defunct~. ~ean-

while the radicals in the independent Electrical Workers Union Local

No. 944 reaffi1iated with the SCLC and got their old number seventy­

seven back. 5

Similarly, Meat Cutters Union Local No. 81 reaffiliated with

the WSFL. The Meat Cutters had successfully convinced the Seattle

City Council to pass a health ordinance for butcher shops and were

looking for support in the expected court battles. The Meat Cutters

were trying to use the ordinance to restrict Japanese meat markets

whose late hours "gives them a chance to smuggle in bad beef," and

had sued one of the Japanese markets for violating the ordinance,

vowing to carry the case to the highest courts if necessary. This

was just one of the forces impelling reconciliation between the SCLC

and WSFL unions. 6

The most trying problem to face the SCLC in 1926, however,

was the contract negotiations between the Laundry Workers Union Local

No•. 24 and the Laundry owners association. In July 1925, Local No. 24

SFor more on Local No. 77 and relations in the SCLC, see:
Yearbook, (1927), p. 31: (1938), pp. 39-40; Minutes, 6 Jan., 16 June
1926, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

6Unfortunately, the WSFL was unable to prevent the courts
from ruling the ordinance unconstitutional.

Meanwhile, however, a bill proposed by Plumbers Union Local
No. 32, making it compulsory for all plumbers, journeymen and masters,
to have a license to work in Seattle, passed the city council and was
upheld in the courts.

Yearbook, (1927), pp. 31,39; Short to Ferries, 11 June 1926,
Box 37-12; Short to G. Mills, 21 April 1926, Box 37-6, WSFL Records;
Minutes, 17 Feb., 28 April 1926, Box 8, KeCLC Records.
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had submitted a new contract to all Seattle laundries where they had

contracts calling for substantial improvements. During 1925 no agree-

ment could be reached. During the legislative session, negotiations

bad recessed. On 11 February 1926, following the legislature's ad-

journment, the negotiations resumed, but with no greater success than

before. Failing to reach an agreement both sides submitted to commun-

ity pressure and agreed to place the outstanding issues before an

arbitration board headed by Dr. Mark Matthews, who had urged the e~

ployers to make concessions. On 22 February the parties reached a

tentative four-year agreement calling for a union shop for inside

workers, a wage increase, the end of the old apprenticeship program,

establishment of a grievance procedure, and providing for contract

re-negotiation should the need arise. For the Laundry and Dye Drivers

Union Local No. 566, the board reached a three-year agreement calling

for wage increases and revision of both commission rates and working

conditions. Labor's negotiating team, headed by D~ve Beck and William

Short, was aided by Mike Casey of the Teamsters. By their efforts

labor finally eliminated the non-union shop in the Seattle laundry

industry. 7

In the 1926 Seattle municipal elections, the SCLC endorsed

Bertha K. Landes rather than "Doc" Brown, the incumbent mayor. The

SCLC refused to endorse Brown aRain because they suspected him of

700 1 March 1926, after the nembership ratified the agreement,
the new contract went into effect. Later, on 13 AURust 1926, the West
Seattle Laundry Co., lon~ a non-union stronp,hold, sold out to the
Superior Laundry Service, Inc., and reached a unionization agreement
with the unions.

WSFL Procs., (1926), pp. 65-66,44-45,63-64; Yearbook, (1927),
p. 31; Weaver to Metropolitan Laundry Co. employees, 22 Jan. 1926, Box
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collusion in police "fixing" cases. Still, they did not support

Landes with much enthusiasm. Their lack of enthusiasm for Landes is

explained by her stand on the city manager plan. S

The Seattle Municipal Lear,ue's city manager plan was one of

the main issues in the 1926 elections. After the defeat of their

1925 plan the S~~ had revised it, to allow the city council to ap-

point the comptroller and other city officials in place of the city

manager. }~yor Brown opposed the new plan and even asked some of his

supporters to resign their city posts to oppose it publicly. Associ-

ated Industries, Federated Industries, the United Veterans, the Civil

Service League, the policemen's and firemen's associations, the SCLC,

and the WSFL also opposed it. Landes, Republican conservatives, and

Seattle's three major daily papers, on the other hand, supported the

plan. Labor's opposition to the plan was due larsely to the

canserv3tlve support for it. The UR deseribed- the revised plan

as a scheme to make the eity eouncil into a dictatorship. It would

also make direct legislation campaigns more difficult. Instead.

labor proposed an even more sweeping reform proposal. 9

At the 9 :1arch elections, labor's p~licy was vindicated.

Landes defeated Brown in the mayoral race by a vote of 48,700 to

42,803, while the city manager plan was defeated, narrowly, oy a

vote of 36,709 to 36,598. At the same time, two out of three of

18-11; D. Tobin to Short, 27 Feb. 1926, Box 23-14, WSFL Records.

8Dickson, pp. 62-66,137-141; O'Connell. pp. 231-232; UR 6 Feb.­
10 March 1926. passim; Yearhook, (1927), passim; Parsons to S~rt, 1
Feb. 1926; B. Kinnear to Short, 1 Feb. 1926, Box 21-57. WSFL Records;
Minutes, 17 Feb., 3 March, 6.13 Oct. 1926, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

91bid•
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, labor's city council candidates won their races. Also, the voters

approved a proposal to continue the effort to revise the city

charter. 10

As a result of their successes, the SCLC's conservative lead-

ership further cemented their grip on the council. In the annual

elections of council officers, Business Agent C.W. Doyle was returned

without opposition. President John Jepsen probably would have won

reelection had he not accepted an appointment as WSFL vice-president

for the Seattle district as a reward for his role in communist trials.

In his place the delegates elected David leVine, president of the

small Jewelry Workers Union Local No. 30 and a member of that union's

international executive board. A Russian-born Jew, Levine had been

active in SCLC affairs since 1905. He had served as an SCLC vice-

president, as chairman of the Political Welfare Committee, and on

numerous other civic and governmental committees. In the early 1920's

he had supported the SCLC's moderate faction yet he had never broken
..

with the conservatives. He retained close links to eastern European

immi~rant communities. Levine was succeeded as SCLC vice-president

by.M.J. Hurray, president of the Street Carmen's Union Local No. 587.

Murray, of Irish-Catholic descent, helped balance the ticket. He had

got his start in the labor movement before the turn of the century as

a member of the old Knights of Labor in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Since moving to Seattle he had held many offices in the state and

international Street Carmens organizations and had always been identified

laThe new charter revision proposal was defeated in the fall
elections.

Ibid.
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with the SCLC's conservatives. ll

Overall labor conditions throughout the state continued to

improve modestly in 1926. Most districts reported increased member-

ship and affiliations. Most also reported a diminution in the amount

of internal conf1ict. 12

Four major problems confronted the WSFL in 1926. They were,

in order of their importance: the organizational campaign, the

Bartley recall drive. the movement to enact a tariff on Canadian

shingle imports, 81d a drive to prohibit competition from prison

labor. 13

llYearbook, (1927), p. 21: Call, p. 56: WSFL Procs., (1926),
p. 45: Iftnutes, 18 Aug. 1926. Box 8, KCCLC Records.

12For more on WSFL Vice-presidential District No. 1 (Skagit­
Whatcom County). see: WSFL Procs., (1926), p. 30: Sewell to WSFL
Secretary, 10 Dec. 1926, Box 22-23. WSFL Records.

For more on Vice-presidential District No. 2 (Spokane­
Spokane County), see: WSFL Procs., (1926), p. 30; Be1andger to Short.
30 March 1926, Box 37-4; Graf to Short, 17 June 1926, Box 16-41: 14
Aug. 1926. Box 9-24, WSFL Records.

For more on Vice-presidential District No. 3 (Yakima-Walla
Walla County), see: WSFL Procs., (1926). p. 30.

For more on Vice-presidential District No. 4 (Grays Harbor­
Willappa Harbor County), see: WSFL Procs., (1926), p. 30; Yearbook,
(1927), p. 19; Short to A. Johnson, 27 Feb. ~926, Box 37-2; l~eeldon

to Short, 26 April 1926, Box 8-25; Rege to H.W. Call, 12 June 1926,
Box 20-50: carter to WSFL, 26 Sept. 1926, Box 8-28, WSFL Records.
See also: Johansen, p. 628: Yearbook (1935), p. 24: C. Frank to
Short, 3 Nov. 1926, Box 8-21. WSFL Records, for mo~e information on
labor conditions in Port Angeles and the Olympic Peninsula.

For more on Vice-presidential District No. 5 (Pierce-Thurston­
Kittitas County), see: WSFL Procs., (1926), p. 30; H.W. Call to
Skinner, 20 Dec. 1926, Box 37-27; Claire Covert to Call, 15 Jan •• 24
April, 11 May 1926, Box 10-74, WSFL Records.

For more on Vice-presidential District No. 7 (Island-Snohomish­
Chelan County), see: WSFL Procs., (1926), p. 30: O.F. Wefferling to
Short, 13 Feb. 1926, Box 9-24; Underwood to Short, 16 Jan. 1926, Box
13-43, l~SFL Records.

13The WSFL also endorsed a project to build a railroad tunnel
through the Cascade mountains, but nothin~ ever came of it.

WSFL Procs., (1926), p. 63; Moyer to Short. 6,22 May, 30
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The WSFL's 1926 organizational campaign grew out of the

struggles of the early 1920's. The labor conservatives had argued

then that they constituted the "real" trade unionists and that their

in~ustrial unionist and third partyist .opponents were actually "de-

structionists" who would never be able to organize the workers. Thus,

in order m justify their continued control of the labor movement,

the conservatives needed to demonstrate their ability to build up

the movement.

Early in 1926 evidence began to accumulate concerning the

need to organize various groups of workers and the possible areas where

success might be attained most easily. Reports filtered in to Short

about the poor conditions of unorganized workers in the cannery in-

dustry and about the conditions of employees of the Washington Co-

operative Egg and Poultry Association. Instead of pursuing these

promising avenues, however, the WSFL resolved upon an easier, more

traditional, course. On 21 April Short launched a three-pronged ef-

fort to win affiliation of existing unions and to organize their juris-

dictions more thoroughly. The first prong of his campaign involved an

attempt to get the non-affiliated locals of AFL international unions

to affiliate with the WSFL. He sent out dozens of letters urging

these locals to join the State Federation. Basing his campaign on the

WSFL's legislative achievements and on its role in adjusting labor

disputes, especially on behalf of women workers, he pointed proudly to

his success in the laundry workers negotiations. 14

June 1926, Box 17-10, WSFL Records.

14Haines to Short, 13 Jan. 1926, Box 12-54; C. Covert to Short,
21 Jan. 1926, Box 10-74; Short to C. Miller, P.E. DeVall, C. Wetzel,
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The second prong of his campaign was directed towards the

international unions. He hoped to convince them to bring pressures

to bear on their local affiliates to join the WSFL.lS

The third prong was directed at the regional and state labor

organizations in l~ashington, especially at the trades departments and

the state councils, urging them to organize within their jurisdictions.

He devoted special effort to Machinists District Council. 16

The response to Short's appeal was uniformly weak and disap-

pointing. None of the locals and central labor councils he contacted

responded at all. Many of the internationals which responded agreed

to ask their locals to affiliate, but some of those which agreed to do

80 had few members (e.g., the Photographers and Lithographers). None

agreed to put stronger pressure on their locals. 17

This utter failure was a severe blow to Short's prestige in

the labor movement, one from which he never recovered. In December he

was forced to report to Frank Morrison, secretary-treasurer of the AFL.

the full extent of his failure. It was particularly difficult to admit

failure in the case of the Timberworkers, since their international

C. Covert, 21 April 1926; Short to Leo Ledvich, J.S. Hoffman, 27 April
1926, Box 37-6; Short to E.P. Wheeldon, 28 April 1926, Box 37-6, WSFL
Records.

1SShort to W. Kerngood, 24 April 1926; Short to D. Evans, W•
Sullivan, G.M. Bugniazet, C.A. Sumner, Frank Duffey, H.P. Schmal, F.J.
Belair, W.F. Cramer, R.J. Green, C.C. Coulter, 29 April 1926, Box 37-7,
WSFL Records.

1~~SFL Procs., (1926), p. 67; Call to Szymanski, 5 Oct. 1926,
Box 37-21,{WSFL Records.

17Evans to Call, 3 May 1926, Box 11-57; T.E. HURhes to Call, 4
May 1926, Box 23-14; R. Green to Call, 4 ~y 1926, Box 22-21, Box 12-5;
D'A1lessandro to Call, 5 ~~y 1926, Box 13-14; Yoder to Call, 4 May
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union had lent their full support.

We started about a year ago to launch a campaign to organize
among the lumber workers throu~h our State Federation of Labor.
We succeeded in getting one or two locals established but were
again unable to hold them tORether while we were endeavoring to
extend the organizational work in other places. It might be pos­
sible to do something with the shingle-weavers a little later on,
but in so far as the general run of the men employed in the log­
ging camps and sawmdlls, I can see little immediate hope of ac­
complishing anythinp, in the way of organization among them. they
are in the main an itinerant class of workmen with the itinerant
psychology and won't stay with anything of this kind· long enough
to accomplish results. It is this psychology among them that is
largely responsible for the failure of every effort that has been
made to organize theo, and I see nothing in the way of a change
that would warrant any effort along that line just now.

c.o. "Dad" Young, the AFL's organizer in the Pacific Northwest, held

similar views on organizational prospects in Washington. In response

to a query from Harry Call, acting secretary of the WSFL, concerning

the possibilities of doing organizational work in Shelton, he wrote:

••• 1 am sure that your correspondent (i.e., S.W. Carter, secretary
of Shelton Carpenters Union Local No. l803?) over estimate (sic)
the possibilities for organization there. Teamsters and Clerks,
in such a town, would seem to a sensible person impossible of
organization. At least organize (sic) to such an extent that the
union could function. But, as said I will, as soon as convention,
go to Shelton.

Altogether the number of WSFL affiliates increased by 15.12 per cent

(1926-1927) to 274, and the number of rank and file members increased

by 18.79 per cent to 27,080. Though at first glance this seems a

significant achievement in reality it was very disappointing. Most

of the new members and locals soon disbanded and left the labor move-

mente Without constant support and supervision they could not survive

1926; O'Connor to Call, 18 ~~y 1926, Box 15-29; Keogh to Call, 13 May
1926, Box 17-43; Kerngood to Call, 29 April 1926, Box 18-5, WSFL
Records.
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on their own. 18

It was at the ~olSFL' s 1926 convention that the rest of labor's

program was established. On the surface, the convention was quite

successful. According to Call it was the largest nnd best since 1920

and was very "harmonious" and "constructive." This was primarily

due to the fact that Short, Call. and the executive board had taken
I

r

I
I

all the important decisions, beforehand~ and merely presented them"

to the delegates for ratification. On 23 May the board had agreed.

unanimously. to recommend to the convention that the WSFL:

••• devote every resource to elect friends, defeat enemies in the
legislature and recommend to all locals and affiliates to lend
their fullest moral and financial support •••

••• that we confine our legislative program to the following
measures: a federal Clayton Act. increased pensions under Work­
men's Compensation so that those covered before 1 July 1923 have
parity with those covered after, inclusion of occupational diseases
under Workmen's Compensation, placarding prison-made goods, a
shingle tariff, and an increase in the salaries of state legisla­
tors to $600.00 per biennium. 19

The board, led by Short and Call, also decided that its primary

political energies should be directed toward recalling Governor

Hartley. This was a tactical decision. Hartley had recently dis-

missed Henry Suzzallo.as president of the University of Washington.

As a consequence, the labor leaders thought that the tide of public

opinion was running strongly against the governor. The anti-Hartley

feeling seemed especially strong in Seattle. but existed throughout the

state. Most of the state's commerc~al press, including the Times and

l8Short to F. Horrison, 24 Dec. 1926, Box 37-27; C.O. YOWlg to
Call, 10 Oct. 1926, Box 34-29, WSFL Records; WSFL Procs., (1927), p. 8.

19WSFL Procs., (1926), pp. 59; Hinutes. 23 May 1926, Box 60;
Call to RoH. Baker, 2 Aug. 1926. Box 37-26. llSFL Records.
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!:!. had turned a~ainst him. Thus Short and the labor leaders be-

lieved that public opinion would welcome labor's support in the ef-

fort to recall Hartley. They, in turn. were eager to join forces with

those of the other pro-recall leaders. They saw in the anti-llartley

campaign a new chance to defeat one of their strongest critics and. at

the same time. revive the progressive coalition. Since feeling in the

labor movement was strongly anti-Hartley it also promised to help

unite the labor forces. Thus when Short presented the board's pro­

posal to the convention it was approved unanimous1y.20

Labor's secondary objective was a legislative program which

concentrated on passage of an Anti-Injunction Bill incorporatinR the

wording of the federal Clayton Act. increased pensions for widows

and other dependents and inclusion of occupational diseases under

the Workmen's Compensation Act. and measures requiring placarding of

prison-made goods and establishing a prison industrial program whose

products could not be sold on the open market. 21

20WSFL Procs., (1926). pp. 18-19; Gunns. pp. 178-179.181-182;
D.W. Sherwood to Short, 24 July 1926, Box 22-2; Executive Board's Re­
port to the WSFL Convention. 1927, Box 60; List of Anti- and Pro­
Hartley ~ewspapers, n.d., Box 53-2, WSFL Records.

21For more on the WSFL's 1926 legislative program, see: WSFL
Procs., (1926). pp. 18,58-68; (1927), pp. 7-10.14-16.83-84; Finn~
Short. 27 Ma.y 1927. Box 9-24; A.S. Gass to Short, 13.18 Oct. 1926.
Box 20-15; H. Call to A.S. Goss, 13 Oct. 1926, Box 37-21; Call to
Goss. 29 Oct. 1926, Box 37-23; Gall to C. 01dendorff. 18 Jan. 1927,
Box 37-29; Call to E.P. }~rsh, 24 Feb. 1926, Box 37-32; Minutes,
Spokane Central Labor Council, 28 Feb. 1927, Box 9-24; Short to
Engell, 3 Aug. 1926, Bpx 37-16; Short to A.J. Schrader. 20 Dec. 1926,
Box 37-29; Call to A.J. Schrader, 14 Jan. 1927, Box 37-29; Call to
C. Oldendorff, 28 Jan. 1927, Box 37-30; Call to W.C. Coffeen, 3 Feb.
1927; Short to ~ary Laufer, 8 Feb. 1927, Box 37-31, WSFL Records;
Minutes, 12.26 Jan., 2,9,16 Feb •• 16 March 1927, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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The convention also gave important consideration to "Labor's

Moving Picture Campaign," one of labor's most innovative programs.

Beginning on 4 January trade unions in fifteen of Washington State's

largest towns had begun presenting showings of the film, "Labor's

Reward," in connection with their organizational activities. By June

labor estimated that 12,000 people had seen the film and reported that

hundreds had had to be turned away. R.E. Van, general organizer of

the Cigar ~~kers International Union, lectured during the reel changes

on the need to organize, C.O. "Dad" Young served as advance agent, and

Harry Call routed the film through WSFL headquarters. It was, in fact,

a major part of labor's organizing campaign and, quite possible, its

most successful element. Short reported that following showings of

the film a number of requests for organizational help had been re-

ceived. Had not Short been heavily involved in the Laundry Workers

negotiations the film campaign might have been even more successful.22

Meanwhile the convention approved a constitutional amendment

increasing and re-allocatinR the per capita tax. It also endorsed and

agreed to purchase stock in the Union Labor Life Insurance Company,

ano.ther one of those "Labor-Capitalist" enterprizes against which the

radicals had railed in vain. This time no one spoke against the pro-

posat. The company was owned by a number of AFL organizations and

had previously been endorsed by the AFL. It was designed to supple-

ment union benefit schemes 'at lOloler cost than the so-called "industrial

policies" provided by public companies. Since January 1926 Short had

22WSFL Procs., (1926), p. 13.
For more on the \~SFL's 1926 convention, see: \o1SFL Procs.,

(1926), p. 34: Yearbook, (1927), p. 23; Chacbers to Short, 26 June 1926,
Box 8-59: Minutes, 23 Xay 1926, Box 60, WSFL Records.
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been a member of its executive board. 23

The WSFL's political program for 1926 was as simple as it was

unlikely to succeed. In Short's opinion labor should promote its

interests and welfare "along whatever line opportunity best presents

itself." He believed that non-partisan politics were still a neces-

sity. Because labor "embraces every part of the political spectrum"
.. '

it should confine its efforts to "promotion of its interests and

welfare" rather than engaging in independent political activities. In

practice this meant a return to the Republican primaries though this

now meant working through the party controlled by the Hartley force~.

The Democratic Party alternative, though more realistic than in the

past, still promised little success. 24

Putting this policy into practice, however, was very difficult.

One of the problems was that, in the' absence of a strong progressive

movement, the state's congressional delegation had shifted to the

Right. Democratic Senator C.C. Dill and Congressman Sam Hill contin-

ued to boast strong labor support but of the Republicans only Congress-

man Albert Johnson retained labor's strong support. The WSFL approved

his. successful efforts to pass the Immigration Restriction Act (1924).

In the end, labor had a negligible impact on the election. Senator

23Short's involvement with this and other schemes reflect his
growing disenchantment with his labor career. After he defeated the
radicals and third party forces, he saw no more worlds he could conquer
in the labor movement. At the same time, his efforts to organize the
workers within the limitations of the craft union philosophy were not
bearing fruit. Thus, Short began to look for a way to bow out of the
presidency, gracefully.

WSFL Proes., (1926), p•. 61; Uatthew \01011 to Short, 22 Jan.
1926, Box 24-1, WSFL Records. For more on the per capita tax changes,
see: USFL Prnes., (1926), pp. 51,62.

24Yearbook, (1926), p. 5.
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Jones went on to win the Republican primary and the election. The rest

of the Republican congressional ticket also won renomination. In the

general election the Democrats even lost Dill's old seat in the fifth

district. 25

In the process of these campaigns, Short visited most of the

WSFL's affiliated central labor councils in the state. In one of his

most vigorous political efforts, he urged the councils and their

political committees to begin to organize. But he elicited only a

weak response. The experience enervated both Short and the labor move-

mente Although Short later reported that all of the central labor

councils, except the Tacoma Central Labor Council, had agreed to con-

vey his message to their memberships, " ••• in most instances the general

apathy existing among the voters and particularly among the labor

forces prevented a satisfactory measure of success from attending

their efforts." This was es.pecially noticeable in the Hartley recall

campaign. With Short's support the lIartley recall forces filed a

draft of their charges against Hartley with the secretary of state and

established a skeleton state organization, but otherwise there was

very little activity.26

The legislative elections more than confirmed these early

omens. AlthouRh some of labor's enemies were defeated the net result

was "far from satisfactory" and produced yet another conservative-

25Cole , pp. 149-165; Call to T.R. Mc~a11y, 4 Dec. 1926, Box 37­
26; O.~. Nelson to Short, 26 July 1926, Box 19-7; Short to O.M. Nelson,
31 July 1926, Box 37-15; Short to C.E. Brower, 14 Aug. 1926, Box 37-17,
WSFL Records; o!-linutes, 12,19 l-lay, 21 July, 4 Aug. 1926, Box 8, KeCLC
Records; Johansen, p. 618.

1

26uSFL P"" roes., (1926), p. 58; (1927). p. 5.
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dominated Republican legislature indifferent to labor's needs. In

1927 the executive board reported to the WSFL convention that "with

but one or two exceptions the nominees of the primary elections on
.

the republican ticket were elected at ~he general election." The

Republicans lost two seats in the House, but gained one in the Senate.

The Democrats gained two seats in the lIouse. The FLP lost its last
..'

Senate seat to the Republicans. 27

On election day, 1926 the actual Hartley recall campaign

finally began to get under way. A limited number of field workers ap-

peared at a few of the polling places to get petition signatures. The

campaign had been given its first real boost on 13 October at a large

mass meeting in Seattle, attended by between five and six thousand

people. An estimated 70,000 others heard the rally over the radio.

When the oral vote supporting the recall drive was taken the sound was

heard many blocks away. This display was so impressive that, the '-ISFL' s

executive board voted unanimously to reaffirm their commitment to the

27Ibid ; Executive Board Report' to the Twenty-sixth WSFL Conven­
tion, 1927, Box 60, WSFL Records; Cole, pp. 126,167.

For more on labor's role in the legislative elections, see:
Auburn Senate race: Walsh to Short, 13,20 July, 22 Aug. 1926;

Walsh to Benjamin, 9 Aug. 1926, Box 21-7; Short to Walsh, 14 Aug. 1926,
Box 37-17; L.A. Borden to W.W. Conner, 31 Aug. 1926, Box 21-15; Short to
C.R. Brower, 31 July 1926, Box 37-15, WSFL Records,

King County Legislative races: Minutes, 1 Sept. 1926, Box 8,
KCCLC Records; Report of the SCLC's Political Welfare Committee, 1 Sept.
1926, Box 37-19; Tom Smith Resolution, 4 Aug. 1926, Box 8-40. WSFL
Records;

Thurston County House race, see: Short to J.C. Ware, 3,10 Sept.
1926, Box 37-19; Ware to Short, 6 Sept. 1926, Box 9-15, WSFL Records;

See also: Hazen to WSFL, 15 Sept. 1926, Box 13-1; E.E. Shields
to Short, 1 Oct. 1926, Box 22-3; Short to F.~. Blomquist, 16 Oct. 1926,
Box 37-21; Short and Call to W. Clouston, 23 Oct. 1926, Box 37-22, WSFL
Records.

I.....-------
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drive. 28

In the next few weeks a large number of locals and central

labor councils shook off their lethargy and registered their support

for the anti-Hartley forces but an even larger number refused to do

so. Many of those who refused to join the campaign claimed that the

expense would be too Rreat, or argued that Hartley had supported some
.:

of their special interests, or that it was beyond their jurisdictions,

or violated their constitutions to become involved in politics. 29

The campaign seemed to be stalling just as it was beginninB

and Short became worried. In a letter to Minnie MC~Ahon, secretary

of the Seattle Garment Workers Union Local No. 17, he urged her to

take more interest in the campaign. The anti-Hartley forces needed

to have enough signatures before the WSFL's bills were introduced in

the legislature "because we know, no matter how successful we are in

getting passage in the Legislature, he (i.e., lIartley) will veto

them." But such entreaties had no noticeable impact. Outside of

Seattle the issue failed to excite the voters. In Tacoma, Walla Walla,

Everett, Spokane, Bellingham, and Aberdeen, the campaign lagged and,

finally, ground to a halt long before the legislature convened. The

28Executive Council's Report to the Twenty-sixth l-lSFL conven­
tion, 1927, Box 60, WSFL Records; WSFL Proes., (1927), pp. 5-6.

29pro-Recall: Witte to Short, 23 Oct. 1926, Box 8-40; Call to
Helen Olson, 30 Oct. 1926, Box 37-23, WSFL Records; Minutes, 3 Nov.,
1,8 Dec. 1926, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

Anti-Recall: Johnson to Short, 19 Oct. 1926; R.A. LeRouse
to Short, 25 Oct. 1926, Box 13-27; Short to F.H. Blomquist, 26 Oct.
1926; Short to LeRouse, 26 Oct. 1926, Box 37-22; Short to L. Witte, 30
Oct. 1926, Box 37-23; Short to W.B. Nicholl, 5 Nov. 1926, Box 37-24;
Short to A. Leslie, 6 Dec. 1926, Box 37-26; Nicholl to Short, 3 Nov.
1926, Box 11-44; 11cDona1d to Short, 1 Dec. 1926, Box 12-37; Leslie to
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inevitable result, as Short had predicted, was another series of defeats

in the legis1ature. 30

At the same time that the WSFL's political campaign was going

forward the l~SFL became active in the campaign to force Congress to

enact a tariff on imported Canadian cedar shingles. The WSFL and the

cedar shingle industry complained that the i~orted Canadian shingles

were being made by firms which employed vast numbers of o'riental

workers and non-union American ex-patriotes. As many as fifty-four

to sixty per cent of the Canadian shingle weavers were orientals. Ac-

cording to the Americans this was causing periodic annual unemploy-

ment among American shingle workers and their" unionized Canadian counter-

parts. In turn the WSFL maintained this made it very difficult to

organize shingle weavers on both sides of the border and nullified the

"benefits" of the immigration restriction and oriental exclusion acts. 3l

To solve the problems caused by importation of cheap Canadian

shingles the United States ced~r industry's trade association recom-

mended a tariff. Early in February 1926 the Washington State labor

movement received invitations from the industry to join the movement.

In ·that month the SCLC endorsed the tariff. Several weeks later the

matter came to the attention of Short when the cedar industry's tariff

Short. 29 Nov. 1926, Box 23-58; Wefferling to Short. 18 Dec. 1926, Box
9-4, WSFL Records.

301l•W• call to M. l-tc!1ahon, 9 Nov. 1926, Box 37-24; Gravey to
Short, 2 Dec. 1926, Box 9-29; Ohlson to Short, 26 Nov. 1926; C. Hay
to Short, 27 Nov. 1926, Box 12-62; I Parberry to Short, 11 Dec. 1926,
Box 43-2; Short to Brackinreed, 22 Dec. 1926, Box 37-27; E.P. Rouse
to Short, 5 Dec. 1926, 8 Jan. 1927. Box 21-31, WSFL Records.

3lperry R. Bengough to All Central and Bu1ldinR Trades Councils,
9 Dec. 1926; Short to William Green. 1 Jan. 1927. Box 37-28, WSFL
Records.
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committee asked for his assistance and claimed that competition from

Canadian mills had forced shingle mills in the Pacific Northwest to run

only ninety-five days in 1925.

The (present) law operates to ~he direct detri~ent of the
American home owning and family rearing workman in favor of the
Oriental, and to the exclusion of the American workingman from
employment that the Oriental may have employment in Canadian
mills.

Soon, other central labor councils endorsed the tariff proposals and

the tariff committee's rhetoric grew in vehemence:

The Canadian Chink, Jap, and Hindu is simply too much' for
our American workers and their industry, and we do not want to
even try to compete with them, but we believe that Americ~ and
its markets belong first to American labor and its industries,
to the exclusion of all other nations, and this is really the
gist of our campaign for the Shingle Tariff.

For a time it seemed that the tariff campaign, with its emphasis on

racial stereotypes, could bring together the divided elements of the

Washington State political spectrum. On 27 March 1926, for example,

Short shared the platform at a mass rally in Seattle to boost the

shingle tariff with none other than Governor Hartley. The WSFL

reasoned that since every other industry was protected by some form

of tariff. why not the shingle industry, too? At least it might help

revive the Shingle Weavers organization. Short then detailed Harry Call

to assist the Tariff Committee. By June. however, the campai~ be-

gan to falter. Nothing concrete had yet been accomplished. There

were mutually antagonistic elements among the pro-tariff forces. It vas for

this reason that the l~SFL convention was asked to get into the fray.32

32Short to A.C. Edwards, 4 Feb. 1926; Short to Gust Anderson,
15 ~~rch, Box 37-1; A.C. Edwards to Short, l~. Finn, and H. Call, 20,26
Feb., 6, 7 Ifarch 1926, Box 26-20; Short? to Edwards, 9 March 1926, Box
37-3; Finn to Call, 25 Feb. 1926. Box 9-24, WSFL Records; WSFL Procs.,
(1926), pp. 14-15.
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In response to these protests the Coo1idRe administration

temporized. In August Coolidge appointed a committee to investigate

the shingle industry with orders to report by 15 November. When the

date arrived, however, the committee report was kept secret. Apparent­

ly Coolidge had appointed the committee merely to keep the tariff from

becoming a campaign issue. There the matter stood, pending Coolidge's

1927 State of the Union address. 33

33Edwards to Short, 22 ~ov. 1926, Box 26-20, WSFL Records.

Ibl. _
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Chapter 13:

Changing the Guard:

The Regency of Harry Call. 1927

In 1927 the rate of economic growth declined. In the Puget

Sound region postal receipts increased by only 2.26 per cent to

$4,331,000, bank debits increased by only 1.41 per cent to $3,423

million. Meanwhile. statewide sales of gasoline increased by 10.27

per cent to 204 million gallons. the lowest rate on record, and life

insurance sales increased by only 0.19 per cent to $152.3 million.

At the same time many indicators of production actually declined.

Pacific Northwest lumber production declined by 3.79 per cent to

9,811 million board feet. freight car loadings of lumber products

declined by 3.76 per cent to 1,397 thousand. The ,same pattern ap­

peared in eastern Washington to an even greater deRree. While

eastern Washington department store sales increased by 16.12 per

cen~. freight car loadinRs of fruit declined by 21.8 per cent to

44.100 and wheat production and exports declined by 50 per cent.

Overall the value added by manufacturing in Washington State remained

practically unchanged. but due to the growing efficiency of produc­

tion. the number of workers engaged in manufacturing actually de­

clined slightly. Only coal production. which increased by 1.81 per

cent to 2.631 .thousand tons. and the new pulp and pAper industry
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showed buoyancy.l

The economic impact on the labor movement of these conditions

was cushioned, somewhat, by a decline in the Seattle consumer price

index of 1.88 per cent. ~wst alarming.for the WSFL was the unemploy-

ment situ~tion. l~ile Washington's labor force increased by 1.91 per

cent to 639,000, faster than at any time since 1920, employment fell

by 0.81 per cent to 612,000. As a result unemployment increased by

157.69 per cent to 26.800 or 4.19 per cent of the labor force. (Table

No.1)

The failure of employment to grow as rapidly as consumer de-

mand meant that the benefits of production were being enjoyed by fewer

and fewer people. This led in turn to a temporary increase in labor

militancy. It was largely responsible for the initial success of the

WSFL's organization drive. By June 1927 membership in the WSFL had

increased by 18.79 per cent over the previous year to 27.080 or 4.23

per cent of the labor force. (Table No.2) The number of affiliates

suspended, consolidated. disbanded, or which had their charters re-

Yoked, or which withdrew from the llSFL, declined to eighteen. The

number of new affiliates, reaffiliations, or reinstatements increased

to fifty-four. As a result the number of WSFL-affiliates increased by

15.12 per cent to 274. 2

Unlike the previous year most of this growth was concentrated

outside the SCLC. ~~mbership in SCLC-affil!ates actually declined by

1.92 per cent to 14,185 in 1927. The unions which suffered most

l"Ind~xes of Business Activity," Pp. 108-111; Johansen. pp.
626-628;·WSFL Procs., (1927), pp. 17-18.

2WSFL Proes. , (1927). p. 28.

a__:mwz ••
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severely were those in the ~Iiscellaneous and Amusement Trades sections.

The ~~tal Trades and Printing Trades sections showed continued in-

creases in membership. (Table No.3) The number of SCLC-affiliates

increased by two to eighty-two. The t~end for SCLC-affiliates to

join the WSFL. however. grew stronger. Six new SCLC locals joined

the WSFL for a total of sixty-four, for an increase of 10.34 per

cent. Only 21.95 per cent of the SCLC's affiliates remained outside

the WSFL.3

Aside from the lack of growth labor conditions in Seattle and

its environs were generally better than elsewhere in the state. Part

of this was due to increased construction of naval vessels at

Bremerton. At the same time much was due to a general improvement in

labor-management relations and the continuing control of the labor

movement by the conservatives. Early in the year Teamsters Local No.

174 reached an amicable settlement with the Shell Oil Company. And

in May 1927 E.B. Ault and Saul Haas of the ~ helped settle a dispute

between the building trades. unions and the employers association. For

this they received commendations from the Chamber of Commerce, Associ-

ated Industries, and the Retail Trade Bureau, all of whom had been old

enemies of Ault and Haas. Later in the fall, when an SCLC official ad-

dressed a joint meeting of labor and business representatives and

stated, "There is no labor problem in Seattle ••• labor and capital go

hand in hand," no sign of disapproval came from the workinRmen

present. 4

3Ibid.; Membe~ship and Per Capita Tax Records, 1927. Box 11,
KCCLC Records.

40 'Connell, p. 234; Thompson. p. 85; WSFL Proes., (1927), pp.
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In fact, however, it was mainly the conservative unions which

saw "no labor problem in Seattle." Former radical locals like Auto

Mechanics Union Local No. 289 and Blacksmiths Union Local No. 48 re-

ported that in the face of employer opposition and unemployment they

were barely holding on. S

Much of the good feeling between the employers and the con-

servative unionists carried over into the Seattle municipal election

campaign. All three of labor's city council candidates won their

contests. The voters also approved a plan to establish a pension

system for municipal firemen and passed an ordinance providing for

free life, health, and accident insurance for municipal employees

(except for firemen ~nd policemen who already had their own system).6

In August the conservatives 8Kain demonstrated their control of the

SCLC by sweeping the council's elections. Levine, Murray, and Doyle

all won reelection by overwhelming margins. 7

In 1927 trade unions across the state reported mixed condi-

tions. In eastern Washington, where about twenty-five per cent of

the soft fruit crop was lost due to poor weather, WSFL unions reported

"considerable progress" in organizing the Walla Walla region and

looked fonlard to more success in the future. Despite these claims,

however, there was no increase in the number of affiliates in the

13-14,17; tl. Jones to H. Call, 6 April 1927, Box 14-27, WSFL Records.

5J.A. Duncan to call, 4 June 1927, Box 16-10; J. Davis to
Short, 16 May 1927, Box 7-28, WSFL Records.

6
Dickson, pp. 127-128,137,140-141; Minutes, 16,23 Feb. 1927,

Box 8, KeeLe Records; Seattle Times 27 Oct. 1927.

7Minutes, 17 Aug. 1927, Box 8, KeCLC Records.
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area. 8

Meanwhile, the YSFL's efforts to recall Governor Hartley

faltered. By January 1927 the campaign was clearly in trouble. Re-

call petitions needed three times as many signatures as initiative

petitions ~nd no paid workers were allowed, which placed a high pre­

mium on time. The WSFL needed to show progress on the campaign in

order to help gain passage for its legislative program. Speed, how-

ever. was out of the question. Many of the anti-Hartley organiza-

tions were practically ignorant of the recall laws and too few

workers volunteered. In the few areas where house-to-house canvasses

were conducted satisfactory results accrued but in most areas the

campaign lagged. At the same time Governor Hartley moved to undercut

the appeal of the recall drive. Although his basic antipathy to

labor remained unchanged he very shrewdly dropped his outspoken at-

tacks on the labor movement and adopted more sophisticated methods.

8For more on the Skagit-Whatcom County District, see: WSFL
Procs•• (1927), pp. 17-28.

For more on the Spokane-Spokane County District, see: WSFL
Procs., (1927), pp. 13,17.32; Minutes, Spokane Central Labor Council,
28 Feb. 1927; W.J. Finn to H. Call, 4 March 1927; Graf to Call, 6 Sept.
192.7. Box 9-24. WSFL Records.

For more on the Yakima-Walla Walla County District. see:
WSFL Procs., (1927). pp. 16-17,28.

For more on the Grays Harbor-Willappa Harbor District, see:
WSFIJ Procs., (1927), pp. 17-18,28; See also: L.E. Canfield to H. Call,
17 March 1927. Box 1-23; ~kGuire to Call, 22 June 1927, Box 20-50; Call
to E.P. Harsh, 7 Nov. 1927, Box 37-47; Johansen to Call, 27 Aug. 1927.
Box 21-47. WSFL Records; See also: A.t". UcLean to Call, 10 Aug. 1927,
Boc 8-21; Call to HcLean, 18 Nov. 1927, Box 37-47. t"SFL Records. for
more on Port Angeles and the Olympic Peninsula.

For more on the Pierce-Thurston-Kittitas County District. see:
WSFL Procs., (1927), pp. 17-18.28,42,83; (1928), p. 7; Brock to All Af­
filiated Locals, 30 June 1927, Box 15-32; Brunett to WSFL, 27 July 1927.
Box 8-16; P. Writer to '''SFL, 4 Aug. 1927, Box 8-17, WSFL Records.

For more on the Island-Snohomish-Chelan County District. see:
WSFL Procs., (1927), pp. 16-17.28,56,88; II. Call to Lane, 13 Jan. 1927.
Box 37-29, WSFL Records.
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In December 1926, for example, he appointed E.H. Guie, an Associated

Industries attorney, as his legal advisor on labor issues. Thereafter

his public positions on labor issues moderated. In particular he

agreed to sign two of the three labor bills which passed the legis1a-

ture. Although he vetoed the credit union bill (HB 197), he signed

the prison-made goods bill (HB 260) which provided for "placarding"

in all stores which stocked prison-made goods for sale. The measure

especially benefited the Garment Workers locals in Seattle and Tacoma.

He also signed the barbers licensing bill (SB 120) which was strongly

support by the Master Barbers (employers), the State Department of

Licenses, and the Barbers Unions. 9

The rest of the WSFL's legislative program fared poorly. In

view of Hartley's opposition, the labor lobby did not even try to

gain ratification of the Child Labor Amendment. The widows pension

bill (HB 176), to equalize the pensions of widows and o~hans who came

under the Workmen's Compensation Act prior to 1 July 1923, with those

covered under the Act since 1 July 1923, was defeated in the House. lO

9The credit union bill, modelled on a Massachusetts law, would
have legalized credit unions for workers and city employees as well as
businessmen. Hartley had already vetoed it once. Though it passed by
a large majority, the legislature could not override his veto.

Hartley also vetoed the Eagles' old age pension bill (SB 57).
Though this bill was not part of the WSFL program labor had actively
supported the Eagles' campaign for it. Together they had succeeded in
placing the bill on the lep,is1ative calendar in plenty of time for the
committees to act on it. Here too the bill passed with a large major­
ity, but supporters could not come up with two-thirds majority needed
to override the governor's veto. The failure to pass the bill w~s a
bitter disappointment to labor.

WSFL Procs., (1927), pp. 7-10; (1928), p. 6; Call to E.P.
Marsh, 24 Feb. 1927, Box 37-32; Lewis to Call, 28 Nov. 1927, Box 16-29,
WSFL Records; =finutes, 29 Dec. 1926, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

lOwSFL Procs., (1927), p. 7; ~nutes, 12 Jan., 16 Feb. 1927, Box
8, KCCLC Records; Short to A. Johnson, 4 March 1927, Box 37-33; Call to
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Although the 'o/SFL's legislative program was severely mangled

in the legislative process the labor lobby did manage to achieve some

notable successes. In particular it was successful in defeating an

effort by the Hartley administration to pass an industrial insurance

bill (HB 230) which had been drafted by Federated Industries. The

bill, introduced by the Republican leadership on behalf of business

interests, would have "robbed injured workmen of all defense and

protection." It was the first time an administration tried to alter

the law without at least consulting the WSFL. With the support of

many employers, who "proved more tolerant to labor," the House Labor

Committee readily agreed to rewrite the bill.' Upon reconsideration

several "vicious" provisions, including a require1!lent that appellants

sue in the Thurston County Superior Court no matter where in the state

they lived, were eliminated from the bill. Though not entirely satis-

factory from labor's perspective the substitute bill was a great im-

provement. At this point, however, the Hartley-Federated Industries

forces lost interest in the bill and it failed to pass•. Labor had

C. Oldendorff, 18 Jan. 1927, Box 37-29; Call to Oldendorff, 28 Jan.
192,7, Box 37-30; Call to to/.C. Goffeed, 3 Feb. 1927, Box 37-31; Short
to M. Laufer, 8 Feb. 1927, Box 37-31; Executive Council Report to the
Twenty-sixth l-1SFL Convention, 1927, Box 60, llSFL Records.

For the defeat of labor's vocational rehabilitation bill (SB
113), see: WSFL Procs., (1927), p. 10; Executive Council Report to
the Twenty-sixth WSFL Convention, 1927. Box 60, WSFL Records.

For the defeat of labor's daylight kitchen bill (RB 179), see:
WSFL Proes., (1926), pp. 65-66; (1927), p. 10; Executive Council Report
to the '~yenty-sixth WSFL Convention, 1927, Box 60, WSFL Records; Minutes,
16 Feb., 16 March 1927, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

For the defeat of the one day off in eight for street carmen
bill, see: tolSFL Procs., (1926), p. 65; (1927), p. 10; Executive
Council Report to the Twenty-sixth WSFL Convention, 1927, Box 60, WSFL
Records; }Iinutes, 9 Feb. 1927, Box 8, KceLC Records.
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failed to get the needed changes in the Workmen's Compensation bill.

but at least it had prevented erosion of the present industrial in-

surance program. ll

The governor's mid-January con~iliat~ry gestures. slight as

they were, encouraged A.S. Kenny, the leader of the Recall Hartley

Movement. to abandon his campaign. This came as a shock to many,

particularly those in the labor movement like Short, who still be-

lieved it could succeed. This split in the anti-Hartley ranks en-

couraged Hartley's labor supporters--specifically the followers of

Martin Flyzik, who were concentrated in Mine Workers District No. 10--

to renew their attacks on Short. Flyzik, who had been actively work-

ing against the recall movement since early December, was always

willing to discomfit his old enemy. Short's supporters had had con-

siderable success in counterinp. Flyzik's propaganda, but with the

disruption of the recall movement, they lost their motivation for

doing so. Flyzik's forces grew more and more voca~. During the

legislative session their cries reached a crescendo. They claimed

that Short's allies hRd prevented F1yzik from responding to the charges

against him at a labor-sponsored recall meeting, and made statements,

"alleging malicous representations appeared in the press relative to

the outcome of (a) recall meeting••• at which Bros. Short and Harlin

attended."
,

They tried to claim that the Short forces had "ousted" Flyzik

from the meeting. 12

11\~SFL Procs. t (1927). PP. 7-10; Hinutes, 12 Jan. 1927, Box 8,
KCCLC Records; Executive Council Report to the Twenty-sixth WSFL Con­
vention. 1927. Box 60; Call to C.W. Doyle, 4 Feb. 1927, Box 37-31,
WSFL Records.

121lSFL Procs •• (1927). pp. 6-7; Minutes, 5 Jan. 1927, Box 8,
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Some of Short's old supporters rushed to defend and encourage

him. E.P. Rouse wrote:

I see in the Tac. Times you have nailed Flysik's (sic) and his
damable (sic) lies and 1 want to congratulate and compliment you
for it. 1 get a wounderful (sic) boot out of it because I hate to
see that fourflushing Wop get away with anything. Carry the fight
to the big tomato and keep him dizzie (sic) explaining and defend­
ing himself. Don't you go on the defense, for in politics like
other fights. a fellow is half-licked when he goes on the defense.

In fact, however, there was no real fight left in Short. In October

1926 he had accepted positions as president of the Railroad Brother-

hood's Brotherhood Bank and Trust Co~pany and of the Pacific Brother-

hood Investment Company. Added to his involvement with the Union

Labor Life Insurance Company these activities were taking an increas-

ing portion of his time and promised to keep him so occupied for many

years. Since October he had been planning to resign. He had with-

held the announcement due to the beginning of the recall campaign, the

approach of the general elections, and the legislative session on the

grounds that it would be dangerous to have an inexp~rienced hand at

the helm at this juncture. Meanwhile Short was actively grooming

Harry Call to step into his shoes as president of the WSFL.l3

As soon as the Hartley recall campaign disintegrated and the

WSFL's legislative program had achieved all that it was going to

achieve Short announced his resignation. This set off a contest for

KCCLC Records; Allsopp to All WSFL Locals, 14 Dec. 1926, Box 17-12; A.
Leslie to Short, 29 Nov. 1926, Box 23-58; C.E. Goldthorpe to Short, 5
Jan. 1927, Box 9-4; C.E. Ellington to Call, 8 Jan. 1927, Box 11-55,
WSFL Records.

13Short planned to remain as editor of the Washin~ton State
Labor News.

WSFL Proes., (1920), pp. 56.62; (1921), pp. 53,55; (1927),
pp. 11-13,86; call, pp. 44-45,56; Yearbook, (1927), p. 25); UR 2 Jan.
1920; Ellington to Call, 8 Jan. 1927, Box 11-55; E.P. Rouse t; Short,
S Jan. 1927, Box 21-31: S.R. Justham to Short, 17 Jan. 1927. Box 14-



481

the succession. The two main contenders, aside from Call who lacked a

power base in the WSFL, were: William J. Finn, secretary of both the

Spokane Central Lahor Council and Molders Union Local No o 338, and

Robert J. Harlin, formerly president of lane Workers District NO a 10.

He had also served as an international vice-president and had edited

the Mine Workers Journal. During World War I he had served in the

Wilson administration as a member of the United States Fuel Administra­

tion. Since the destru~tion of District No. 10, however, he had been

on the payroll of Teamsters Local No. 174, which provided his major

backing·. 14

rinn also had powerfu~ support from William Coates, a member of

Spokaneis influential Pressmen's Local No. 81 and very active in Spokane

labor and civic affairs, who also owned the operated the Spokane Labor

World in addition to a general printing business. Coates, who had

served as a WSFL vice-president and president of the Spokane Central

Labor Council from 1910 to 1919, nurtured a grudge against Short for

forcing him to remove the line from the Labor World's masthead which

read "Owned and Operated By Organized Labor." Coates ~o1as also heavily

involved in the Anti-Recall movement. In fact, he had chaired the

Spokane Anti-Recall organization. In the past he had attacked Short

for trJing to use the Labor Uorld to defeat C. C. Dill and elect

Stanley Webster in the fifth congressional district. As a result,

Finn's campaign revolved around his opposition to Short's continued

use of the Washinp.ton State Labor News to attack F1yzik and Hartley.

29. '-ISFL Records.

14Ibid•
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To avoid a divisive struggle for the presidency, Short offered to make

concessions if, in return, Coates and Finn would agree to cease their

"abusive attaocks" on him. But they refused. Short' 9 allies in

Spokane, led by A.W. Johnston, tried to defend him, but without much

success. IS

Meanwhile a number of relatively minor candidates, including

, Short's protege, Harry Call, entered the field against Finn and

Harlin. These included }I.J. Murray, president of both the Seattle

Street ea°rMen's Union Local No. S87 and the SCLC, and Leo F. Flynn,

president of the State Council of Carpenters and business agent of

Seattle Carpenters Union Local No. 131. Flynn also was active in the

SCLC and Seattle Building Trades Council. In addition James A. Taylor,

a vice-president of the International Association of Machinists, busi-

ness agent of the Puget Sound Machinists District Council, and former

president of the Pacific Coast Metal Trades Council, also entered the

contest. Taylor was a member of the Seattle Metal Trades Council and

was a former WSFL vice-president. 16

The first serious contest for the presidency of the WSFL since

1918 thus attracted a number of eager candidates. They 80 divided the

potential support that no single candidate could claim a majority of

the membership's support. By late February Call estimated that the

race for nominations of local unions was so close he could not predict

1Scall , p. 43; WSFL Proes., (1919), pp. 78,87; Finn to Short,
18 Jan., 2 Feb. 1927, Box 9-24; Short to Finn, 28 Jan. 1927, Box 37­
20; Coates to Call, 30 JUly 1926, Box 10-47, WSFL Records.

l6yearhook, pp. 17,21; WSFL Proes., (1919), p. 28; (1926), PP.
46-47; Call, p. 46: ]! 7,19 Jan. 1920.
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the outcome. The two major candidates, Finn and Harlin, were running

"nip and tuck."17

The election was complicated by the contest to fill a vacancy

which had occurred on the WSFL's executive board when G.W. Roberge,

vice-president of the Seattle district since he had taken over for

J.N. Belanner in mid-1925, resigned, effective January 1927.

Immediately upon Roberge's resignation a subsidiary fight

broke out to obtain the appointment to the balance of his term on

the execQtive board. Within a short while, the matter was decided,

when the Seattle Joint Council of Teamsters No. 28 swung their sup-

port behind John H. Jepsen, president of the SCLC and chairman of the

council's Political Welfare Committee. 18

No other candidate could match Jepsen's support and so, on 27

March 1927, the executive board unanimously appointed him to the

vacant seat. Jepsen was more conservative than Roberge and he sig-

nified the continued growth of Teamster power within the WSFL. The

Teamsters now controlled two seats on the executive board in addition

to Harry Call who was an ex officio board member. On the other hand,

with the appointment of Jepsen to the board. it becaDe extremely un-

likely that Call or Harlin could be e~ected president and greatly i~

proved Finn's chances. Short. however, did not want to let Finn win

the election and so he endeavored to improve Call's chances. On 27

17Call to E.P. 11arsh. 24 Feb. 1927. Box 37-32, WSFL Records;
Minutes. 23 Feb., 2,9 March 1927, Box 8. KCCLC Records.

18For more on the vice-presidential contest and on Roberge and
Jepsen. see: Yearbook, (1927). p. 23; WSFL Procs., (1927). p. 13.

Yearbook. (1927). p. 19; Hinutes, 9 }1arch 1927, Box 8, KCeLC
Records; Brewster and Dail to Short. 9 Nov. 1926, Box 23-17, WSFL
Records.
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March. the same day that Jepsen was appointed to the executive board

and a scant week before nominations for the WSFL presidency were duet

Short publicly declared his resignation, effective 31 March. This

had the desired effect. By refusing to serve out his full term he

forced the executive board to make an interim appointment. In turn,

the board accepted Short's recommendation by appointing Harry Call to

serve the remainder of Short's term$l9

Short's actions "had the temporary effect of giving Call an

advantage over the other contenders for the presidency and they also

disrupted the anti-Short campaign. But the most serious effect they

had was to remove an important stabilizing influence from the"WSFL

19Harry Willis Call was born 5 November 1881, in Woodville o
Michigan. of Irish-German parentar,e. He first Qntered the labor move­
ment at Fairhaven. Washington where, in 1903, he joined the Shingle
Weavers Union Local No.8. He was thus the first WSFL president whose
origins in the labor movement post-date the formation of the WSFL. In
the years after 1903 Call served his local as president and secretary.
He represented it in the Bellingham Central Labor Council, which he
also served as president and secretary from 1914-1918. From 1912 to
1913 he also served as president of the International Shingle Weavers
Union. From 1914 to 1918 he served as president of the International
Timberworkers Union. From 1921 to 1923. he" served as its secretary­
treasurer. \ From 1912 to 1920 he served as a general organizer for
these international unions and later was one of the founders of the
Timberworkers International Union even while spending six months on
active duty in the signal corps during l-lor1d liar I. From 1914 to 1918
Call also served as a vice-president of the WSFL. In 1916 he was an
Unsuccessful candidate for the ler,islature from Whatcom County.

call's career in the labor movement never seemed to get off
the ground. This was apparently not his fault since the lumber in­
dustry was notoriously difficult to orRanize. Despite his failure to
organize the industry the labor movement recognized that he was a
capable and loyal trade unionist. In 1925 following the demise of
the Timberworkers Union. Short appointed him as acting secretary of
the WSFL. From this post Call continued to edit the Timben~orker.

lie also helped Short edit the Washinrton State Labor ~ews. Also.
since the demise of the Timberworkers. he had heen accepted as an
organizer by Seattle Teamster Union Local ~o. 114. Thus. as Short
took less ~nd less direct interest in the labor movement, Call was in
a good position to pick up the policy reip,ns.

WSFL ProcR •• (1921). pp. 11-13.11.86; Call, pp. 45-46; Gunns,



485

for, until Harlin dropped out of the race, it divided the loyalties

of the Teamsters between call and Harlin. As ~ result, the election

turned into a shambles. This may well have been the very sort of

result Short intended, for it resulted.in a prolongation of Call's

regency.

After Short's resignation the leaders of the various factions

contending for the presidency seemed to lose their sense of proportion.

There was a tremendous upsurge of election fraud and maladministra-

tion. Many locals, especially the Roslyn and Cle Elum locals which

supported Harlin, held ~heir elections ahead of schedule--in April

rather than in }~y as prescribed by the WSFL constitution--apparent-

ly to assure that other candidates could not cut into his support o

The business agent of the Seattle Laundry Workers Union Local No. 24,

who' was a strong supporter of Taylor, cast all of the local's ballots

by himself and refused to cast any dissenting b~llots. Seattle Iron

and Steel Workers Union Local No.2, which also supported Taylor, al-

lowed non-members to vote. Tacoma Bakers Union Local No. 153, which

4lso supported Taylor, failed to check on the eligibility of those

who did vote. Most seriously, Seattle Teamsters Union Lpcal No. 174

rolled up the vote for Call by keeping the polls open for the whole
."

month of May without checking on the members' eligibility and thereby

allowing multiple vot1np,. Those candidates whose supporters found

themselves out-maneuvered by these tactics complained to the executive

board and demanded that the results be voided. So many complaints

were received·that the board saw no alternative and recommended to the

p. 143; Yearbook. (1927). p. 17; Executive Council ~tinutes. 27 March
'1927, Box 60. \"SFL Records.
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convention that the whole election should be nullified and held over

again. The board also recommended a whole series of constitutional

reforms to prevent future abuses. This rulin~ allowed the present"

incumbents to continue in office until a new election could be held

in November. Later the WSFL convention approved the board's decision

by a secret ballot vote of 118 to 99. 20

In addition to approving the board's dispositions in the

election fraud charges the convention also approved a number of the

board's suggested constitutional changes. It also approved submis-

sion of a constitutional amendment to the rank and file to reestab-

lish the office of secretary-treasure (Referendum No.4). The dele-

gates also approved a referendum to require candidates for WSFL vice-

president to be nominated by at least three locals (Referendum No. l)~

This was desiRned to limit the number of weak candidacies. The con-

vention also adopted a series of three referenda (Nos. 2,3,5) which

related to the conduct, fundin~, and disbursements of funds for

organizational work, ~he relationship between the secretary-

treasurer and the departmental committees, and the filling

of vacancies on the section trades committee. These reforms

divided the organizational funds according to the amount paid in by

each section "as nearly as possible." It represented a further re-

treat from the idea that strong unions should help weaker unions

20Fol10wing the WSFL convention, Call seized the opportunity pro­
vided by his continuinr, incumbency to orp,anize a more effective cam­
paiRJl for the presidency. He was encouraged by the fact that t~il1iam

Finn decided not to run for the presidency agAin and instend decided to
challenge Short's ally A.W. Johnston for the Spokane district vice­
presidency.

WSFL Procs., (1927), pp. 45-54; Call to H.A. Perrin, 28 July
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organize. It vas in addition an attempt to focus the WSFL's organiza-

tional ener~ies on those unions most likely to survive. TIlis vas one

of the chief complaints levied against Short's most recent campaign.21

Without an election to conduct the convention's main order of

business vas to approve a nelJ legislative program. What is remark-

able about the measures approved is the lack of any nev proposals.

The convention approved bills calling for legislative reapportion-

ment, passage of the Eagles' old age pension bill, establishment of

a civil service retirement system, an anti-injunction bill, and a

tvo-platoon system for Spokane firemen. 22

The convention's most important legislative proposals, intro-

duced on the floor of the convention by unanimous consent and vithout

reference to committee, consisted of demands that the legislature

investigate evidence of maladministration in the state's Industrial

Insurance Department. lHth the same unanimity the convention also

endorsed a bill to equalize school taxes between urban and rural

districts. 23

The convention limited its national legislative agenda to en-

dorsing four bills proposed by the ~ational Federation of Federal

Employees, callin~ for improved wages and conditions of employment for

federal employees. They also re-endorsed a bill establishing a civil

service court of appeals and a bill calling for the election of

1927, Box 37-40, lJSFL Records; Minutes, 22 June 1927, Box 8, KCCLC
Records.

21WSFL Procs., (1927), pp. 86-88; J.A. Taylor to M. Cayeau,
16 Hay 1927, Box 38-2, \~SFL Records.

2223WSFL Procs., (1927), pp. 81-82,85-86.
Ibid., (1927), p. 89.



24Ibid., (1927), pp. 81,84,88.
25Ibid., (1927), pp. 78,82-87,88-89.
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federal jUdges.2~

Perhaps the least controversial aspect of the convention's

work was its efforts to support the sale of union-made and Washington

State-made products especially those produced by union-owned firms.

The convention also approved resolutions petitioning the Massachusetts

govemor to spare the lives of Sacco and Vanzetti, the "two labor

champions sentenced to die," and became involved in an effort to patch

up the dispute which 'had caused the Carpenters to secede fr'om the rest

of the building trades unions. The conflict, which had been simmer-

ing for a number of years, derived from the fact that the Carpenters

had succeeded in' making inroads upon what the" others regarded as

.their jurisdictions. This national conflict was disturbing other-

wise peaceful local relationships. The convention appealed to the

AFL to get the Carpenters to reaffiliate with the AFL's Building

Trades Department. 2S

Finally, the delegates approved four resolutions adding to

the Unfair List. Three of the new additions were companies--~~nnings

Coffee Houses, Associated Oil Company, and the Puget Sound Bridge and

Dredging Company--which had refused to allow union organization, or

had adopted labor-saving devices at the cost of union jobs. The

fourth addition to the list was the Amalgamated Clothing Workers

Union. The AO~U had seceded from the United Garment Workers Union and

from the AFL but had continued to use a label similar to the UGWU's

label. In placing the union on the list the WSFL recognized that it

was a dual labor body. The delegates ordered the WSFL to publicize

~
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the fact and to encourage use of the UGtro label. 26

FollowinR the convention the campaign for the WSFL's presi-

dency resumed. This time there were fewer violations of the rules~

After Finn decided to drop out of the presidential contest and seek,

instead, the Spokane district vice-presidency, Call's chances improved

and he began to conduct his campa~gn more openly. When Call attempted

to increase his chances for victory by interpreting Section No. 10

of the WSFL's new election code in his own favor and tried to con-

vince the executive board to rule that the elections must be all held

on a single "day" of no more than t\o1enty-four hours. the board paid

not the slightest attention to him and ruled. instead, that- a "day"

really consisted for forty-eight hours. Finally. after numerous

entreaties the board approved Call's request but it was too late to

turn the tide in his favor. Not only did this revive fears of a

managed election but it threw the election to James A. Taylor who.

until the withdrawal of Harlin and Finn, had been a minor candidate.

The SCLC exploited the division within the conservative ranks, passed

a motion condemning it, and succeeded in building support for Taylor,

whom the council had previously endorsed. call's position in the

labor movement had never been very strong and without stronR conserva-

tive backing, his campaign was doomed. In ~ovember ~ylor won the

election to succeed Call. Ilis victory represented the full re-integra-

tion of the SCLC into the labor movement. At the same time, William

F. Finn defeated Short's incumbent ally, A.W. Johnston. for the Spokane

26Ibid., (1927), pp. 8,84-87 •

....=------------------------------------------
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district vice-presidency, and John C. Varco, secretary of the Yakima

Barbers Union Local ~o. 619, defeated L.N. Morrisette, another in-

cumbent Short supporter, for vice-president in the Walla lolalla-Yakima

district. No sooner had Short disappeared from the labor scene than

his supporters followed him from their seats of power. 27 "

Before the next convention Met, however. the method of filling

vacancies on the executive board was tested again. In early January

1928 John H. Jepsen. who had just won election as vice-president of

the Seattle district. "disappeared" along with Seattle ~f1lk Wagon

Drivers Union Local No. 66's entire treasury. According to Dave Beck

he had taken the money and "gone South. II The local waR con"siderably

disrupted by the disappearance of its chief officer but it's SCLC

delegate reported that:

••• they regret the unfortunate happeninp,s of recent date in their
local but that the morale of the local is fine and their only "
thought was to do everything in their power to further the inter­
ests of the labor movement and that they were going full speed
ahead.

Later the local reported that it was:

••• all squared up, ready for business after the little unpleasant
setback which shocked the members. Bro. Beck has been of valuable

. assistance to the local and the morale is 100%.

Coming as it did on the heels of the disastrous election campaign the

disappearance of Jepsen greatly embarrassed the labor movement and

tested its new, untried election reforms. Moreover. it led to a

significant, but temporary, reduction in Teamster influence over the

WSFL. Rather than appoint anyone to take Jepsen's place the executive

27YeRrhook, (1927), p. 25; usn Procs., (1927), pp. 5,7-8; J.A.
Taylor to All Affiliates, 4 Aug. 1927, Box 23-7; Call to A.W. Johnston.
22 April 1927, Box 37-36, WSFL Records; Ninutes, 14 Sept., '19-26 Oct.
1927. Box 8, KeCLC Records; See also Footnote ~lo. 24.
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board called for a special election. On 11 June 1928 Rowland Watson

of the Seattle Plasterers Union Local No. 77 was elected to his un-

expired term. With both Call and Jepsen no longer on the WSFL's

I
I
1

executive board the Teamsters' influen~e receeded somewhat. Only

John Jacobs of Tacoma remained on the board. 28

28WSFL Procs., (1928), pp. 11,38; Call, p. 50; Minutes, 11,18
Jan. 1928, Box 8, KCCLC Records.



Chapter 14:

Labor and Government:

The Yellow Do~ Contract Fight

and the Election Campaign, 1928

In 1929 the pace of economic activity in Washington State in­

creased again. Virtually every economic indicator, in almost every

area of the region sho>:ed definite improvement. Industrial production,

as indicated by the value added by manufacturing, had recovered from

its recent slump. The total number of production workers in Hashington

also showed marked improvement. The most dram.~tic gains occurred in

eastern \./ashington where, despite a marked decline in wheat pro­

duction and exports, the consumer economy boomed. Department store

sales increased by 12.03 per cent and shipments m fruit grew by 44.21

per cent to 63,300 carloads. In the Puget Sound region the economy

was not so robust. Lumber production grew by 1.69 per cent to 9,977

million board feet but did not surpass the 1926 level. Coal produc­

tion slumped by 4.16 per cent to a neIJ low of 2,520,000 tons. Total

Pacific Northwest shipments of lumber products, however, showed a

modest gain of 3.74 per cent to 804,000 car loads. The most promising

area of the economy was in consumer goods. Statewide gasoline sales

increased 11,27 per cent to 227 million gallons. In western \,ashington

department store sales rose by 7.97 per cent, bank debits grew by 11.11

per cent to $3,803 million, and gross postal receipts increased by a
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more modest 3.09 per cent to $4,465 million. Meanwhile, the Seattle

consumer price index dropped a further 1000 per cent, to a post-war

low. Any man with money in his pocket could see it increase in

value. 1

Once again, however, labor failed to benefit significantly

from economic improvement. 1~i1e the total labor force increased by

1.87 per cent to 651,000, total employment increased by only 1.30

per cent to 620,000. 'As a result, unemployment gr~w by 14.55 per---------- --- -

cent to 30,700, or 4.71 per cent of the labor force. This was the

highest level of unemployment since the depression year of 1922.

(Table No.1)

After growing by 18.79 per cent as a result of its 1926-1927

organizing campaign, membership in the WSFL slumped in 1928 by 6.83

per 'cent to 25,230 or 3.87 per cent of the labor forceo (Table No o 2)

In the cbsence of strong WSFL efforts to support its newer, weaker

affiliates, many of them lost membership. Despite this the number of

WSFL affiliates remained basically stable, declining by only two

locals to 272. The number of new affiliations, reaffiliations, or

reinstatements (21), nearly balanced the number of affiliates sus-

pended (I), consolidated, disbanded, or charter revoked (?), or with­

drawn (1). ~any of the new locals showed remarkable tenacity, even

'without WSFL support. 2

Despite the poor economic climate, in most areas of the WSFL's

jurisdiction, labor leaders reported somewhat improved labor conditions.

lJohansen, pp. 626-627; "Indexes of Business Activity," pp.
108-111.

2WSFL Procs., (1928), p. 30.
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In the Skagit-Whatcom County district a ncw Tri-City'Central Labor

Council was established and was in "healthy" conditiono Conditions

in the minin~ districts, however, remained very bad. Only in Everett

and Bremerton did labor report truly satisfactory conditi~ns.3

Conditions in the King-Kitsap County district were, of course,

much more complicated. Membership in SCLC locals increased by 5.45

per cent to 14,959. ~wst of this growth was concentrated in the

PrintinR, Amusement, and Miscellaneous Trades sections. The Maritime

Trade Section actually lost mCQbcrshipo (Table No.3) For the first

tice in a number of years the trade mions began to display a mili-

tant spirit. The Seattle Building Trades Council signed a new agree-

ment which satisfied all but the Painters and Building Laborers locals.

The Butchers Union local, with the support of both the WSFL and the

SCLC, were involved in one of the bitterest strikes in its history

against the Frye !-feat Packing Company ("the octopus"). Heanwhi Ie ,

the Amusement Trades' strike against the John Danz Thentres continuedo

At the same time the Bakers continued their stubborn fight against the

Golden Rule Bakery which, despite the intervention of United States

Lab~r Commissioner E.P. t~rsh, rejected all compromises. The Culinary

Crafts wera among those reporting the Dost progress. With the aid of

3For more on the Skar,it-~~atcom County district, see: Proceed­
'. inp.s of the Annu~l Con fp.rcnee of the t.]ashington ~tate Council of Hotel

and Restaurant Enry1ovees, 8,9 July 1928, p. 5, Box 13-48, WSFL Records;
WSFL Proes., (1928), pp. 14-15,17-19,30,73-74.

For more on the Spokane-Spokane County district, see: Ibid.
For more on the Yakima-Walla Walla County district, see: Ibid;

Moran to J.A. Taylor, 16 June 1928, Box 8-11, WSFL Records.
For more on the Grays Harbor-~-lillappa Harbor County district,

see: Ibid.
For more on the Pierce-Thurstan-Kittitas County district, see:

Ibid.
For more on the Island-Snohomish-Che1an County district, see:

Ibid.



495

the WSFL and the SCLC their fight against }mnnings Coffee House was

"going nicely." They had completed the organization of the Wenatchee

Drug Store Company and Waitresses Union Local No. 240 reported that

they were ready to hire an assistant business agent. The SCLC

established a special "war committee" to lead these struggleso

Similarly. the Auto Mechanics Union Local No. 289. on strike against

the William O. ~cKay auto dealership, reported makinR "splendid
.

progress." while the Structural Iron \-lorkers Union Local No. 86

amalgamated with an "outlaw" union and ended a long-standing internal

dispute~ Yet, overall, the leadership of the district reported only

stable conditions. In view of the fact that conditions in Bremerton

were "better than average," this probably reflects the fact that

serious difficulties persisted in the smaller outlying localso In

fact. it was only in Seattle that growth really continued in the

district. For the first time since 1919 the number of SCLC affi1i~tes

increased significantly, risinR by five to eighty-seven. Meanwhile.

in a reversal of a long-term trend. the number of '''SFL-affiliates in

Seattle declined by one to sixty-three. 4

In 1928 the main energies of the Seattle labor movement were

focussed on the effort to organize the high school teachers and win a

salary increase for them. This effort overlapped the municipal elec-

tion campaign and served to rally labor's political forces as no issue

had done in a number of years. The issue first arose early in 1928

when the Seattle High School Teachers League, formerly a professional

organization, decided to convert itself into a bona fide trade union.
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After the school board refused to grant wa~e increases the teachers

asked incoming WSFL President James A. Taylor to support their de-

mand that the board approve a levy proposition on the ~~rch ballot

which would allow the board to pay the.higher salaries. Taylor

quickly responded to their call for help. In one of his first acts

as president of the WSFL Taylor welcomed the teachers into the labor

movement. Saying he was "gratified to leam that your organization

(has) decided to cast ~t~ lot with the American Federation of Labor,"

he offered to help them win the higher wages they asked for and sug-

gested that if the board. did not want to bear the responsibility for

the added costs it could transfer that responsibility to the voters

via the referendum route. Labor's initial efforts to convince the

school board to enact the increases, or allow the voters to do SOD

failed. Instead, the teachers, by now organized as Seattle High

School Teachers Union Local No. 200, decided to pursue the same ends

by campaigning aRainst the anti-labor school board members. In

particular, they directed their campaign against the two members of

the board most strongly opposed to Local No. 200. Uniting behind the

candidacy of John B. Shorett, who filed as a "people's candidate." the

Teachers then requested additional support from both the SCLC and the

'olSFL. S

Unfortunately for the Teachers the election changed nothing to

their advantage. The two anti-labor members were defeated, but labor's

SSeattle High School Teachers Lea$!ue Bulletin III, No.2, (Jan.
1928), Box 22~52; 0.0. Stoddard to Taylor, 18 Jan. 1928; E. Post to
Taylor, 23 Feb. 1928, Box 13-9; L.A. }~rrow to Taylor, 28 Jan. 1928,
Box 23-10, WSFL Records; ~inutes, 8,29 Feb. 1928, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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opposition merely antagonized the school board which still contained

an anti-labor majority. Following the elections the board set out to

destroy Local No. 200. They demanded that all teachers in the Seattle

district withdraw from the AFL and sign a contract expressly giving

up their right to be represented by a trade union as a prior condi-

tion of employment. This was, in effect, a so-called "Yellow Dog

Contract," such as those commonly employed in the great coal and

steel industries to i~hibit union organization. The newly elected

pro-labor members of the board could only protest ineffectively.6

This outrageous violation of the Teachers' constitutional

liberties attracted national attention. AFL President William Green

and the leadership of the American Federation of Teachers condemned

the board's action and urged the labor movement to aid Local No. 200

to defeat the board. "by every· honorable means." Support also came

from the SCLC, the WSFL, the Chicago Federation of Women's 11igh School

Teachers, and the Portland Central Labor Council. Mostly, this con-

I

sisted of moral encouragement. The Teachers received very little fi-

nancial support. The Teachers, however, did win a temporary restrain-

lng order preventing the school board from imposing the Yellow Dog

Contract•. The judRe, however, refused to issue a permanent injunction

against the board and, when the WSFL appealed this decision to the

State Supreme Court, the court refused to issue a writ preventing the

board from acting until the case could be heard. Thus, the board went

6WSFL ProcR., (1928), pp. 15,63-64; (1929), pp. 50,59; Taylor
to G. ~t. Smith, 9 Hay 1928; Taylor to Miss Amy A. Fox, 9 }Iay, 4 June
1928, Box 38-7, WSFL Records; ~Iinutes, 16 May 1928, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

1~~ ___
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ahead and imposed the contract pending the court's decision. 7

The l-lSFL appealed the court's decision as a "denial of personal

liberty" and as "Un-American." but could get no satisfaction. A year

later the case was "still hanging over the high school teachers' heads."

In l'tarch 1929 two more of the school board's anti-labor members were

defeated for reelection, but even this did not chan&e the board's

policies and the fight continued. Finally, in June 1930 Local No. 200's

case was heard by the State Supreme Court. In December 1930 the court

ruled. with only one Justice dissenting, and upheld the lower court's

decision a1lowinR the Yellow Dog Contract to stand. This ruling de-

stroyed any possibility of organizing the high school teachers until

a pro-labor majority was elected to the school board. 8

Seattle labor was interested in several other political con-

tests in 1928. In particular labor was concerned in the mayoral and

city council contests. The SCLC's Political l-lelfare Committee endorsed

Mayor Landes. C.W. Doyle and David Levine spoke on her behalf and gave

several radio talks for her. Landes also had the support of all of the

city's newspapers and its business leadership for her strong support

of Seattle City Light. Even ex-}layor Brown supported her. In addition

she had built up a strong precinct organization. City employees, rep-

resented by the Seattle Civil Service League, who remembered her support

for the 1926 city manager plan. however. opposed her strongly. To-

gether with private power interests they induced Frank Edwards to run

7Ibid ; to1SFL Procs., (1929), p. 8: "Teachers Union Defeated in
Seattle," School Review 38 (Uay 1930). pp. 229-230; ~iinutes. 18 Jtme,
3 Dec. 1930, Box 8. KeCLe Records.

8Ibid•

£ §



I

499

against her. This opened a split in the SCLC. The Civil Service

League was supported by a number of municipally employed unions in-

eluding the Firefighters, the Street Carmen, the Electrical Workers,

and the Policemen. In addition a number of other locals, including

the Soft Drink Workers, opposed her.

As a result of the split in the public power forces Edwards
,

won a complete triumph. lIe carried most of the city's neighborhoods.

Landes won only in the University District. Following the election

the split widened. Several of the pro-Edwards locals, led by

President M.J. Murray of the Street Carmen, introduced a motion cen-

suring Doyle and. Levine for· su?porting Landes without proper authoriza-

tion and proposing that the SCLC apologize to Edwards for not support-

ing him more strongly. Nothing like this had been seen since 1924.

Doyle and Levine, however, received a round of applause and a vote

of confidence from the delegates. Both subsequently won reelection

to their SCLC offices. Murray, who had challenged Levine for presi-

dent, lost his seat on the SCLC's executive board to Harry Dafl,

president of Teamsters Union Local No. 174. 9

Although in 1928 the WSFL was preoccupied with the congres-

siona1 and state elections, it also found time to ponder the internal

political problems which had hampered the 1927 WSFL election ·campaign.

Under the pressure of events the 1927 convention had approved appoint-

9The only other ch~nge on the SCLC's executive board occurred
in October 1928, when Robert Hesketh resigned to become secretary of
the International Hotel and Restaurant Employees Union and moved to
Indianapolis. He had served on the board since 1911 and had lonR
been a Seattle city councilman.

Dickson, pp. 68-73; Seattle Times 22 Harch 1928; !-{inutes, 8
AUR., 24 Oct. 1928, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Yearbook, (1927), p. 17;
For more on the city elections, see: Hinutes, 15,29 Feb. 1923, Box
8, KCCLC Records.

...
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ment of special committees to revise the constitution and to report

on the condition of workers education programs. It had also combined

the executive board's various organizational and political funds.

These committees, however, had been stacked with men opposed to

fundamental changes. As a result they failed to recommend any deep-

seated changes in organizational structure. The organizational fund

was re-divided among the trades sections. It was even further divided

by the addition of a Provisional Trades Section, which included locals

not covered by the three existing sections. Essentially these changes

prevented the WSFL from using funds from the existing unions to help

organize new ones. As if to confirm their conservative approach the

convention delegates reelected their existing executive board without

a1teration. lO

The WSFL did take a few feeble efforts to help new unions

organize. It voted to support the efforts of Seattle Teachers Local

No. 200 and Technical Engineers Union Local No. 17 to win recognition.

It also voted to encourage central labor councils to do more in this

line. However, the continued failure to do anything to organize the

lumber industry, in which fifty per cent of the state's labor force

was employed under miserable conditions--low wages, blacklists. and

company unions--constituted a continuing and growing danr.er to orp,an-

ized labor. As long as the lumber industry remained unorganized the

vast majority of the new immigrant workers remained outside of the

trade union movement. As long as the WSFL refused to reach out to

these workers, they would look upon it -as an exclusive club, dominated

10 .
WSFL Procs., (1928), pp. 35,50-51,55-58; Taylor to M. Cayeau.

16 }~y 1929. Box 38-2, WSFL Records.
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by old immigrant, skilled workers, who only wanted to hold on to what

they had. Indeed, the WSFL practically admitted as much. Its limited

efforts to support employment in the lumber industry--such as the

shingle tariff campaign--had been directed at the highest-paid lumber

workers. And even these efforts had not achieved anything. The

WSFL's response to the inaction in Washington, D.C. had been to

"study" the situation, to lay the facts before the AFL and labor

organizations in neighboring states. and to ask for a major organiza­

tional effort. The lo1SFL also asked the AFL to make a major effort to

prop up Canadian unions in the hopes that higher Canadian wages would

make imports of Canadian shingles more expensive and less attractive

in American markets. None of these actions dented the problem. Juris­

dictional jealousies between the various international unions and the

strong opposition of employers' prevented the AFL from organizing the

lumber industry in a comprehensive way.ll

Aside from the problems of organization the WSFL also con­

sidered adopting a political program for the elections. At the head

of the WSFL's list of priorities was a federal convict labor bill. the

Cooper-Hawes bill. The state Prison Labor Act. which had passed the

legislature in 1927. required that all stores stockinn prison-made

goods imported into the state, be appropriately placarded. While the

act had successfully met lower court challenges, it had not yet been

tested in the Supreme Court. The WSFL hoped to provide insurance

against an adverse ruling by supportinR national legislation. The

Cooper-Hawes bill had the support of the state's conp,ressional

llWSFL Procs., (1928). pp. 63-64.71.
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delegation. 12

The WSFL also renewed its call for ratification of the Child

Labor Amendment and began to urge support for a migratory auto tourist

labor bill, the Barr-Walsh bill, which were currently before Con~ress.

The Barr-l~alsh bill would have cade it illegal to hire transient labor
I

on federal projects where local labor was available. The WSFL con-

tinued to support the bill even though a provision requiring payment

of the "prevailing wage" on such projects was striken from the bill. 13

Among the WSFL's most important national priorities were a

number of bills which concerned the Seamen's Union, the shipping in-

dustry, and the long-delayed Columbia Basin irrigation project. The

WSFL also endorsed the Shipstead Anti-Injunction Act and the Jones

Prosperity Act, which would have expanded public works projects as

a solution to chronic unemployment. Among the most far-seeing of

the t~SFL's legislative endorsements was the Wagner Public Employment

bill (SB 4151), which promoted federal-state cooperation to establish

public employment offices. Yet none of these bills had widespread

support in Congress. Even if they all had passed they would probably

not have helped the labor 14movement very much.

In sum, the WSFL's federal legislation program reflected both

l2By this tiDe the Four L's were far less significant than they
had once been.

Ibid; (1928), p. 74; Taylor to A. Leslie, 6 Oct. 1928; Taylor
to Senate Interstate Commerce Committee and House Labor COmDittee, 19
Feb. 1928, Box 38-1, WSFL Records.

l3WSFL Procs., (1928), p. 64; Taylor to A. Leslie, 6 Oct. 1928,
Box 31-1, WSFL Records.

14wsn4 Procs., (1928), pp. 63,70; Taylor to Hon. John F. Miller,
13 l1arch 1928, Box 38-1, WSFL Records.

For more on the Seamen's bills, see: WSFL Procs., (1928), pp.
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labor's weakness and its lack of imagination in tryinR to gain more

control over its economic fate. Many AFL trade unionists doubted

the benefits to be gained throuch federal legislation and, perhaps

as a consequence, there were few legislators willing to support such

programs. Those few trade unionists and congressmen who believed

that the federal government could and should try to help trade

unions were forced to do so indirectly, through immigration restric-

tion, controls on foreign shipowners, tariffs and the like.

The WSFL's state legislative proRram carried over from the

1927 convention. The 1928 convention reiterated the WSFL's continu-

ing support for the Eagles' Old Age Pension bill which, though "subject

to improvement," was "fundamentally sound." It's main virtue was that

it "did away with poor houses," and "established the principle of an

Old Age Pension Plan." The l-lSFL, however, did advance a revised ver-

sion of an old program when it supported a new initiative drive to

enact the GranRe Public Power bill. It would allow rural districts

to create public utility districts with the same rights as urban

districts in order to dev~lop their own power resources. The WSFL

hoped that the plan would relieve the anxieties of. eastern

Washingtonians -and rural groups about urban control of power resources

and so permit them to unite behind a public power proposal. The WSFL,

in endorsing the campaign, asked all central labor councils to cooper­

ate. This was the first test of President Taylor's political acumen. IS

65-66.
For more on the Anti-Injunction bill, see: 'Ibid.

15The si~ature campai~ began immediately after the 1928 elec­
tion and soon had collected nore than the 50,000 sir-natures required to



504

The \,SFL then went on to approve an extensive le~islative pro-

gram for the 1929 session which consisted mostly of the unfinished

agenda of previous conventions. The only really new proposal was for

a compulsory automobile insurance bill, but the convention's legisla-

tive comnittee requested and the convention agreed to leave this

measure to the discretion of the executive board. 16

Under Taylor's leadership, the IYSFL attempted to revive the

alliance with the Grange. Their support for the public power bill was

intended to cement this tie, which was central to Taylor's political

policy•. Prior to the l{SFL convention he had attended the Granp.e's

state convention and attempted to patch up their disagreements. Ad-

dressing their convention he had pledged full cooperation and reCOIn-

mended that both organizations "agree to disagree" on minor matters

so that they might achieve success in important areas. The recent

decline in wheat prices and production undoubtedly contributed to

the Grange's amiability at this point. 17

When the IYSFL convention agreed to leave the details of its

political policy up to the executive board it gave Taylor's policy

a big boost. The executive board, in turn, endorsed it. In the

final event, however, neither the I<SFL nor the Grange could agree on

a common slate of candidates. They were most deeply split over the

qualify for the 1930 ~eneral election ballot.
IYSFL Procs., (1929), p. 6; Hinutes, 21 Nov., 5,19 Dec. 1928,

Box 8, KCCLC Records; Executive Board ~linutes, 6 Jan. 1929, Box 60,
IYSFL Records."

l6For more on the WSFL's state legislative progral!l, see: ~
Procs., (1928), pp. 48,65,68-73; Taylor to A. Leslie, 6 Oct. 1928, Box
38-1, WSFL Records.

l7"SFL Procs., (1928), pp. 16,72; Cole, p. 198; Minutes, 5
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gubernatorial candidates. The WSFL's executive board ultimately en-

dorsed Scott Bullitt who was running in the Democratic primary.

Bullitt. who appeared before the board to defend his policies, was

a very attractive personality. His only disadvantage, as far as labor

was concerned, was that he favored conservative economic policies.

Still he was far superior to the second Democratic candidate o Judge

Stephen Chadwick, who was both too "dry" and too conservative. The

third Democratic contender, GeorRe F. Cotterill. was liberal economic-

ally and sympathetic to many of labor's programs, but he was also too·

"dry" for the WSFL and did not seem likely to win. In each case the

Grange found something to object to in the Democratic candidates labor

could support: Cotterill was too liberal. Bullitt was too "wet"o

Both the Grange and the WSFL would probably have preferred a progres-

sive Republican but. since Hartley had the Republican nomination

within his grasp, they had no alternative but to operate in the

Democratic primary. In the end the Grange endorsed a fourth candi-

date who did not seem likely to win either and whom labor could not

support either.18

In the primary elections labor achieved its. basic goal.

Bullitt easily defeated Chadwick, by a vote of 20.739 to 13.804. with

Cotterill and the Grange's candidate trailing far behind. In the

Republican primary Governor Hartley easily defeated E.L. French, his

Sept •• 3.10,17 Oct. 1928, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Minutes, 24 Sept.
1928, Box 60, WSFL Records.

l8The \·lSFL also endorsed John A.. Gellatly for Lt. Governor and
Bruce Blake for SupreMe Court Position No.4. The WSFL's main worry
in the Lt. Governor's race was to see that Senator W.W. Connor, who
had opposed the Anti-Injunction bill in the 1925-1926 special session,
did not win.

Ibid.
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opponent. by a vote of 143,505 to 124 1 312. 19

In the congressional primaries 1 the '~SFL had some successes.

In accordance with the convention's ~ishest Taylor submitted question-

naires to all conRressional candidates .asking them to state their posi-

tions on labor's legislative program and whether they would agree to

confer with the l~SFL on AFL-sponsored bills. Of the Democrats both

Senator Dill and former-congressman Sam B. Hill, who was running to

reRain his old seat in. the fifth district, responded favorably on

all counts and the executive board endorsed them. In addition. the

board also endorsed the four of the six incumbent Republican congress-

men: }aller, Hadley, Johnson, and Summers. All four had always been

, endorsed by the !-1SFL and all four \-lent on to victory in the primaries. 20

In the Democratic senatorial primary, Dill easily defeated his

Anti-Saloon League challenger by nearly seven to one. He then faced

a challenge from Suprene Court Justice Kenneth ~~cIntosh in the general

election. campaigning across the state in his roadster, Dill cut a

-"homey" figure. He stood on his record as an independent progressive

,and defeated MacIntosh by a vote of 261,524 to 227,415.' This repre­

sented a nine per cent improvement over his 1922 showing. 2l

In the congressional elections, Hill rec1aiaed his old congres-
."

sianal seat for the Democrats, and all of the Republican incumbents,

including those endorsed by the WSFL, retained their seats. But this

19Cole , p. 198; Gunns, pp. 213-216; For more information on the
gubernatorial primary, see: Seattle!:! 5-6 Sept. 1928.

20J •A• ·Tay1or to lIill, June 1928, Box 38-1; Dill to Call, 30
Aug. 1927, Box 11-18; }anutes, 24 Sept. 1928, Box 60, WSFL Records;
Johansen, p. 618.

21Johansen, p. 618; Cole, pp. 199,204-205,210-211.
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was small comfort for the labor movement. Although it represented one

of the most successful political campaigns the WSFL had ever conducted

it presaged no improvement in labor's legislative fortunes and little

improvement in labor's political isolation.22

The WSFL had even less luck in the legislative races. Most of

the progressive candidates endorsed by the central labor councils and

local unions ran in the Republican primaries. In King County, the

SCLC supported all but four of the Republican incumbents. All but

one of these progressives went on to victory but these were already

strong progressive seats. Overall the Republican conservatives

maintained the~r control. In the general elections. the Republicans

picked up one seat in the House and another one in the Senate, both

at the expense of the Democrats. 23

By far the WSFL's greatest effort in the general elections

was to upset Governor Hartley's reelection chances. Hartley's pri-

mary vote was ten times greater than Bullitt's. To be sure much of
•

the state's press. including the Seattle Times. which had led the

recall drive. still opposed Hartley. Since the unsuccessful effort

to -recall him. however. some papers had become Aore even-handed in

their treatment of him. lie still received strong support from the

Seattle~ and the Spokane Spokesman-Review. Both supported him on

the grounds that Bullitt was too "wet". Bullitt. who had moderated

his stand on prohibition in order to win the nomination. also shifted

22Johansen. p. 618.
2~tinutes. 5 Sept•• 24.31 Oct. 1928. Box 8. KCCLC Records;

Cole. pp. 251-252.
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his emphasis during the campaign to economic reform and improved

social services. He attacked Hartley as autocratic and insensitive

to the common man.

The election results confirmed the problems of the anti-

IIartley movement. Hartley defeated Bul1itt by a vote of 281,991 to

214,334. But the election also held hopeful signs for the Democrats

and the labor movement. All of the other statewide candidates en-

dorsed by the WSFL, with the exception of Supreme Court Position

No.4, won. Also Hartley trailed his party's presidential candidate,

Herbert Hoover, by a wide margin. In the absence of a third party

candidate the Democrats increased their share of tIle ·,,·ote. If they

ever surmounted their difficulties with the prohibition issue, and

abandoned their archaic economic policies, they might seriously chal-

le~ge for political dominance. They still needed an issue to rally

the opposition to the Hartley forces, however, and did not appear

likely to acquire it. 24

24Johansen, pp. 614,618; Cole, pp. 200-201,206-208,211-212;
Gunns, p. 217; l-lSFL Procs., (1929), p. 6.



Chapter 15:

On the Brink of the Precipice:

The Anti-Filipino Cacpaign. 1929

In 1929 the economic problems which had et:lerged in the pre-

vious two or three years in Washington State suddenly became much

more serious. In some sectors of the economy industrial production

continued to grow but ~ithout the buoyancy noted in 1928. Coal

production increased by 2.82 per cent to 2.592.000 tons. lumber

production west of the Cascades increased by 1.42 per cent to 10.119

million board feet. but elsewhere in the region production declined.

Pacific Northwest shipments of lumber products declined by 2.48 per

cent to 784,000 cars. Indeed. Pacific Northwest shipments of all

products declined. l

In eastern Washington . the problems of production were even

more severe. Wheat production and exports. which had begun to fall in

1928. continued to fall sharply. Fruit exports declined by 12.28 per

cent to 55.800 cars. The truly alarming aspect of the problem. how-

ever, was the continued high rate of consumer activity. Consumers

were maintaining their lifestyles by borrowing money. or spending

their savings. Eastern Washington department store sales sagged only

slightly.2

lJohansen. pp. 626,628; "Indexes of Business Activity, II

pp. 108-111.

2Ibid•
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Similarly, in western Washington consumer sales remained high.

Bank debits increased by 10.47 per cent to an all-time high of $4,2~0

million. Department store sales rose by 1.7 per cent, postal receipts

increased by 2.9 per cent to $4,600 million, and the number of lines

of newspaper advertising in Seattle and Tacoma grew by 6.47 per cent

to 59.2 million lines. Statewide, too, consumer sales increased.

Gasoline sales rose by 12.77 per cent to 256 million gallons and life

insurance sales increased by 8.51 per cent to $166.8 million. At the

same time the long-term deflationary trend reversed itself. Ominous­

ly, the' consumer price index rose 0.59 per cent. Obviously, consumers

in western Washington, like those in eastern Washington, were borrow­

ing or digging into savings, to maintain their standards of living,

even as the economic basis of prosperity eroded. For, even as consum­

ers tried to keep up appearances, they cut back on large scale pur­

chases and investment. Perhaps the most ominous sign of this, in

western ~~ashington. was a five per cent decline in the value of build­

ing permits issued. The value of building permits issued in eleven

western Washington cities fell by 10.88 per cent to $40.1 million in

1929. 3

To a certain extent, the spurt of borrowing and consumer

activity masked the underlyin~ economic malaise by propping up the

economy. Labor felt this more clearly than most,. but labor's sensi­

tivity was confused by the sharp drop in unemployment. \~i1e the

total labor force increased by only 0.76 per cent to 656,000, total

employment increased by 3.87 per cent to 644,000. As a result un­

employment fell by 61.23 per cent to 11,900, or 1.81 per cent of the
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labor force. The sharp increase in conSUMer spending helped keep em-

ployment, especially eMployment of production workers, rising~ In

1929 factory employment reached 143,000 in '~ashin~ton State& (Table

~o. 1) This type of economic regime could not last for it depended.

ultimately, on a continued rapid rise of economic confidence and the

willingness of bankers and investors to continue to extend their

credit.

Because of thes~ economic factors, '~SFL's membership increased

by a mere 33 members over 1928. an increase of 0.48 per cent to 25,353,

or 3.86 per cent of the, labor force. (Table No.2) The WSFL com-

pounded its difficulties by continuing to organize weak new locals~

Even as its membership remained stable. twenty-eight locals affiliated,

reaffiliated. or received reinstatement, more than balancing the nine

suspended. consolidated. disbanded, withdrawn, or which had their

charters revoked. The number of WSFL affiliates increased by nineteen

to 291, an increase of 6.98 per cent. The problem was that these new

locals depended on continued prosperity for their surviva1 0
4

Labor conditions in the WSFL's vice-presidential districts

also appeared to benefit from continued economic improvemento llhile

this reflected more wishful thinking than actual progress. in several

areas organized labor did achieve some progress. Conditions 'in the

Spokane region were especially improved and the central labor council

achieved some notable political successes. President Andy Fabian, who

also served as secretary of Pressmen and Assistants Union Local No.8,

won election to the Board of City Commissioners. SI,
I
i

4WSFL Procs •• (1929). p. 18; Johansen, p. 627.
5For core on the Skagit-Whatcom County district, see: WSFL.............
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In the vital King-Kitsap County district most locals re-

ported improved conditions. As usual BreMerton, with seventeen af-

filiated locals, reported the best conditions, but most Seattle locals

also reported Rood conditions. ~ny reported higher wages and labor

leaders noted that the five-day week movement was "gaining momentum."

The SCLC, however, did becoce involved in a number of conflicts on a

number of fronts. It was engaged in continuin~ strikes with Frye and

Company Meat Packers, the Golden Rule Bakery, ~nnings Coffee Houses,

William O. McKay Automobile Company, the John Danz Theatres, the

E~gert Shoe Company, and the Putty Doughnut shop. In addition, the

Van De Kamp Bakery, headquartered in Los Angeles--the heartland of

the open shop--had begun to branch into the Seattle areas and was

stiffeninR resistance to the Bakers Lnion. The twlders Union was in-

volved in strikes with both the Renton Car and Foundry and Pacific

Stove companies. The Boi1emakers were fighting the Lake Washington

Shipyard Company in Kirkland. Overall the SCLC was trying to use

economic prosperity to win improved conditions and running into re-

sistance from employers pressured by growing resistance to sales. By

June membership in SCLC affiliates was practically unchanged over the

year before. Paid-up membership had increased by only 0.98 per cent

to 15,107. No trade section reported dramatic changes, but one may

Procs., (1929), pp. 10,18.
For more on the Spokane-Spokane County district, see: Ibid.,

(1929), pp. 8-10j Ye~rbnok, (1925), pp. 31,33.
For more on the Y~kima-Wa11a W~11a County district, see: Ibid.
For more on the Gr~}rs Harbor-Willappa Harbor County district,

see: Ibidj Bonal10 to Taylor, 9 Dec. 1929, Box 23-24, WSFL ~ecords.

For more on the Pierce-Thurston-Kittitas County district, see:
WSFL Procs., (1929), pp. 40-41,45,57.

For more on the Island-Snohom1sh-ale1an County district, see:
Ibid., (1929), pp. 11,18.
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notice several interesting shifts of emphasis. While the conservative

craft unions--the ~~scel1aneous, ,Building. Printin~, and Amusement

Trades sections--reported slight increases. or decreases. the former-

1y radical industrial unions--the l~ritime. ~etal. and Brewery/Provi-

sion Trades sections--reportcd stable or rising ~emberships. The

number of SCLC affiliates remained stable at eighty-seven. but the

number of l-lSFL-affiliates increased by five to sixty-eight. (Table

No. 3)6

The SCLC suffered politically from its continuing difficulties

with the Civil Service League. Iespite the council's electoral suc-

cesses in 1928•. the split with the league hurt. The SCLC accused the

league of "usurping••• the functions of the Trade Union Movement and

(insisted that) the League refrain from negotiating matters pertain-

ing to wages and working conditions of City Employees unless specific-

ally requested to do so by the (SCLC)." The SCLC. however. refused

to engage in real negotiations with the league over the issue on the

grounds that the league was a "dual" organization. This destroyed

any hope of compromise or the creation of a joint policy.7

Aside from the dispute with the Civil Service League over who

, should neRotiate on behalf of municipal employees. two primary politi-

cal issues arose. Neither was new: immigration restriction and the

municipal elections. 8

6Ibid •• (1929), pp. 10-11,18; Minutes, 30 Jan. 1929, Box 8;
Membership and Per Capita Tax Records, 1929, Box II, KCCLC Records.

7Minutes. 18 Sept., 2,9,16 Oct. 1929. 2 Feb. 1930. Box 8.
KeCLC Records.

8Minutes, 16 Oct •• 18 Dec. 1929, Box 8, KCCLC Records.



t

i

\
1.

514

Early in 1929, however, the most pressing political problem

to confront the SCLC was the current "wave" of Filipino immigration.

Labor had long found immigration restriction to be its most effective

weapon in gaining political support. Increasingly, labor turned to

it whenever the economic future looked dark. Thus it is not surpris-

ing to note labor's interest in a new anti-immigran~ campaign in 1929.

In January the SCLC endorsed a recommendation from its legislative

committee "to do all in its power to have legislation passed restrict-

ing itmnigration." In the past Chinese, Japanese, Mexicans, and eastem

Europeans had served as a focus. In the late 1920's the Filipinos

arose to take their place. Despite the relatively small volume of

Filipino immigration labor 'succumbed to fears of a new asiatic

"menace." Thus the SCLC endorsed the federal Walsh bill (SB 13900),

which repealed the law permitting Filipinos, who had served in the

United States Navy, Marine Corps, or Naval Auxiliary Services, from

becominR naturalized citizens. The demand for restrictions on

Filipino immigration came, originally, from the Seamen's Union and it

was on this basis that the WSFL had endorsed the Seamen's .bills in

1928, but it soon attracted widespread support in the WSFL. The

Washington State labor movement had been born in the midst of racial

conflict and it was an essential part of labor's ideology. Moreover,

there was an element of truth to these fears. The Sailors Union, for

exaaple. pointed out that the Tacoma Or~ental Steamship Company was

displacing "white" crews with Filipinos and the SCLC's board of busi-

ness representatives complained that there was insufficient enforcement

of existinp, immigration laws and regulations. TIle board recommended
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that labor deal vith the

••• influx of Filipinos (by ~ettinr, the) central labor council
(to) cooperate with city and federal officials to see that immi­
grants from (the) Philippine Islands and the Orient pass rigid
examinations before being admitted.

Later the SCLC voted send a message to President-elect Hoover, "regard-

ing the hordes of ~~xican and Filipino laborers coming into this

country." At about the same time the SCLC also endorsed the King

bill, which it said was designed "to prevent smuggling of Chinese into

the United States." It also endorsed the Bacon bill which would have

forced the federal government to employ only resident labor on govern-

ment construction projec~s. Later in the summer the SCLC decided to

put its anti-immigrant policy into more effective practice on a local

level. The council appointed a special committee to visit the

Seattle YHCA "regarding (charges of) the employment of Filipinos in

place of White girls and the training of vaitresses." After an in-

vestigation, the committee reported that the management of the Yt~A

was "considering the Filipino question" and promised to meet with

representatives of the Waitresses Union Local No. 240 to discuss the

issue. 9

Meanwhile the SCLC also faced the problem of finding someone

to replace Robert Hesketh on the Seattle City Council. In December

1928 the council had called a special election to fill the vacancy

caused when Ilesketh resigned to take a job with his international

union. Ir:unediately, the Political lo1elfare Committee began a search

for a labor candidate. They found this a difficult task, however,

9Minutes, 9,16 Jan., 6 Feb., 13 ~~rch, 3 April, 26 June 1929,
Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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"owing to the sacrifice one would have to make to run." Lacking a

volunteer the committee, thereupon, "drafted Brother (Robert H.

"Bobby") Harlin who had reluctantly consented to enter the race."

Harlin, who since his unsuccessful attempt to win the WSFL presi-

dency had served as a secretarial assistant to President Taylor, was

an ideal candidate. Politically and ideologically conservative he

took a vigorous rhetorical stand in favor of the "common man. trIO

'lbe WSFL approved Harlin's selection without dissent and

allowed him to retain his WSFL position while he campaigned. Many

~ine Workers locals ~n~orsed him and the SCLC quickly approved him as

labor's candidate. Running on a platform promising to improve the

rapid transit system, Harlin finished second in the thirteen-man

primary. In the general election he won the seat. Afterwards he

thanked all the workers for his victory, but reserved special praise

for Harry Dail, the Teamsters, and the Seattle Card and Label League

who had done much to make his victory possible. Once on the council

Harlin was a strong force for improved conditions for city employees

and led the fight for higher wages for Street Carmen. In this way he

helped- ease tensions between the Civil Service League and the ne.ll

IOMlnutes, 19 Dec. 1928, Box 8, KCCLC Records; ~inutes, 6 Jan.
1929, Box 60, WSFL Records; Cravens, p. 115; Call, p. 56; HSFL Procs.,
(1920), pp. 56,62; (1921), pp. 53,55; (1928), pp. 38,41; (1929),.pp.
27,30; ~ 6 Sept. 1919, 2 Jan. 1920.

lIthe SCLC's o,m election followed the same pattern. The only
change in the SCLC's executive board was the election of James A.
Duncan as Reading Clerk. Duncan had not held an SCLC office since
1925, but apparently hoped to make a modest corne-back in a relatively
insignificant position. lie joined the basically conservative majority
which still dominated the board.

Minutes, 16 Jan., 6 Feb., 6,13 ~arch, 14 Aug., 11,25 Sept.,
16 Oct. 1929, Box 8, KCCLC Records; '''SFL Procs., (1929), pp. 8,49,59.



517

The WSFL began 1929 with hi~h hopes. In February it held a

special organizing convention in Seattle "in harmony with the 'Double

Our Hembership' declaration of the (AFL's 1928) ~ew Orleans Convention."

Most of the delegates to the conference came from western Washington.

In conjunction with this conference, a number of international unions

sent organizers into the state. llad the AFL responded in this way

earlier, in 1926 or 1927, larger gains might have accrued. As indi­

cated by the membership statistics, however, the campaign resulted in

few successes. A number of new locals were organized, but the WS~L's

membership did not grow. An example of the difficulties experienced

by the AFL-WSFL organizational campaign can be seen in the lumber in­

dustry. ,The AFL, with the pemission of the International Brother­

hood of Carpenters and Joiners, launched a tentative effort to organ­

ize the shingle weavers in the "chaotic timber industry." This was a

logical place to begin as the shingle weavers were known for their

esprit and had previously managed to organize unions on several oc­

casions. \-1hile the shingle weavers were "marking time" deciding

whether to take steps leadin~ toward affiliation with the AFL, however,

the, WSFL was working at cross-purposes. When the WSFL announced that

the time was not yet "right" to organize the shingle weavers the AFL

campaign languished and then collapsed. Then the WSFL decided,

instead. to organize the workers in the new, but rapidly-growing pulp

and paper industry. To do so they needed to get permission from' the

unions with jurisdiction in the industry, the International Pulp and

Sulphite lolorkers and the International Paper lfakers unions. By 1930

both these organizations had given the campaign their blessings, but
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the WSFL had succeeded in organizing only one mill. As long as the

AFL, the international unions, and the WSFL failed to coordinate

their efforts, it was unlikely that anyone could organize the in-

dustry. By convention time 1929 it haQ become clear that none of

labor's organizational initiatives would succeed although labor was

still unprepared to admit as much. l2

By the same token labor's legislative program in 1929 also

failed. Labor's inability to make inroads in the conservative ranks

at the 1928 elections led to inevitable failure. The legislator~ de-

feated the bulk of the labor program. Part of what they did approve,

Governor Hartley vetoed. I] .

Indeed it is surprising that any part· of the WSFL program

passed. '~ile the conservatives succeeded in gutting the basic ele-

ments of the labor program, a number of labor bills, permitting trade

unions to write group insurance (HB 395) and regulating barber schools,

apprentices, and students (SB 251) passed into law. In addition, the

governor approved a firemen's pension bill (Subst. SB 65) and a

~~lSFL Procs., (1929), pp. 9,40-41,45; (1930), pp. 9-10.
~ile the volume of leRis1ation which labor introduced, but

which failed to pass the legislature and the governor, was large and
while the conservative Republicans continued to run the session, by
now it was clear that they were fighting a rear-guard action and that
those who sUPPQrted labor's measures were gradually increasing their
strength. The most Rraphic display of this changing balance was pas­
sage of the Ear-les' Old ARe Pension bill. Though Hartley vetoed the
measure, the mere fact that it passed the legislature was a clear sign
that the times were changing. For more on the unsuccessful labor pro­
gram, see:

WSFL Proes., (1929), pp. 6-7; (1930), p. 44; Minutes, 6 Jan.
1929, Box 60; Taylor to E. lliller, 2 Jan. 1929, Box 38-2, WSFL Records;
Pullen, p. 329; For more on the t~SFL's labor program, see also:
Minutes, 16,23 Jan., 6,20,27 Feb., 13 March 1929, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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police~en's pension bill (Subst. SB 64). It further unanimously ap-

proved, with the ~vernor's concurrence, a petition to Congress calling

for amendcents to the tariff to protect the shingle industry (HJ~ 1)0

In all the lahor lobby succeeded in getting twelve bills voted on in

the House and seven bills voted on in the Senate. Finally, while the

Grange's district power bill was defeated in the Senate by a vote of

twenty to seventeen, a Grange-WSFL petition drive succeeded in plac-

ing the issue on the 1930 general election ballot. Thus while labor

failed to achieve its most important goals it could still hope for

passage.in the future. 14

The WSFL convention in 1929 responded to the legislative chal-

lenge by renewing its call for passage of its program and expanding

sone clecents of it. In addition it added a number of entirely new

measures to it. At the same time it rejected the perennial proposals

of a few delegates for creation of a new Labor Party. The convention

did approve bills calling for a complete overhaul of the Industrial

Insurance Act and appointed a committee to a~ass and study the facts

of the matter in preparation for the next le~islative session. It

also re-endorsed the Cascade Tunnel project, the Ear,les Old Age Pension

bill, and adopted a resolution empowering the executive board to work

with the Eagles to jointly publish a pamphlet concerninK the 'need for

pensions. The convention went on to endorse bills to protect savings

deposits in banks, to amend the coal mine code, and to increase s.tate

expenditures on roads and bridges. It also endorsed,the auto ~echanics

l4Call , p. 22; Pullen, p. 329: {15Ft Procs., (1929), pp. 5-7:
(1930), p. 7; Minutes, 27 Feb. 1929, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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proposed health code and recommended that the legislature approve crea­

tion of an elective Highway Commission. lS

One major change did occur in the WSFL's legislative program.

In the past the WSFL's state legislati~e program had received top

p~iority over its federal progra~. but in 1929 a great reversal oc-

curred. In large part this was due to the simple fact that in 1929

it was apparent that even if the legislature approved its program,

in toto. this would still not remedy labor's ills. As never before

in llSFL history the convention became aware of the need to enact

federal legisL~~ion. .Only by federal legislation could the WSFL hope

to boost employment and limit oriental immigrationo To increase em-
,

ployment in Bremerton. for example. it was necessary for Congress to

appropriate funds for more naval construction. l~en the convention

responded to pressure from the rank and file and the SCLC called for

stricter immigration restrictions, independence for the Philippines,

new laws governing Filipino irnmigration. and smaller quotas for

Mexican immigration. it had to seek federal action o The reasoning

behind the call for Filipino independence is obviouso The WSFL rea-

soned that if the Philippines were independent they would lose their

right to emigrate to the United States. Bills to these ends had al-

ready been introduced in Con~ress.

In this period the anti-Filipino campaign was labor's most

prominent and effective political issue. Labor accused employers of

encouraginr. "the Hongolian influx." By takinn unskilled jobs the

15WSFL Procs., (1929). pp. 42,44-41.50.54,51.59.
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Filipinos displaced elderly workers and women. The WSFL also charged

that the Filipinos "preyed" on their female co-workers, they were un-

healthy and spread disease, they were a "menace," and "both an economic

and social canker." Furthermore, President Taylor noted a definite

increase in the rate of Filipino immigration and protested that the

Philippines had been plastered with posters advertising good jobs in

America. In response to this appeal the convention instructed Taylor

to attend the AFL convention so as "to better enable him to bring im-

portant matters to the attention of the delegates in attendance at the

Toronto convention. ,,16 -_

Soon after the WSFL convention Taylor' addressed the American

.Legion's state convention in Yakima and stressed the anti-Filipino is-

sue. They responded to his call for a unified stand with a unanimous

endorse~ent. With this support Taylor and an SCLC delegation carried

their anti-Filipino movement to the AFL convention. There they ran

into str0I:tg opposition; none of their resolutions passed. "The

Easterners," Taylor complained, "don't understand the issue." '1118

Washingtonians salved their disappointment by recollecting that the

convention did endorse the three other WSFL-sponsored res~lutions ca1l-

ing for hi~her tariffs on imported logs, lumber, and shingles. The
,"

tariffs, Taylor argued, ,,,as "also anti-oriental, since they are de-

signed to protect (\~ite American) workers ag~inst Orientals in

l6At the AFL convention, Taylor and the other anti-Filipino dele­
gates from the West Coast faced the considerable apathy of eastern dele­
gates. Despite all his efforts the AFL refused to get involved in the
anti-Filipino ·crusade.

Ibid., (1929), pp. 5-6,30,47,50-51,54,58; (1930), pp. 5-6.
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in Canada." With the support of AFL President Green the tariff bills

advanced through the Senate. Later, when the House eliminated the lumber

tariff. the l1SlL wired "our Senators" to oppose the whole bill 1f

it was not reinstated. As a result the conference committee put the

17lumber tariff back in the bill and it became part of the 1930 tariff.

Another important aspect of the WSFL's federal program was

its effort to secure legal reform, especially of the laws concerning

labor injunctions. The convention reiterated its often-voiced plea

that "government by injunction in labor cases must cease" and called

on the state's congressional delegation to support legislation to this

effect. A number of delegates thought that the best way to accomplish

this was by a bill of impeachment against Chief Justice William Howard

Taft who had written many of the Supreme Court's anti-labor injunction

decisions. This idea, however, never got out of committee. Later,

Taylor attended the 1930 Republican state convention in Bellingham and

argued before the platform committee that they should include an anti-

injunction plank, but his request was voted down in executive session.

Also, in the coming year. Taylor worked strenuously and successfully in

the. campaign to prevent the nomination of Judge Parker to .the United

States Supreme Court because Parker had supported Yellow Dog Contracts.

While this negative success cheered labor, it was no substitute for a

l7The failure to enact anti-Filipino le~is1ation had serious
consequences. In both Washington and California a series of anti­
Filipino riots and deMonstrations occurred in which many people were
injured as native-born '·fuite ap,ricultura1 laborers tried to drive out
the Filipinos who were taking their jobs. The lolSFL hoped for a time
that this would convince the "Easterners" of the need for effective
legislation, but they were wrong.

Ibid., (1929), pp. 38,42,56-57; (1930), pp. 5-6,10.
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reversal of the court's policies. IS

Turning aside from its political chores the convention then

considered its own or~anizational problems. After reelecting the

entire executive board, the convention next considered a long-neglected

problem--the hU8e extent of the sixth vice-presidential district (King-

Kitsap County). The sixth district had become too large for a single

vice-president to handle. Therefore, the convention approved a request

from the Bremerton Central Labor Council to create a new vice-presi-

dential district consisting of Kitsap County, from the sixth district,

and of ~efferson, llason, and Challam counties, from the fourth district

(Grays Harbor-t~illapa Harbor areas). The new district, the first cre-

ated since the formation of the WSFL in 1902, would be large enough to

pay ~ore per capita taxes than either the Bellingham or Yakima-Walla

Walla districts and could therefore well-afford to sustain itself.

For its vice-president the Bremerton district later chose R.E. Wheeler t

president of Bremerton Teamsters Union Local No o 762 and secretary of

the central labor council. A member of the Teamsters Union since 1904

Wheeler had been the chief instigator behind the new district. With

him on the executive board the 1eamsters were once again the most in­

fluential ,group of trade unions in the WSFL. l 9

In an afterthought the convention also considered the pleas of

a number of Il~~'s and their supporters who wanted to help secure the

18Ibid., (1929), pp. 50-51.60; (1930). p. 6; Hicks, p. 238.
19W5FL Proes •• (1929), pp. 23,42,59; (1930), p. 8; Call, p. 51;

Yearbook, (1927), p. 27.
For more on the convention's actions. see: WSFL Procs., (1929),

pp. 45-47,59-60; Taylor to M. Cayeau, 16 ~~y 1929, Box 38-2, WSFL
Records.
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release of Mooney and Billings and the Centralia prisoners. But in

doing so the WSFL made it clear that they in no way endorsed the

political viewpoints of the prisoners, or their supporters. Rather,

the WSFL believed that there had been a "miscarriage of justice" in

the Mooney-Billings case caused by the "abnormal state of public

mind" at the time and that the Centralia prisoners. thour,h 2ui1ty,

had "suffered enough." In both cases the l-lSFL agreed to join the

appeal for clemency. Afid. following the convention, the executive

board did send a series of letters on behalf of the men but without

any noticeable success. 20

In the last few months of 1929 the economic outlook, which had

appeared so promising. turned grim. In the fall unemployment also be-

came an issue again. After the stock market crash the SCLC issued

an urgent appeal to President Hoover to do somethinp, to avert the spread

of the crisis, to prop up economic confidence before the economic ef-

fects of the crash affected the stagnating "real" economy. Even so

labor did not respond to the crisis '~th unusual alarm. Not until

1933 did unemployment and economic privation begin to shake the labor

movement out of its conservative approach. 21

20
21~SFL Procs., (1929). pp. 45.50-51.56; (1930). p. 8•

•1inutes. 16 Oct •• 18 Dec. 1929. Box 8. KceLC Records.
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Charter 16:

Labor and the Economic Crisis:

Unemployment and Public Power, 1930

The first year of the Great Depression was a transition year

for Washington labor. Most of the issues which had arisen earlier in

the 1920' s persisted." 'The rippling effects of the 1929 financial

crash did not have an immediate, dramatic impact on the state's econ-

omy. Primarily, it served to intensify labor's economic problems.

It did not lead to a reassessment of basic economic and political

doctrines. Rather, it evoked a grim determination to make old poli-

cies work. "lhether they fitted the ne,01 conditions or not.

The chief problem 1irniting future economic gro'o1th was probably

the maturation of the state's extractive industries. particularly the

lumber, coal mining. and agricultural industries. With new techno1o-

gies, they no longer demanded large new labor supplies. As prices

fell and demand for their products dropped, they need fewer workers.

This momentous development had been masked, for a time. by the ef-

fects of ~-1or1d \olar I, which tended to prop up these industries. After

the war, however, their decline resumed. The result was that in the

1920's and early 1930's Uashington was transformed from one of the

most rapidly growing regions of the country into a region of below

average Rrowth. By 1930 the census showed that Washington had a

I
l.. , ,a_lI!I!I.---_2&1I!_._2!'-f~!:!!!I1J!Il1i&ilZ&ttE••, IIIIlla&.L~;II:IiW4!M$£!I.~._•.!PJ...""",I_'.I·I.1:•.III,J4ii£b!lll.!Il~I.I._";.I:.-_I... I.".!lf4IJl'I&_IJ1tii&!!II,~IJ..~"~!lI.•, 'P.
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population of 1,563,396, an increase of only 15.24 per cent over the

previous census. Furthermore, while the mir.ration of people from

rural to urban migration was transforminr, the rest of the country,·

Hashinp,ton's rural-urban balance remained practically unchanged over

1910. The future for growth seemed bleak. l

With the collapse of the post-war systems of international

credit and trade ne" demand for Washington's industrial products

dried up. As a result employers cut back production. For the year,

lumber production west of the Cascades fell by 25.38 per cent to

7,553 million board feet, the lowest on record. Similarly, coal

production fell by 11.61 per cent to 2,291 thousand tons, also the

lowest on record. Railroad shipments of lumber products from the

Pacific North"est fell by 27.03 per cent to 572,000 carloads, while

shipments of all products fell by 18.58 per cent to 1,139,000 carloads.

In western Washington the value of buildin~ permits issued fell by

3.24 per cent to $38.8 ~illion.2

By the same token indexes of consumer and retail activity de-

clined allover the Pacific North"est. In western l,ashington depart-

ment store sales fell by 11.17 per cent. Gross postal receipts fell

by 1. 78 per cent to $4,514 million. Statewide total income fell 11.05

per cent to $982 million. As a result, the Seattle consumer ·price

statewide gasoline sales, which rose by 3.63 per cent, continued to

I
I index declined by 2.01 per cent to the l~~est level on record. Only

rise. In eastern \·lashington, too, the economy declined ever more

rapidly as the year pro~ressed. Falling wheat prices led to declines

12Johansen, pp. 607,621.
"Indexes of Business Activity," pp. 108-111.
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in production and exports. Due to the even more rapid decline of

industrial production. however. agriculture grew in relative impor­

tance. 3

As a result of these cut-backs.in production and consumer

spendin~ unenployment grew increasingly severe. The total number of

production workers in the state as a whole fell sharply by mid-1930.

'~ile the available labor force increased by 1.21 per cent to 664.000.

total employment in Washington State declined by 4.03 per cent to

618.000. Factory employment fell by 20.55 to 113.600. As a result.

unemployment increased by 289.91 per cent to 46.400. or 6.98 per cent

of the labor force. (Table No.1) Not since the depression year of

1922 had the problem of unemployment been so severe and there was no

prospect of improvement.4

In view of the economic situation it was clear that labor's

organizational goals could not be achieved. But labor still hoped

for some success. In 1921-1922 economic conditions had been even

worse but had recovered within a few years. Furthermore. after

stabilizing in 1929. membership in the WSFL had hegun to grow again.

rising 6.16 per cent to 26,915, or 4.05 per cent of the labor force.

!'Iany workers, fearing loss of their jobs within the near future, ap-

parent1y sought the protection of trade unions. Although the time

was late for such a solution it made labor's prospects seem less bleak

than it really was. (Ta~le No.2) The nUMber of affiliates sus-

pended (10), consolidated, disbanded. or which had their charters re-

voked (4). or .which withdrew from the '''SFL (2). was easily balanced

3
4Ibid•
Ibid; Johansen, pp. 626-628.
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by the number of new affiliates, reaffiliations, and reinstatements

(19). The total number of affiliates increased by 8 to 279, nearly

matching the level of mid-1921. S

This impression is generally borne out by the WSFL's annual

survey of its vice-presidential districts. }[ost districts reported

some positive results. In Spokane Len Funk, of Carpenters Union Local

No. 98, a member of organized labor for thirty-five years and an "old

war horse" of the labor movement, was elected mayor. Despite this

most districts reported-increasing difficulties with unemployment.

In particular the minine districts reported intense suffering. Only

the new Kitsap-01ympic Peninsula district reported unalleviated

success. 6

In its report for the year the King County district (No.6)

reported that they were "goinR forward." They announced that they had

won improved wages and conditions. They had made "steady gains" in

their campaign for the five-day week and several locals were trying to

5WSFL Frocs., (1930), p. 31.
6For more on the Sk:-tgit-t..'hatcom County district, see: Ibid. D

(1930), pp. 10-12.
For more on the Spokane-Spokane County district, see: Ibid.,

(1930), pp. 10-12,31.
For more on the Yakima-Walla Walla County district, see:

Ibid.
For more on the Grays Harbor-Wi11appa Harbor County ·district,

see: Ibid.
For more on the Pierce-Thurston-Kittitas County district,

see: Ibid; Yearbook. (1930). pp. 35,38; lI.tol. Dail to Taylor, 19 Feb••
31 Dec. 1930, Box 23-17; Report Filed with J.B. Sherman, Chairman of
Special H.R. Investigating Committee, Aug. 1932, Box 23-63, ~"SFL ­
Records.

For more on the Island-Snohomish-Chelan County district, see:
WSFL Procs •• (1930), p. 13.

For more on the new Mason-Kitsap-Jefferson-Clal1am County
district, see: Ibid.
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get the six-hour day established. Bakers Union Local No. 9 had won

a four-year, seven-hour day agreement with the Continental Bakeries,

which it described as the "first of its kind in the United States or

Canada." Still, major fights for union recognition continued against

Frye and Company Meat Packers, Golden Rule Bakery Company, William O.

McKay Automobile and ~ajestic Radio dealers, John Danz" Theatre COMPany,

Van De Kamp's Bakery, and the General Petroleum Company. And many

locals reported great increases in unemployment. By strenuous ef-

forts the SCLC and the WSFL managed to hold their own in the district.

The wsFi and the SCLC even added one new affiliate apiece. Membership

in the SCLC declined by only 0.98 per cent to 14,976, mostly concen-

trated in the M!ta1 Trades and Amusement Trades sections. The Misce1-

1aneous Trades and Building Trades sections actually gained a few

members. (Table No. 3)7

The lack of real organizational progress and the inability of

the conservatives to explain their failure contributed to a search

for scapegoats. A~a1n. the prime candidates were the Filipinos and

institutions yhich employed or aided them. In July 1930 theSCLC re-

fused to attend an Anti-Tuberculosis League meeting at the Seattle

Y\"CA because, despite the SCLC's protests, the YWCA had "discharged their

white girls (and were) employing Phi1ipinoes (sic) in their places."

The council continued to protest the ~~CA's position until September,

when the Y\-lCA finally decided to "dispense wi th the services of the

Fi1ipinoes.,,8

7WSFL Procs., (1930), pp. 12-13,21; Minutes, 8 Jan., 19 March,
11 June, 21 Aug., 3,10 Sept., 26 ~ov. 1930, Box 8, KCCLC Records; See
also: WSFL Procs., (1931), p. 10; Yearbook, (1930), pp. 20,49.

~t1nutes, 2,9 July, 17 Sept. 1930, Box 8, KCCLC Records;~
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Various SCLC locals. too. sought to use the Filipino "menace."

Cooks and Assistants Union Local No. 31. for example. complained that

the Filipinos were undercutting union wages. Only a few locals found

the Filipinos beneficial. One of these. Meat Cutters Union Local No.

81, thanked the Filipinos when it was "reported that the Philippinos

(sic) at Frye (and Company ~~olesale }~at Packers) lettuce ranee (sic)

near Monroe went on strike against the intolerable (sic) conditions

under which they were working." The WSFL. too, continued to press

the anti-Filipino issue. On 10 June. for example. WSFL President

Taylor" asked the Eagles state convention to endorse a resolution ex­

cluding Filipinos and all other "Orientals" from the United Stateso 9

For the first time the SCLC also joined an effort to ex-

elude ~Iexican laborers from the United States. In April the council

endorsed a bill pending before Congress to restrain Mexican immigra-

tion (HR 10343). The SCLC also took time out to listen to speeches

by E.P. Marsh and John T. Thorp. vice-president of the International

Association of }~chinists. Thorpe. who connected the worsening un-

employment situation with the influx of foreign workers. said that

the problem was

••• especially serious in the Southwestern States where thousands
of American Workers have been displaced by Hcxican Peons. (He
stressed) the importance of labor getting busy an (sic) see(inR)
to it that Congressmen (be) elected this Fall who favored legis­
lation restricting immigration of Mexicans and Filipinos.

The offici:tl minutes reported that Thorp's remarks were "well r~ceived"

by the SCLC.lO

9The Eagles responded by unanimously endorsing the WSFL position.
Ibid.

lOFor more on the SCLC anti-immigrant policies and its general
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In the fall the SCLC added a measure to its anti-immigration

prograJ:l at the behest of the Seamen's Union "protesting against ship

owners operating under the American flag, and receiving (a) heavy

postal subsidy (while) employing Chinese seamen on ships operating

between (the) Pacific Coast and Europeo ll

It was at this point, too, that the SCLC began to devote a

large part of its political effort towards the problem of unemploy-

mente In part this was because labor's preferred solutions--increased

government spending and public works construction projects--found

little favor with city officials. The mayor felt that the best way

to deal with their budget problems was to cut expenses. And in July

the city council went ahead with what the Technical Engineers Union

Local No. 17 termed the "mayor's so-called economy program." This

cons~sted of abolishing numerous city positions. It ignored the

Civil Service Commission's recommendations for re-classification of

sorne workers and abandoned the idea of allowing any wage increases

in 1930. The pro-labor councilmen protested in vaino 12

By November 1930 the unemployment problem in Seattle approached

a crisis. Interest in unemployment insurance became so intense that

the SCLC opened its hall for a debate between two University of

Washington students on the subject, a forum never before used for such

a debate. Following the debate the SCLC leadership began to or~anize

federal leBislative program, see: ~inutes, 9,16,23,30 April, 11 June,
22 Oct. 1930, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

llIbid.
l2Minutes, 30 July 1930, Box 8, KeCLe Records.
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public support for unemployment insurance. They made arrangements to

speak about unemployment on KO}IO radio and established a special com-

mittee on unemployment, funded jointly by the trade sections and the

council. Later, the SCLC endorsed the committee's recommendation that

the council "open up a place to take care of those who had no means

of subsistence." Such measures, although well intended, were inadequate

responses to the situation. At least, however, they indicated a

tentative groping for more effective solutions. By March 1931 even

these weak relief measures had collapsed for lack of funds. Labor'

attempted to obtain city funds for relief, but this proved impossible,

too, because of .the mayor's opposition and because of divisions within

the SCLC. The mayor's main efforts were devoted to budget cuttin~ and

avoiding responsibility for relief costs. At one point, for example,

he tried to force city employees to donate one day's pay for relief.

The SCLC's legislative committee protested, pointing out that unemploy-

ment was not labor's fault and drawing the mayor's attention to

President Hoover's statement to that effect. The committee recommended,

instead, that he appoint a committee to meet with an SCLC committee on

the issue. The whole council approved the committee's suggestion, but

some locals, including the Technical Engineers, believed the ~,yor's

proposal deserved a try. ~eanwhi1e AFL President Green peppered the

SCLC with requests for more information about local unemployment

problems and offered suggestions that they give the issue more pub1i-

city but otherwise provided no practical assistance.13

I3Creen's appeals and requests continued throughout 1931.
~inutes, 12,19,26 ~ov., 8,10 Dec. 1930, 7 Jan., 25 ~~rch, 8

July, 19 Aug., 9 Sept., 25 Nov. 1931, Box 8, KCCLe Records.
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In the Seattle municipal elections labor faced great difficul-

ties. The Teachers Union Local No. 200 canvassed the city, including

many "workers districts," and said they found that most of them had

low voter registrations (i.e., under forty per cent of those eligible)

while the non-worker districts were heavily registered (i.e., over

eighty-five per cent of those eligible). More than anything else weak

labor turn-outs led to the defeat of labor's school board slate. The

Yellow Dog Contract continued in force. Despite this, the pro-labor

candidates came quite close to winning. Under the pressure of eco-

nomic hardship, it seemed that a new progressive coalition was form­

ing. l4

By the time the WSFL convention met in Bellin~ham in June the

WSFL had begun to focus more clearly on the issues that would dominate

the Depression years: unemployment, relief, and orRanization. There

were no easy answers. And the issues of the past did not vanish over-

night. Political policy remained an important consideratio~ Indeed,

the WSFL's political influence grew considerably. Since 1928, at

least, the Republican conservatives in the legislature had been govern-

ing by obstructing most reform efforts. They had been supported by the v

governor's veto. As a result, they had succeeded in preventing any ef-

fectivc measures to deal with the economic problems facing the state,

but each year their task became more difficult. They '"ere, in effect,

gambling that the crisis would blow over as it had in 1921-1923. The

longer they resisted efforts to relieve hunger and unemployMent, the

l4For more on labor's role in the campai~, see: Minutes, 29
Jan., 26 Feb., 5,12 }larch, 2 April 1930, Box 8, KceLC Records;~
Proc~., (1930), pp. 46,65.
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"err.em m1trrrmt",,·_'"

Similarly, foreign workers still received much attention. Prior

to the beginning of its sessions the convention heard an address bj

A. Reddick, a fraternal delesate from the Eagles. Then, thanking the

WSFL for its support, he requested more strin~ent application of the

Immigration Act, saying:

We do not want the Japanese, Hindos (sic), }Iexicans and
Filipinos marrying our daur,hters, nor do we want the Filipinos
acting as chambermaids in our Y.W.C.A.'s of this country, when·
white men are not allowed in the lobbies.

He congratulated Senator Dill (also in attendance) for his progressive

works in the Senate and for his support of the Eagles Old Age Pension

bill. lie "regretted" Hartley's veto of the bill and promised to re-

introduce the measure at the next session of the legislature.

In his Ot~ speech Senator Dill dwelt on his efforts to obtain

an anti-injunction bill in Congress and received a "prolonged. enthusi-

astic reception" when he said that the "Federal Courts are the greatest

barricade against labor securing justice today in their handling of the

injunction law." He urged the lo1SFL to support conBressmen who favored

the exclusion of Filipinos and Mexican laborers, as a test for political

candidates in the fall, but did not make this the central point of his

attack. He seemed much more assured ~~hen he urged that labor re-endorse

the Eap,les Old Age Pension bill and the Granne's public power bill,

which were both on the fall ballot and promised to campaign actively

for them during the summer. 16

15WSFL Proes., (1930), pp. 25,40,42-44; Hinutes, 21 Jan., 15
June 1930, Box 60, WSFL Records.

16Ibid.
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Leadership of the convention was in the hands of Vice-

president Rowland Watson of the Seattle district, who presided in the

place of President Taylor, who had been stricken with pneumonia.

Watson disagreed with Taylor on few issues and the convention program

had largely been determined beforehand by the executive board. During

the convention no great challenge appeared to the board's authority.

For the third straight year the board was reelected in its entirety.

The WSFL's "old regiJQe" remained solidly in place. 17

The first real business of the convention was to approve

President Green's requests, that they endorse the work of the AFL.

pledge opposition to the Yellow Dog Contract, and inform the state's

congressional delegation where they stood on the AFL's current legis-

lative program. Although this was the first time that the AFL had

sought to mobilize political support in the states the WSFL was quick

to approve the entire package. The convention then proceeded to con-

sider a series of programs to relieve unemployment. The first measure

they considered called for adoption of the six hour day and the five

day week. Here a split developed on the resolutions committee. Nine

of the sixteen committee members favored a substitute resolution

which agreed to "stand united" for the principle of a shorter work

:'day and week to keep pace ,,,ith the increased productivity of machinery

and for increased wages to fight under-consumption. The majority

resolution further pledged to aid locals raise wages, reduce hours,

and end unemployment. It also committed the WSFL to support national

17lo1SFL Procs.. (1930). p. 32.
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and international unions in their organizational effortso The majority

plan, however, failed to acknowledge specific goals. such as the six

hour day or five day week. Clearly, a new split was developing. This

time the issue was over tactics. Both sides held the same ends in

;,
I

L ..

.'

common but disagreed over the means to those ends. After some argu-

ment the resolution passed in its watered-down and amended form. The

WSFL's most specific request asked Congress to make a survey of the

wives of federal e~loyees who also held government jobs and, if many

were found, to "relieve the situation" by securing their removal.1~

Among .the other important elements 0 f the AFL program, l-1hich the WSFL

endorsed, were ~ federal employees retireMent' bill and establishment

of a civil service court of appealso 19

Following this, the legislative committee endorsed and the

cC?nvention approved the executive board's efforts "in behalf of

Filipino expulsion" and urged "authorization of steps as appear

practical to cope with the influx of cheap Hexican labor" as a solu-

tion to the Ulemp10yoent problemso Hard times, apparently, were forc-

ing the labor moveaent to protect its members' jobs by forcing others

out of theirs. 20

18Ibid., (1930), pp. 48,52-53,59,63,67.
1900 its 0,",90 the l-lSFL also proposed a r.teasure to "conscript"

wealth to fight the Depression; several bills for Bremerton navy yard
workers; a bill reactivatinR the Columbia Basin irrigation project; a
bill which mquested the federal government to begin an immediate
public inproveMents program to provide employment; and a bill which
opposed chan~es in the consent decree (requested by the neat packers
to prevent union org~nization).

Ibid., (1930), PP. 48-50,52,65,67-68.

20Ibid., (1930), pp. 48,60.
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The WSFL also approved a series of resolutions supporting the

organizational efforts of various trades and combatting unemployment

within the state. The most important of these ",as approval of a

charter for a statewide Building Trade~ Council subordinate to the

WSFL. Its purpose was to or~anize un-or~anized building trades

workers outside of the major urban areas and to improve the coopera-

tion among the existin~ organizationso This was, in effect, a back-

handed recognition that the industrial unionists had been right all

along, but it did not alter the fact that each union remained indepen-

dent of the others, nor did it acknowledge that their independence

was an obstacle to trade union organization. 2l

Similarly. the convention also endorsed a program of state

legislation to relieve unemploymento This included bills giving

preference to resident contractors in state work, enforcing the prison

made goods act. and the Sunday merchandising act. To help the in-

dividual trade unions the convention approved a series of special

interest bills. These included measures changing the state miners

.code to improve safety and reduce their hours; to regulate engineers'

practices; to increase the salaries of county engineers; and to change

·the lien 'laws as they applied to property surveys, making it possible

."
for surveyors to collect over-due debts. In addition, the convention

approved reco~endations to establish a teachers. tenure system which

would protect school teachers from arbitrary dismissal; to provide

2lFor more on labor's orgnnizational program, see: Ibid.,
(1930), pp. 9;42,45-46,50,53,59-60,62-65,69; ~inutes, 30 April 1930,
Box 8, KeCLC Records.



538

one day off in eight for street carmen. and to establish a state

plumbing code. ~tost of these measures had been introduced before.

in one form or another. but had failed to ~ass.22

In the field of industrial insurance and safety the conven-

tion endorsed an important series of proposals. It supported legis-

lation to redraft the pure food and sanitary inspectio~ act. to

establish an elevator standards act. and to establish a medical-

dental clinic for school children. The most important of these pro-

posals. however. was a series of four measures amending the industrial

insurance act and a fifth measure which amended the firemen's pension
..

act. For the next five years these continued to be labor's priority

items. Beyond increasing awards and pensions these measures sought to

make the claims procedure easier and simpler. to regain for workmen

the right to compensation for injuries despite any pre-existing in-

juries which slowed healing (a proviso enacted by the 1929 legislative

session), and to extend coverage to culinary workers. In most respects

these proposals had prior executive board approva1. 23

Labor's most important immediate political objective in 1930

was passage of its direct legislation program in the fall elections.

In llSFL convention approved a prograo endorsing two of the initiatives

and two of the referenda amending the constitution. The main burden

of puttin~ this program into practice, however, fell on the executive

board. Following the convention, the board, on its own, endorsed yet

22WSFL Procs •• (1930), pp. 42;51-52,59,62,66-67.
23Ibid., (1930), pp. 40.51-52,63.66,69; Minutes, 21 Jan., 15

June 1930, Box 60, WSFL Records; ~inutes, 30 April, 7 ~ay 1930. Box
8. KCCLC Records.

=
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a third constitutional amendClent, in the belief that labor would "be

in a much better position if we could stand behind all five bills ap­

pearing on the ballot.,,24

The two initiatives also on th~ ballot, however, were far more

important to labor than the referenda. Despite a constitutional pro-

vision calling for re-apportionment of the legislature after every

census l~ashington's legislature had not been re-apportioned since

1901. The result was a considerable maldistribution of political

power in favor of rural conservative Republican districts. In 1929

labor had supported a re-apportionMent bill (SB 116) in the legisla-

ture. It had passed the Senate by a vote of "thirty to eleven g but had

failed to pass when it was delayed in the House Rules Committee, a

rural stronghold. Following the session, labor had joined in the ef-

fort to pass the measure by an initiative, but did not take the lead­

ing role, although it was prominent in the drafting of the measure. 25

All major groups in the WSFL responded favorably to the call

to support the reapportionment bill (Initiative 57). They played a

240 f the three 1lSFL-sponsored referenda, only one failed to
pass in November. For Dore on the campaign, see: HSFL Procs., (1930)·,
p. 7; (1931), pp. 5-6; Taylor to A. Johnston, 7 Oct. 1930, Box 38-3;
Johnston to Taylor, 13 ~ov. 1930, Box 10-60, llSFL Records; Minutes, 15
O~t. 1930, "Box 8, KceLC Records.

25The effort to get the initiative on the ballot in 1930 is a
story worth tellin~. After the initiative was drafted it was submitted
to the secretary of state for his approval. He, after approving it,
submitted it to the attorneY-Reneral for the latter's concurrence. The
attorney-~enera1, however, ruled that while the legislature had violated
the constitution this was not a question of initiative action. The re­
apportionment forces were thus forced to carry their appeal to the State
Supreme Court~ Finally. the court ruled in their f:ivor. Folloto1ing
thi!; the t-lSFL helped draft an even more comprehensive bill. By July
1930 the petitions were being circulated for a new Reapportionment
Initiative 57. The WSFL convention voted to endorse it and asked all
labor organizationR to support it.

WSFL Procs., (1930), p. 7.
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strong part in the campaign for its passa~e in November 1930. After

the voters approved Initiative 57. by a 6,000 vote majority. all the

supporters of the initiative (according to the WSFL) agreed that the

WSFL had been responsible for its passage. With passage of Initiative

57, the rural, conservative Republicans lost their iron grip on the

legislature. This opened the way for labor future success in getting

its leRislative proposals approved. 26

Even more important than the initiative for labor, however,

was the GranRe's public power bill (Initiative 1). Initiative 1 grew

out of all those attempts in the early and mid-1920's to enact a system

of publicly-ot~ed utilities. Initiative 1 allowed otherwise unincorpo-

'rated areas to organize public utility districts to build dams and to

generate, purchase, and distribute power. This caused some opposition

from Seattle and Tacoma City Light managers, who still hoped to create

a single statewide public power system which they could dominate. but

it had the advanta~e of minimizing rural opposition to public power. 27

Initiative 1 was the most controversial issue before the voters

'in 1930. It dominated the press. Four-fifths of the state's news-

papers and the private power forces opposed it. The political parties

and most candidates, however, simply tried to avoid taking public posi-
~

tions of it. The Democrats, for example, sacrificed it to their need

to support repeal of Prohibition. Of all the Democratic congressional

26 (Ibid., 1931), p. 5; Minutes, 30 April, 11 June 1930, Box 8,
KCCLC Records; Johnston to Taylor, 13 Nov. 1930, Box 10-60, WSFL
Records; Call, p. 29.

27WSFL Procs., (1929), p. 6; (1930), p. 7; Cole, pp. 233,239-242,
247-248; Johansen, pp. 520-521.
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candidates only C.C. Dill endorsed it wholeheartedly. Of the

Republican congressional candidates only Homer T. Bone and J.T.

McCutcheon endorsed it. Bone, who was close to Tacoma City Light

forces, led the fight for the bill.

The Grange and the WSFL h~d been pressinR for a public power

bill since the failure of the Bone bill in 1924. The Grange continu­

ally emphasized the growing importance and increasinR uses of electri­

city, complained about the monopoly control of private utilities, and

tried to educate the public about the weaknesses of private ownership.

But, in. the 1920's public faith in the nation's business leadership

was not conducive to such appeals. It took the Depression to shock

the public out of its letharp,y. Now, high rural power rates, increas­

ing usar,es of electricity, scandals in private power company manage­

ment, growing unemployment, lower incomes, and lower farm prices led

people to consider private utilities--and, indeed, all businessmen--in

a new, less favorable and awe-inspiring light. Public regulation,

ownership, and operation of utilities no longer seemed so evil, nor so

revolutionary. Above all, the new conditions made the WSFL and the

Grange willing to cooperate '~th one another to a degree unimaeinable

in the 1920'9.28

Also important l'1as the fact that Gran~e-USFL cooperatOion ex­

tended beyond the public power issue. On 29 August, following the

WSFL convention, the p.xccutive board met and formed itself into aO com­

mittee to work for the four direct legislation bills approved by the

convention and to decide on a non-partisan slate of primary candidates.
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In eastern Washington. where the Grange was strongest. the WSFL

agreed to cooperate with the Spokane CPPA organization to elect pro-

gressives on both the Republican and Democratic primaries. In

western l~ashington the WSFL retained more direct control of its en-

dorsements, choosing mainly progressive Republicans. It was for the

"people's power bill" more than for any candidate that the WSFL sent

its representatives into the field. It aroused a tremendous amount

of enthusiasm and very little opposition in the labor movement. Al-

though the SCLC did not endorse it. it opened its forum for an ex-

tensive debate on the subject and many individual locals supported

it. Meanwhile the Spokane Central Labor Council endorsed it. as did

Republican Senator George ~orris. the Nebraska progressive. In the

end the voters approved Initiative 1 by a vote of 152.487 to

130.901. This was not an overwhelming triumph and not tmti1 the

late 1930's were many public power districts created. It proved,

however. that the underlying political conditions. which had favored

private business and conservative political interests in the 1920's,

were eroding rapidly and presenting tremendous opportunities for pro­

gressives in both parties. 29

There were few real contests in the congressional races.

29By 1939 only four districts were producing and/or distributing
electricity. The narrow passage '.ras due to the fact that urban areas
with existinp, public utility systems--especia11y Seattle and Tacoma-­
tended to vote a~ainst it. The bill received majorities in twenty­
seven out of the state's thirty-nine counties, especially those domi­
nated by the private power companies.

Cole, pp. 249-251,329; l·lSFL Procs., (1930), pp. 53-54; (1931).
p. 5; Johnston to Taylor, 13 ~ov. 1930, Box 10-60. WSFL Records;
Minutes, 24 Sept., 29 Oct., 5 Nov. 1930, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Johansen,
pp. 513-526.
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Although the WSFL had good success with its endorsements the

Republicans managed to retain their mar~in in House seats and even

increased their percentage of the vote. In the state legislative .

races the results were similar. The Republicans retained their hold

on both houses. Many of the freshmen in both parties, however, held

marked progressive synpathies and a number of Spokane progressive

Republicans even tried to endorse their own candidate for speaker

when the Republican l~adership's candidate promised to support amend-

ments to the recently-passed reapportionment bill. Their effort failed

when a number of progressives refused to break with the Republican

leadership. The~r failure had serious consequences for labor's legis-

lative program, but paved the way for labor's ultimate political suc-

cess after 1932. 30

....

30Johansen, pp. 618,625; Cole, pp. 243-245,259; 'olSFt Procs.,
(1930), p. 5; Hinutes, 13 Aug., 8,22 Oct., 5 Nov. 1930, Box 8.
KCCLC Records; Johnston to Taylor, 12 Sept., 13 Nov. 1930, Box 10-60,
lolSFL Records.

For more on labor's role in leRislative, state, and local
races, see: Cole, pp. 251-252; HSFL Procs., (1930), p. 5; l-1inutes,
13 AUR., 3 Sept., 8,15,22,29 Oct. 1930, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Johnston
to Taylor, 13 Nov. 1930, Box 10-60; Taylor to Johnston, 18 Sept., 7
Oct. 1930, Box 38-3, USFL Records. .



PART FOUR:

The Depression.

1931 - 1935



Chapter 17:

The Great Depression:

Unemployment and the Search for Relief, 1931 .

The economic decline accelerated in 1931. Virtually every

index of economic act~vity dropped rapidly. In western WashinRton

the decline was especially severe. The volume of department store

sales fell by 22.64 per cent and postal receipts fell by 8.9 per

cent to $4,110,009. Xore importantly bank debits declined by 21.73

per cent to $2,813 million. Indexes of business activity in eastern

Washington and in the lower Columbia River regions also fell sharply.

Statewide sales of life insurance declined by 25.49 per cent to

$124.8 million and even gasoline sales declined 1.88 per cent to 260

million gallons.

Indexes of production tell the same story. Pacific Northwest

lumber production fell by 29.70 per cent to 5,310 million board feet,

the. lowest cut on record. Freight carloadings of logs and forest

products declined by 37.75 per cent to 356,000 cars and shipments of

all products declined by 18.58 per cent to 830,000 cars. Meanwhile

Washington State coal production fell by 19.74 per cent to 1,838

thousand tons, by far the lowest on record. Most dramatically, how­

ever, was the decline in the western Wa5hin~ton construction activity.

Largely due to the collapse of credit the value of building permits

issued in eleven western \~ashinp,ton cities fell by 66.03 per cent to
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a mere $13.2 million. l

As a result of these reductions in production and business

activity, labor suffered severe deprivation. While the labor force

grew 0.90 per cent to 670,000, total eMployment in lvashington State

fell by 8.89 per cent to 563,000. The overall rate of unemployment

increased by 129.31 per cent to 106,400, or 15.88 per cent of the total

labor force. (Table No.1) Total factory employment declined by

24.38 per cent to 113,600.2

The Depression, however, had a lesser impact on organized labor

than on the economy as a whole. Organized workers had some protection,

at least initially, from the waves of economic dislocation sweeping the

region. Although the gains made in 1930 were quickly wiped out, mem-

bership in the llSFL fell by only 7.83 per cent to 24.305. or 3.70 per

cent of the labor force, and the number of affiliates fell by only

2.5 per cent to 272. (Table ~o. 2) It could have been much worse.

~spite widespread wage reducti~ns. the WSFL could at least conp,ratu-

~ate i~self that it was protecting the jobs of its members. In ad-

dition those workers who retained their jobs benefitted in another

way, as deflation deepened. The Seattle consumer price index fell

by 8.74 per cent. Thus, employed workers saw the value of their pay­

checks increase. 3

ThiR overall impression must be tempered by the understanding

that particular localitieR endured conditions far worse than the state

l"Indexes of Business Activity," pp. 108-111; Johansen, pp.
501,626-628.

2
3Ibid•
Ibid; WSFL Procs •• (1931), p. 25.
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as a whole. The WSFL's annual district survey of labor conditions re-

vealed that, in certain areas, labor conditions were much worse than

the overall membership and affiliation st~tistics indicated. Only'in

the YakimA-l~alla Walla and in the new Bremerton district did organized

labor seem to be doinr, above-averap,e. In the former. labor's nrowth

depended on the "fair amount of buildine now going on" and, in the

latter, to activity at the Navy yard. 4

In the Seatt1e~King County district labor conditions deterio-

rated rapidly. Similarly, due to growing unemployment and the lack of

official relief programs, conditions among the unemployed deteriorated

rapidly. Large numbers of camps, containing thousands of homeless and

transient persons, sprang up on vacant land.

As the Depression deepened membership in trade unions still

cushioned "Torkers from its harshest effects. This tended to keep up

membership figures. Hembership in SCLC-affiliates declined by only

2.97 per cent to 14,587. (Table No.3) The decline was sharpest in

the Metal Trades Section. Despite the sharp drop in construction,

menbership in Building Trades Section locals actually increased

4For more on the Be1linBhan-Skagit Valley district, see: Ibid.,
(1931), pp. 14;

For more on the Spokane district, see: Ibid., pp. 12,14,68;
Minutes, 17 June 1931, Box 8, KeeLC Records.

For more on the Yakima-t-Ta11a Halla district, see: '''SFL Procs.,
(1931), pp. 14-15.

For more on the Grays Harbor-toli11appa Harbor district, see:
Ibid., p. 15; See also: Ibid., (1932), p. 14.

For More on the Pierce-Thurston-Kittitas County district, see:
Ibid., (1931), p. 15; (1932), p. 14; Minutes, 22 April 1931, Box 8,
KCCLC Records.

For more on the Island-Snohomish-Chelan County district, see:
WSFL ProeR., (1931), pp. 11-12,17•.

For more on the new Ki tsap-~-1ason-C1allam County dis trict, see:
Ibid., (1931), pp. 10,17.
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slightly. The Building Trades COuncil won a new three-year contract

with the Seattle contractors association at the old wage rate despite

the lack of construction activity. Bakers Union Local No. 9 and the

Bakery Salesmen's Union Local No. 227, .on the other hand, were still

locked in combat with the Golden Rule and Van De Kamp bakeries, the

Amusement Trades long strike against the John Danz Theaters continued,

Auto ~echanics Union Local No. 289 was still striking William O. :fcKay,

Meat Cutters Union Local ~o. 81 was still striking Frye and Company,

and Seattle Garment Workers Union Local No. 17 was still fighting a

lock-o'ut by the A. V. Love Dry Goods Company which resul ted when the

new owners refused to meet union demands. Rather than comply the

company locked out all its union employees. S

These conditions led the SCLC to place greater emphasis on

politics and propaganda than it had done in nearly a decade. The SCLC

began regular broadcasts of "labor's messa~e," over KOHO radio. Dur-

lng fall and winter the SCLC se~ aside one meeting per month for

speeches from members on these important topics and, in the municipal

elections the SCLC endorsed a full slate of city council candidates

and. a number of charter amendments. It also endorsed one of its own

.members, 'Councilman Robert Harlin, for mayor. Labor overcame stronR

SIbid., (1931), pp. 12,13,16,42-43,59; (1932), p. 15; Member­
ship and Per Capita Tax Records, 1931, Box II, KeCLC Records; For more
on Seattle labor conditions in 1931, see: Minutes, 14 Jan., 4 Feb.,
7 Oct. 1931, Box 8; Associated Industries of Seattle, H~Mbers Rulletin,
(5 March 1931), Box 7, KCCLC Records; George D. Early to Taylor, 11
April 1931, Box 1-26, WSFL Records; Yearbook, (193l), p. 24; WSFL
Procs., (1931), p. 12; (1932), pp. 14,16. ----

The best overall account of the early development of public
welfare and relief is: Bruce Dudley Blumell, "TIle Development of Public
Assistance in the State of Washinnton during the Great Depression,"
(Ph.D. Dissertation: University of llashington, 1973), pp. 1-60,428.
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opposition from Associated Industries, and Harlin became the first

labor-elected mayor of Seattle. A number of labor's candidates also

won seats on the city council. Despite this, the political balance

on the council remained against labor. 6

In the SCLC's own elections, in August, two new officers rose

to prominence. For the second year in a row, however~ the elections

were uncontested. Both of the new officers represented rapidly

growing Teamsters unions. 11i11iam McGuern, the SCLC's new president,

represented Bakery Salesmen's Union Local No. 227; Sam Gibboney, the

new vice-president, represented Laundry Drivers Union Local Mo. 566,

Dave Beck's old 'local. Both Men were prominent in Joint Council No.

28 and in their local unions. 7

In dealing with the unemployment crisis, however, labor was

nearly paralyzed. Its basic doctrines held that business was re-

sponsible for unemployment and should bear the burden of providing

relief. In consequence the SCLC refused to cooperate with various

groups, such as the Seattle Civil Service League, which might have

been able to force the city council to take effective action, but

whi~h disagreed with labor. Instead the SCLC created its own Civil

Service Trades section to compete with the 1easue for the loyalties of

~unicipal employees. Labor's isolation allowed the city government to

6For more on the Seattle municipal elections, see: ~inutes,
4,11,25 Feb., 4,11,25 :~rch, 8 April, 3 June 1931, Box 8; Associated
Industries ~~mber6 Bulletin, (5 }~rch 1931), Box 7, KCCLC Records.

7Minutes, 12 Aug. 1931, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Yearbook, (1935),
p. 25; Hashin1?ton State L.:lbor News, 31 Aug. 1934.
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think in terms of balancing the budget by cuttinp, jobs and salaries and

by raisinn taxes. At one point the SCLC refused to renew its subscrip­

tion to Labor A~e magazine. justifying its action by pointinR out that

lithe publication has been unfriendly to the American Federation of

Labor ..... Lacking an effective policy the SCLC failed to do anything

to stem the tide of unemployment. The first steps to relieve unemploy­

ment came from outside the mainstream of the labor movement. 8

The first initiatives to deal with the unemployment crisis came

from Hulet t~ells. a former socialist and ex-president of the SCLC. who

had ser~ed a term in federal prison for his anti-war activities during

World War I. lIe.and Carl Branin of the Seattle Labor College. an off­

shoot of A.J. ~uste's Brookwood Labor College. decided to organize the

unemployed to work for their own relief. In the summer of 1931 they

organized the Seattle Unemployed Citizen's League. Immediately, the

league became a popular success. By the end of 1931 it had 12,000

members. By the end of 1932 it had affiliated with other such organiza­

tions and had a statewide membership of 80,000. In the absence of of­

ficial relief programs and in view of the inadequate private and

church-related private programs the league provided a means whereby

the unemployed could help themselves. The league sought self-help,

relief, and employment for the unemployed. Later, when unemployment

grew even worse, it added a fourth objective: political action. It

was at this point that the league turned to the city for help. The

city council responded by voting $462.000 for the relief of Seattle's

able-bodied unemployed. This, in effect. transfOrMed the league into

8~linutes, 6,20 !1ay, 29 June, 11,18 Nov. 1931, Box 8. KCCLC
Records.
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an organ of the city ftovcrnment and its cOMmissaries became the city's

chief relief agency.q

~~ile the SCLC was letting the Unemployed Citizen's League

seize the political initiative the WSFL wrestled with its age-old

legislative problems. The 1931 session opened amid much gloom. since

the labor lobbyists saw little prospect of success. The WSFL merely

hoped to prevent a new assault on its position in the name of

economy in government. For example. the labor lobby decided not to

re-introduce its anti-injunction bill into the le~islature. The State

Supreme Court had just ruled that picketing within 100 feet of an un-

fair premises was constitutional and the WSFL did not want to re-open

the subject before "such a biased legislature."IO

Labor's discretion was probably wise. for the legislature did

attempt to gut the codest lahor program. The conservative Republicans.

especially those from rural areas. were alarmed at the passage of the

reapportionment bill at the 1930 elections and made it their chief

~arget. The Republican leadership introduced their own reapportion-

ment bill (1m 398). which would have nullified the intentions of

Initiative 57. When Governor Hartley vetoed the bill. on the advice

of his Attorney-General. the legislature passed a second reapportionment

9For more on the 1eap,ue, see: Bernstein. The Lean Years. pp.
416-418; Clark Kerr, "Productive Enterprizes of the Unemployed. 1931­
1938." (Ph.D. Dissertation: University of California. 1939). pp. 1188­
1268; Robert C. lIill, "Seel ttle' s Jobless Enter Pol! tics. II ~~at1on (29
June 1934), pp. 718-720; Georp,e R. LeiRhton, Five Cities, (Nel~ York:
Harpers. 1939), pp. 319-322; Tom Jones Parry, liThe Republic of the
Penniless," Atlantic, (Oct. 1932). pp. 449-457; Hulet ~1. Wells. "They
Organize in Seattle," Survey, 67 (15 March 1932). pp. 665-667.

l~~S~~ Prncs., (1931). p. 8.
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bill (IIJR 5) to he submitted as a constitutional amendment at the

November 1932 elections. JIJR 5 provided that no county, renard1ess of

the size of its population, should have more than twenty-one per cent

of the legislators in the ler,is1ature. Clearly, it was designed to

limit the political influence of the Seattle-Tacoma bloc of urban

voters and ensure agrarian control of the legislature indefinitely.ll

'-lhiIe Governor Hartley's veto of HR 398 was instrumental in

forcing the legislature to submit their reapportionment proposals to

the voters and thus, indirectly, helped the labor movement his other

vetoes had the opposite effect. As the Depression deepened public
-,

opinion moved in labor's direction. This forced the Republicans to

rely, increasingly, on Hartley's vetoes to defend the state budget

against all efforts to relieve unemp10yment. l2

By far the largest and most important parts of the lvSFL pro-

gram, however, never even passed the legislature. A large number died

in House conmittees. A number of important labor bills died in the

House Committee on Commerce and Hanufacturing, but other committees

also obstructed the labor prograo. The House Industrial Insurance

Committee, for example, delayed the vocational rehabilitation bill

11UJR 5 \o1aS defeated at the polls in November 1932.
Ibid., (1931), p. 5; Call, p. 29; Johnston to Taylor, 13 ~ov.

1930, Box 10-60; Legislative VotinK Records, 1931, Box 3-1, WSFL
Records.

I2Arnon~ the bills passed by the 1e~is1ature and supported by
labor ~o1hich failed due to Hartley's vetop.s ,yere: civil engineers' li­
censing bill (UB 114), the firemen's pension bill (5SB 15), the credit
union bill (Sa 73), the dental clinic for schools bill (SB 55), and
the Showalter school tax bill (SB 62). For more on Hartley's behavior
with reRard to public welfare and relief, see: Blu~e11, pp. 64-69.

\vSFL Procs., (1931), pp. 6-7; Le~is1ative Votinr. Records, 1931,
Box 3-1; C.\". Doyle to Taylor, 20 Jan. 1931, Box 9-20, \~5FL Records.

Ci
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(liB SO) so that it later died in the education committee and l1ashington

continued as one of only four states without such legislation. Similar-

1y. a bill giving the Department of Labor the right to collect bills

for wages for workin~ men and women (liB 59) "died a natural death in

the official p,r;tveyard, the Rules Committee." Other hills met the

same fate. Heanwhile the House Appropriations Committee killed

several labor bills. In fact, the House committees seemed to be tak-

ing turns gutting the labor program.

In the Senate the labor program met a similar fate. The Senate

Constitution Revision Committee killed the Child Labor Amendment (SJR

6) simply by failing to issue a report. Heanwhile, the Senate" Commit-

tee on Industrial Insurance killed the \ISFL's proposal to amend the

Workmen's Compensation Act (SB 96). Despite a strong labor effort in

its behalf economic conditions were so poor and opponents of the bill

proposed so many changes that no compromise could obtain majority sup-

port. Later, President Taylor reported that he was

•••willinR to do almost anything to bring about a better compensa­
tion act for the State of \~ashington; however. industrial condi­
tions are such at the present time that unless they chan~e previous
to next January we will very likely find ourselves in (a) rather

. hopeless position in trying to bring about any real advantap,eous
changes to the Industrial Act. 13

Three labor proposals passed the Senate. only to meet defeat

in the House. The redemption of delinquent property bill (SB 91),

which would have given owners two years to redee~ property confiscated

for non-payment of property taxes, passed the Senate, but died in the

l3For more on the fate of the WSFL's legislative pro~ram, see:
WSFL Proes., (1931), pp. 6-8; Le~islative Votin~ Records, 1931, Box 3-
1; Taylor to n. Su1p,rove, 18 June 1932, Box 38-5, wsn~ Records; Minutes,'
14 Jan. 1931, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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Rouse. Similarly, the Eagles old age pension bill (SB 29) passed the

Senate by a vote of twenty-nine to, ten. The House Rules COMmittee,

however, delayed consideration until the session waR nearly over.

Then it failed to pass as the result of a forty-six to forty-six tie

vote. 14

There is some evidence that these bills were pa~ms in a greater

game. The WSFL believed the House Rules Committee's actions were an

"evident attempt" to ,force the Senate to change its attitude on HB 17,

the administration's proposnl to allow the state Tax Commission. to ap-

point county tax commissioners. Labor strongly opposed HB 17, arguing

that it would centralize control of expenditures in the state govern-

mente Finally, the measure died in conference committee. The WSFL

counted this negative achiever.tent as one of its "successes" of the

s es,s ion .15

In addition, the WSFL helped to defeat three other measures,

iniMicable to its interests. These included Senator E.B. Palmer's

anti-picketing bill (SB 213), "which l-1ould make unions powerless in

controversies" according to the HSFL. Labor also played an important

pa~t in the defeat of the street railway re-financing bill (HB 245).

Labor complained that the bill "would give nine businessm~n complete

'control of the street car system." Finally, the lo1SFL also played a

role in the defeat of the individual incone tax bill (SB 29). Despite

their opposition to the bill, however, it was Governor Hartley's veto

l4'~SFL Procs., (1931), pp. 7-8; Call, p. 28; Legislative Voting
Records, 1931, Box 3-1, \vSFL Records; Hinutes, 4 Feb. 1931, Box 8.
KCCLC Records.

lSlbid.
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which actually killed it. 16

The only part of the l-lSFL proRram to pass unscathed through

the legislative meat grinder in 1931 was the technical engineers

lien bill (SB 78), which helped surveyors collect bills for wages due

them. 17

Following the session, President Taylor addressed the SCLC

and gave a

••• detailed account of his experiences with the recently ad­
journed unfriendly legislature. He stressed the fact that high­
way appropriations are the greatest menace to wholesome legisla­
tion and advocated takin~ (the) same out of politics. He further
reminded his hearers that more interest at election time would
mean less grief at legislature tiDe.

Later, he recommended to the WSFL convention that the WSFL leave the

operation and financing of its political program to the executive board,

which would work in close conjunction with the central labor councils

and their political welfare cOmMittees for the passage of a workmen's

compensation initiative. He saw no other way to break the conserva­

tive hold on the leeislature.l8

In their great necessity the WSFL and the SCLC began to draw

closer to one another. In July the WSFL ~oved its headquarters into

l6For mnre on the WSFL efforts to defeat anti-labor legislation,
see: h'SFL ProcR., (1931), pp. 8-9; Call, p. 28; LeRis1ative Voting
Records, 1931, Box 3-1, lo1SFL Records; ~'Iinutes, 4,25 Feb. 1931, Box 8,
KCCLC Records.

17WSFL ProcR., (1931), p. 6; Call, p. 22; Legislative Voting
Records, 1931, Box 3-1, HSFL Records.

18For ~ore on T~ylor's legislative recomnendations, see also:
HSFJ~ ProcR., (1931), pp. 9,67-68; ~tinutes. 25 ~iarch 1931, Box 8,
KCCLC Records; :'Iinutes, 31 ~·Iarch 1931, Box 60, WSFL Records.
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the SCLC's labor temple. At the sa~e time, however, the WSFL a11i-

ance with the Gran~e. which had helped to pass the public power bill,

came under renewed pressure. Neither organization saw the Depression

in the same light. As Taylor analyzed .it, in an article entitled

"Industrial and Economic Readjustoent." the Depression was caused by

under-conRumption resulting from the loss of foreign carkets. the un-

willingness of financial and industrial leaders to make the domestic

market prosper, labor~saving devices, and competition from American-

o\nled factories in Europe. Taylor said American businessmen compounded

their errors by opposing tariffs on imports from their European facto-

ries, thereby increasing American unemployment and limiting purchasing

power. }Iuch of his analysis is sheer demogo;suel"y. but it contained

the germ of truth. 19

The Grange, on the other hand, blaced everything on dle high

cost of ~overnment. Farmers had long felt that they bore the brunt

of taxation due to the recressive property tax system. l~en the

~epression cut agricultural incomes they sour,ht to relieve their

burdens by forcing government employees to accept wa~e cuts. The

Spokane Ponona Grange, for example. passed a resolution which demanded

that county employees accept a Renera1 war,e cut. This created an un-

'''brid~eable gap with labor '''hich was committed to the use of government

to maintain ,,,aRes. Although state GranBc Secretary Fred Chamberlain

urged dele~ates to the \lSFL convention to support the Granp,e's tax

19Yenrbook, (1931), p. 3; ~·1SFL Procs., (1931), pp. 52,59-61,63,
65.

For nore on the \~SFL-SCLC reconciliation, see also: '-1SFL
Procs., (1932), pp. 11,13,66; ~linutes, 8 July, 11 :~ov. 1931, n;;('8.
KCCLC Records. ,
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limitation proposals. the basis for a renewal of the coalition did not

exist. The convention voted to condemn the Grange for its wage cut

proposals and called on public officials to ignore these requests. A

further resolution to sever all WSFL t~es to the Grange was referred

to the executive board. Never had the Grange so outraged the labor

movement. The Spokane Central Labor Council. for example. protested

that:

Labor has always supported farmers without question; the
President of the lroited States has taken a stand against wa~e

cuts; such a cut in purchasing power would hurt both farmers
and manufacturers.

The WSFL-Gran~e alliance remained barely alive. It would not take

much to kill it. At the same time the convention endorsed the

ColumbIa Basin Irrigation Project to "help the unemployment situation"

and "provide land" with \-7ater. 20

The USFL then proceeded to outline its state and federal leg-

islative prograr.ts in light of its defeats in the recently-adjourned

session. The latter was predicated upon the cooperation of the AFL

convention later in the fall. The state program consisted primarily

of efforts to cut the hours and raise the wages of state employees

and the mine workers who were suffering terribly fron unemployment.

20In addition Chamberlain called on the l.JSFL to help organize
an initiative cacpai~ to enact a non-partisan Road Commission.

Besides rejecting the Grange's wage cut.proposals. the WSFL
convention also SU~Rested other means of pro?ping up purchasin~ power.
The dele~ates went on record in opposition to wage and price cuts in
other industries and condemned them as unpatriotic. It approved reso­
lutions opposing the use of new products such ~s "Frosted and Semi­
Frosted ~teats" and "~techanized !'!us ic" for cut tine the number of avail­
able jobs. It further requested changes in. government policies to
help kaep up war,e rates.

Ibid; For more on the convention's educational and or~aniza­

tional activities. see: '.JSFL ProcR., (1931), I'P. 60-61.64-71.
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It also included efforts to help enforce the state laws by paying for

litigation, to limit the size of "Auto Trucks, II to amend the la'-1 re-

garding the sale of tax delinquent properties. to prevent the inter-

state shipment of convict-made goods, and to amend the state barber's

code. It also resolved to oppose an anti-labor city manager plan

initiated in Seattle and called on Governor Hartley to release the

Centralia prisoners. These proposals differed only in detail from

those proposed again.at:'d again br the '''SFL.21

The most important aspect of the YSFL's state program were

proposals to amend the. tolorkmen' s Compen~ation Act. Besides increased

awards the WSFL·cal1ed, once again, for inc1u3~on of culinary workers

under provisions of the act. The t-1SFL also called for extension of

medical aid to culinary workers and arBued that. with the introduction

of new electrical machinery, the pace of work in eotnl!lercial kitchens had

accellerated resulting in an increase of accidents and the need for

further coverage. 22

There were three main aspects to the WSFL's federal legislative

proRram. To relieve the uneMployment crisis, the tlSFL convention urged

President Hoover to call a special session of Congress to appropriate

at least $5 billion for public works at existing '-1agc scales. It also

endorsed William Randolph Hearst's $5 billion public works relief pro-

gram. The prograM should "be made available by the issuance of emer-

gency credit notes by the United States Treasury Dep3rtrnent. which shall

be retired by a tax on wealth--on those best able to pay." In other

words the t"'SFL sour-ht to spend the United States out of the Depression

2lIbid., pp. 10-11,59-60,63-66,67,69.
22 Ibid., pp. 62,68-69.
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and redistribute incomes at the same time. 23

The second element of the WSFL's federal program, carrying over

from years past. was immip,ration restriction. The WSFL co~plained·that

the federal government had passed no n~w legislation to "restrict or

exclude immigration" and since the AFL had begun agitating for Filipino

Independence. the Philippines had eased their own agitation for inde-

pendence. The convention, therefore, adopted resolutions reiterating

their stand against Filipino immigration and in favor of independence

for the Philippine Islands. In addition, they approved a number of

Seamen's bills. including those introduced by Senator LaFollette on

behalf of the International Seamen's Union. AII·of these measures

were, in one way or another. designed to keep out non-mlite immi­

grants. 24

The final element of the WSFL's federal program was a resolu-

tion endorsing repeal of the Prohibition Amendment. The WSFL argued

that this was necessary in order to reduce crime, graft, and lawless­

ness. 2S

TIlen , for ~e third year in a row, the convention reelected

its. entire executive board without alteration. The only close elec-

tion came in the Everett district vice-presidency where the conserva­
&

tive Henry Arends was tied in the first vote and survived only after

23Ibid., pp. 59,61-62,70.
For more on the WSFL's federal 1e~is1ative recommendations.

see also: Ibid., pp. 9-10,61,69-71; ~Iinutes, 11 Feb. 1931, Box 8,
KCCLC Records.

24For more on the anti-immigrant and Seamen's bills, see: WSFL
Procs., (1931), pp. 10,67.69; ~1inutes, 18 Feb. 1931, Box 8, KCCLC
Records.

25WSFL Procs., (1931), p. 65.
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a special ele~tion.26

The WSFL delegation played a prominent role at the AFL's 1931

convention in V~ncouver, B.C. The WSFL's resolutions on oriental ex-

clusion and Philippine independence now passed easily. The WSFL dele-

gation also helped to pass a resolution urgine the federal ~overnment

to purchase only ~nited States-made goods. The AFL also approved the

Columbia River Irrigation Project, despite some opposition. Similarly,

the AFL approved a resolution calling on Con8ress to adopt the Repeal

Amendment. 27

-Up until this point, the AFL convention was all sweetness and

liRht. Beneath ~he surface; however, tensions mounted which, within

five years would lead to the rupture of the AFL. The conflict was a

continuation of the divisions which h~d hobbled hoth the AFL and the
.

WS~ since their earliest days. Arguments over unemployment insur-

ance and organizational reform struck at the basic nature of the AFL.

They would have required the AFt to impose unconstitutional conditions

upon its international unions. They also involved requirulg the AFL

to violate its basic understanding of thp- nature of the relationship

bet.\o1een labor and the state.

The unemployment insurance issue split the AFL into those who

·~avored cOMpulsory eovernment-funded unemployment insurance and those

who favored continu~tion of the AFL's traditional stand in favor of the

"voluntaristic principle. 1I Hany times in the past decade the anti-

voluntarists had introduced compulsorJ insurance me:lsures only to see

2627Ibid., pp. 32,37; (1932), p. 12.
Ibid., p. 5; !tinutes, 9 Sept. 1931, Box 8, KeCLC Records.
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them defeated by larRe margins. On one side were members of unions

which 'otere strong enough to provide insur:tnce to their own members,

or which lo1ere well-enough or~;tnized that they could force their e~

ployers to provide the insurance. On the other side 'o1ere the members

of weaker unions, which needed government support hac~use they and

their employers were too we~k to do so on their own. By the very

nature of the labor Movement the stronRest support for the voluntar-

fsts carne frorn the stronRest unions--the conservative craft unions--

and the stron~est support for the compulsory insurance schemes came

from the weakest unions--thc industrial unions in the largely un-

organized mass production industries. The conflict cace out into the

open when James Duncan, a dele~ate from the SCLC, introduced a motion

calling for a government system of unemployment insurance. l~e have,

he said,

••• brains enou~h in our Executive Council to work· out a system
of unemployment insurance that will thorou~hly safeguard the
working people of the United States.

The proposal was defeated by a two-to-one Margin, alon~ basically in-

dustrial versus craft union lines. The AFL's executive council, domi-

nated by the voluntarists, vigorously opposed Duncan's proposal and

restated their opposition to any government-sponsored or controlled

system of unemployoent compensation on the grounds that it would

jeopardize the independence of the labor movement. They also charged

that Duncan had failed to provide adequate det:tils for the plan. De-

spite its failure the compulsory plan succeeded in galvanizinr. the

industrial union forces. And, as the Depression deepened, they picked

up support in unexpected places. ~fnny unions on the verge of
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destruction from unemployment lost their fear of compulsory insurance.

Indeed, Irvinp, Bernstein concludes that the Depression broke the "back

of voluntarisn." By July 1932 the AFL's executive board was to accept

the need for cODpulsory unemployment i~surance.28

The second crucial issue, industrial versus craft unionism,

was closely related to the first. It came to a head when the presi-

dent of the Federal Employees Union introduced a motion calling on

the convention m e~dorse a bill to increase the number of classifica-

tions of government work each of which had a different pay scale. He

further proposed to give the Federal Employees Union jurisdiction over

these work~rs. The problem was that many of these civil service e~

ployees were already organized in some twenty-six organizations of

skilled mechanics which objected to losing their members. nley also

disagreed about the need to increase the nUMber of job classifications.

The old, well-established, skilled trades unions he:td bi!en fighting for

twenty-five years to reduce the number of job classifications from

five to three and they refused to concede their point to the smaller,

weaker Federal Employees Union. The AFL did 1n<"\ke an unsuccessful ef-

for.t to resolve the conflict. It agreed to assist the Federal Employees

Union in- drafting and ur~ing passage of A bill satisfactory to them.

On the other hand, it voted to exempt those unions, primarily in the

Hetal Trades Department, ,.,hich refused to be included in the bill. 29

The AFL failed to resolve the central issue. No one could see

a way to organize the un-orp,anized without cutting across existinB

organizational lines. At the same time no one could see a way to

28Bernstein, pp. 348-351.
29WSFL Procs., (1931), pp. 12-13.
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convince the industrial unionists not to demand these chanRes. In the

wake of the AFL's decision the Federal Employees Union's executive

board met and voted not to comply with the convention's decision if

it meant that they could not organize metal trades workers employed by

the federal government. It decided to place the whole issue before

the rank and file membership with a recommendation that the intema-

tional should withdraw from the AFL. Later, although two of the union's

smaller Washington State affiliates voted against secession, the na-

tional membership approved withdrawal. By December 1931 the Federal

Employees Union had left the AFL. This, in microcosm, reveals the

basic contradict~on in the AFL--it had become a union of the already

organized, without the will to organize the unor~anized.30

Shortly before the AFL convention the SCLC enlorsed the WSFL-

AFL stand on repeal of prohibition. It did so despite its reputation

as a pro-prohibition stron~10ld on the grounds that it would create

jobs. But although it voted to support the AFL resolution, it refused

to help register voters in the effort to repeal the amendment. At

the same time, the unemploy~ent situation was growing worse and worse.

Union after union reported a growing number of unemployed members. As

the situation deteriorated a new wave of demands for action arose.

The SCLC responded by endorsing the WSFL's demands for more public

works. The SCLC endorsed a call from the ~lilwaukee Central Labor

Council demanding that the federal government appropriate $5 billion

for unemployment relief. Similarly, when AFL organizer C.O. "Dad"

Young addressed the council and:

30 )Ibid., (1933 , p. 13.
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In viewing the present inexcusable condition (he charged) the
financial interests with responsibility and advocated that LucIe
Sam start his printing presses and put sufficient paper money in
circulation to force the bankers to loosen up. Delegates endorsed
this sentiment with hearty applause.

But, when W.D. ~fcMahont president of the Street Carmen's International

Union, addressed the SCLC.

He deplored the indifference of so many workers in the matter
of organization and reviewed conditions throughout the nation.
He recalled that the protest and message of labor used to be sent
out from Seattle and heralded throu~hout the whole nation and de­
plored that now, in the midst of this great cirisis (sic), Seattle
remains silent. Yigorous applause greeted his statements.

Indeed, the SCLC could do 'little. When the city council voted to pay

relief workers wages lower than the tiregular scale paid by the city,"

the SCLC protested. It also asked the AFL to support President Hoover's

Committee on Unemployment Relief. ~either of these actions induced the
/'

government to take effective action, but it is not clear that the SCLC

recognized the inadequacy of their actions. The SCLC did, however,

endorse the sentiments of those who called upon them to take stronger

actions to combat unemployment. Council President William HcGuern,

for example, appointed a co~ittee to organize an unemployment mass

meeting for 13 October 1931. AFL President William Green and Mayor

Robert Harlin accepted invitations to address the rally. Later, the

committee reported tbat the meeting had been a "decided success and

most profitable to the labor movement" because it aroused public con-

cern. but it resulted in no concrete achievements.

By the end of the year the SCLC was in deep trouble. More

than anything else it was this which impelled it to take effective

action to end its conflicts with other workers' organizations. In

turn, it was this which, finally, produced the first tentative

>~~,.--------------------------------------------
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governmental responses to crisis. In Novemb~r the SCLC recognized

the debilitatin~ effects of its jurisdictional disputes with the

Civil Service Lea8ue and removed that organization from its unfair

list. This was undouhtedly one of the principal reasons for the

city council's sudden change of heart on the relief pay scale issue.

Encouraged by ~~yor Harlin the council changed its position and voted

seven to two to pay its relief workers $4.25 per day, the prevailing

wage. At the same time the SCLC endorsed a motion to hold an un-

employment joint session with the mayor, city council, and the county

commissioners, "for the purpose of devising ways an~ means of coping
-.

with the present emergency...... At least it seemed as though the

/

various responsible bodies were finally coming to grips with the

problem. To what extent they succeeded will shortly become apparent. 31

31~inutes, 9,16,23,30 Sept., 7,14,21,28 Oct., 4,11,18 Nov.,
30 Dec. 1931, 6 Jan. 1932, Box 8, KCCLC Records.



Chapter 18:

The Democratic Alternative:

Labor and the Roosevelt Coalition, 1932

In 1932 labor suffered under even more powerfully adverse

economic forces. All indexes of business, trade, production, and

consumption fell even more sharply than in 1931. In the Inland

Empire the index of business activity fell by 18.17 per cent. The

-number of lines of Spokane newspaper advertizing fell by 24.74 per

cent to 13.7 million. Gross postal receipts in four major eastern

Washington cities fell by 10.12 per cent to $1,207 thousand. Bank

debits fell by 32.96 per cent to $464 million. Department store sales

in the region declined by 20.89 per cent. This decline was due, pri-

marily, to the collapse of agricultural production. Pacific Uorthyest

frei~ht carloadings of grain fell by 24.92 per cent to 40,200. Freight

car10adings of fruit fell by 6.19 per cent to 49,900. Only freight

carloadinr,s of livestock, which increased by a surprisin~ 54.97 per

cent to 20,000, enlivened the gloom. l

In the Lower Columbia region, including northern Oregon and

south,,,estern Hashineton, the story of economic contraction was the

same. More i~portant1y for Washin~ton labor, conditions in the Puget

Sound area also deteriorated. LUMber production west of the Cascades

fell by 41.36 per cent to 3,114 million board feet and coal production

l"Indexes of Business Activity," pp. 108-111.
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fell by 12.67 per cent to ~605 thousand tons, the lowest levels re-

corded. Production of electric en~rgy in Seattle and Tacoma, fell by

10.35 per cent to 1,063 million kilowatt hours. The value of build-

ing permits in eleven western !Jashington cities fell by 58.33 per cent

to $5.5 million, down from $45 million in 1928. Similarly indexes of

consumer activity declined. Bank debits declined by 33.40 per cent

to $1,874 million, newsp3per advertizin8 in Seattle and Taco~a contracted

by 34.52 per cent, an~ department store sales declined by 34.14 per cent.

Gross postal receipts fell by 7.77 per cent to $3,791 thousand. State-

wide indexes of consumer demand behaved likewise. G~soline sales fell

by 5.05 pe~ cent to 247 oiliion Rallons and sales of life insurance

declined by 21.11 per cent to $96.1 million.

this record of economic dcspairo 2

\Nothing had ever equalled

The impact on the state's labor force was necessarily severe.

Total factory emplo:nnent in t~ashington fell by 26.66 per cent to 63,400,.
\

The value added by manuf3cturing and the total number of production

workers in the state also fell by similar percentages. ~anwhile,

total employment fell by 10.12 per cent to 506,000. Because of the

fact that the labor force (1. e., those willing and able to '-lork had

jobs been available) cont1nup.d to increase inexorably, uneMployment in-

~reased by 58.64 per cent to 168,800, or a full 25 per cent of the

labor force. (Table ~o. 1) As a result total annual income 1n the

state declined 24.70 per cent to $601 million. Ref1ectin~ this loss

of purchasing power the Seattle consumer price index fell by 9.11 per

cent. 3

2Ibid.
3Ibid; Johansen, pp. 626-628.
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The effect of these conditions on the labor movement was

dev::tstatin~. ~!embership in the '~S,FL practically melted a'o1ay. The

nunber of paid-up members declined by 22.7 per cent, to 19,172, or'

2.34 per cent of the total ·labor force, the smallest percentage

since 1916. }~anwhile the WSFL suffered a net loss in the number of

its affiliates of 9.92 per cent to 245, the lowest since 1924-1925.

This was primarily due to a drastic rise in the number of suspen­

sions for non-payment of per capita taxes. (Table No. 2)4

In its annual survey of its vice-presidental districts the

WSFL exposed the full extent of the crisis. In most districts un-

employment,was a sta~gerin8 problem.
./

Many locals were forced to ac-

cept wage cuts or part-time work. Only in the Spokane and Bremerton

districts were any signs of progress noted. Even here there was much

bad news to report. Though a few individual locals reported success

in strikes or other controversies the overall picture remained very

gloomy. Everywhere, the suffering was acute. S

Of all the WSFL's districts none suffered more from the

Depression than the King County district. SCLC officials reported

that labor conditions were "very bad," but this understated the

4 '
lolSFL Procs' t (1932), p. 29.

SFor more on the Bellingham-Skaeit Valley district, see: Ibid.,
pp. 18-19.

For more on the Yakima-Walla Walla district, see: Ibid., p.
20.

For more on the Wi11appa Harbor-Grays Harbor County district,
see: Ibid., p~ 20.

For more on the Pierce-Thurstan-Kittitas County district, see:
Ibid., pp. 13-14,20-21.

For more on the Isl~nd-Snohomish-ChelanCounty district, see:
Ibid., (1928), p. 37; (1932), pp. 21-22.

For more on the Kitsap-~'l~son-C1a11amCounty district t see:
Ibid., p. 22.
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problem. Hore than 60.000 destitute people were livin~ from hand-to-

mouth tJith "barely enough to live, on." survivin~ on relief and bread­

lines. By' 1932 membership in trade unions was no 10n~er a sure pro-

tection a~ainst the ravages of the Depression. }fembership in SCLC af-

filiates fell by 18.95 per cent to 11.874, the lowest level since

1923. (Table No.3) Hembership in most trade sections contracted

sharply. ~embership in the ~Ietal Trades Section fell from !307 to

499. membership in the Hiscellaneous Trades Section fell from 5,987 to

4,982, and membership in the Building Trades Section fell from 3.737

to 2,349. Both the Printing and l\musernent Traftes sectio~s also lost

membership! Only the ~~ritiMe Trades and Provision Trades sections

gained members. The total number of SCLC affiliates fell by 9.57 per

cent to 85. Only 23.52 per cent of the survivors were not affiliated

with the lo1SFL. 6

Economic conditions forced the trade unions to accept many

cuts in wa~es and conditions. After a seven month period of negotia-

~ions amid massive unernployt1lent, the building trades council accepted

a 10-20 per cent wage cut in all trades. The SCLC continued to lead

str.ikes aRainst the Uilliarn O. HcKay Automobile and Radio dealerships,

the John nanz Theatre COMpany and the Van De Kamp Bakery and Golden

'Rule Bakery companies and added a number of firos to its unfair list,

includinp. Joe ~!cDermott's Barber Shop. the Georgetown and Collins

Undertakin~ Parlors, and J. Parrad's Fashion Bootery. The Garment

110rkers reported that their strike aBainst the A.V. Love Co~pany had

6Ibid., p. 29; Nemhership and Per Capita Tax Records. 1932,
Box 11, KCCLC Records.
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forced the company into bankruptcy. These new efforts, however, were

not on the scale of the council's previous strup,gles. The Depression

had sapped the SCLC's stren~th.7

In the SCLC elections most of the officers were reelected,

without opposition. James Duncan, however, was defeated for ree1ec-

tion as reading clerk by a mar3in of better than two to one. It is

tempting to speculate that his actions in favor of prohibition at the

1931 AFL convention were responsib1e. S

Meanwhile, the inability to deal with the unemployment situa-

tion -forced many locals to rely upon traditional a~ti-oriental senti­

ment. Seattle'Cooks and Assistants Union Local~No. 33, for example,

introduced a resolution in the SCLC to send a notice to all employers:

••• protesting against the employnent of Orientals in place of
lfuite people, who are walking the streets hungry. This situa­
tion is destroying American ideals and standards of living and
threatening the moral status of our young people.

The resolution also requested that union members patronize Hay Horal,

who planned to open up "the old Herry-Go-Round" restaurant with "all

White help, and 100% union. ,,9

In the 1932 municipal elections the SCLC endorsed Mayor Harlin,

City Councilr.Jan David Levine, and School Board Hember John B. Shorett

and Judge Austin E. Griffiths. The SCLC made the most intense examina-

tion of each candidate. Each was required to give their positions on

7"lSFL Procs., (1932). rp. 16,21,29; ~tinutes, 27 Jan., 6,27
April, 5 ~1ay, 15 June, 3 Aug., 14 Sept., 22 Oct., 2 Nov., 7,14 Dec.
1932, Box 8, KCCLC Records; ~iinutes of the Seattle Buildin~ Trades
Council, 15 April 1932, Box 1-26, WSFL Records.

~finutes. 17 Aur,. 1932, Box 8, KeCLe Records.
!'tinutes, 18 ~fay 1932, Box 8, KCCLe Records.
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the city's relief responsibilities, their remedies for the unemployment

crisis, and on the five day work week for city employees. Had the SCLC

taken these pains a year or two earlier it miRht have achieved great

success. By 1932, however; the initia~ive had passed to others. The

Unemployed Citizen's League, facin~ the collapse of municipal and pri-

vate relief efforts, yas running its o~m slate of candidates, headed

by John F. Dore. At this time the 1eaBue represented approximately

one-third of the eligible voters. Dore, who cRcpaigned on a platform

which advocated taking the huge fortlUles away "from those who stole

them from the American.workers," won the largest plurality in the

city's his~ory and labor lost its first mayor in-history. David

Levine and the other labor candidates, however, mana~ed to retain

their seats on the city council and school board. lO

The sting of labor's defeat did not last very long for. i~

mediately upon taking office, Dore moved to ~ain the support of the

trade unions by assuming a less radical posture. One of his first

steps was to take the relief machinery away from the Unemployed Citi-

zens League. He even thre~tened to use machine guns against unruly

demonstrators. Bitterly disappointed the jobless began calling him

"revolvinR" Dore. Dore's betrayal led the leaRue to seek co-

operation with the SCLC. On 11 Hay a committee from the

league met with a similar SCLC committee in an effort to develop

a joint relief prograT':\ in hopes of forcing Dore to take a.:tion. After

10Hinutes, 6 Jan., 10,17,24 Feb., 2 ~~rch 1932, Box 8, KCCLe
Records; C. \01• .Doyle to SCLC ~feI!lb~rs, 29 Feb. 1932, Box 9-20, lo1SFL
Records; ~SFL Proes., (1932), p. 21; Bernstein, The Lean Years, pp.
416-418.
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hard neRotiating the two committees rnanap,ed to agree on a relatively

moderate multi-point program of local. state. and federal action to aid

the unernpl~yed in the present crisis. 11

.
Shortly thereafter. on 30 ~my 1932. the 1eaeue met in Tacoma.

with representatives of similar leap,ues around the state. They formed

the United Producers League of ~ashington and called upon farmers to

join them. Rut Dore's betrayal hurt the movement and the mi1d1y-

worded joint program with the SCLC failed to satisfy the demands of

many radicals in the league. The league was especially discouraged

when. °in the summer of ~932. Dore began cuttin~ city employees' wages

by 10-25 per cent. The result was that. by the~inter of 1932-1933.

both the SUCL and the UPLW were declining in membership. Their self-

help efforts and political action had both proved fruitless. t~ile

lIThe joint SCLC-SUCL progran called upon the city to provide
two days work per week for all those able to work, at $4.50 per eiRht
hour day for comeon labor and the "30ing rate" for skilled labor. It
also asked the city to survey and list necessary projects in order of
their "value to the cOr:tr.lunity." to establish priorities. Further, they
called upon the council to grant all public e~loyees the six hour day
and the five day week.

The joint program also called for legislative action. It
called for the state to tax e~loyers for every hour over six hours per
day. their employees 'Jorked. with the proceeds to go to the unemployed.
In addition. it called for a special session of the legislature to meet
with state's "obli~ations" to the unemployed. to en:lct public improve­
ments. the Cascade Tunnel project. and ratify the Child Labor Amendment.
It also demanded that the lep,islature grant state employees the six
hour day and five day week at "just cOMpensation" and tax employers ,,,Tho
worked their er.1ployees longer. In addition. it called on the legisla­
ture to approve unemployment insurance. old age insurance (pending es­
tablishment of a federal program). and a state income t~x on the federal
model.

The joint pro~ram &sO called on the federal ~overnment to ap­
prove a national prop,ran devoted to these ends.

~SFL Procs., (1932). p. 68; Minutes, 13 April, 11 }my, 9 June
1932, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Unemployment ProRra~, 12 }my 1932, Box 9-21,
tlSFL Records; nu~iness Ueek, (4 :-Iay 1932); Arthur A. Hillman, "The Un­
employed Citizens League of Seattle," (Senttle: University of WashinR­
ton Press, 1934) (Its: Publication~ in the Soci.al Sciences, Vol. 5, No.
3. pp. 181-270).
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relicf had become a public obligation under Dorc's administration no

city employment programs had emerRed. In February 1933 the communists

took control of the league and it became irrelevant to Seattle's

problems. 12

By early 1932 one thing was very clear politically. If the

Democratic Party's legendary intramural factionalism did not destroy

it, the party's nOMinee would win the presidency. The 1eadin~ presi-

dential candidates, Governor Franklin D. Roosevelt of New York and his

predecessor, A1 Seith, both had their adherents in Washington State.

Roosevelt, however, had cuch more stren~th in WashinRton State than the
- .

"wet, II urban, Irish-Catholic SMith. As early as ~f.arch 1931 Senator

.Di11 and the eastern ~-1ashinflton progressives, to1ho had supported

Roosevelt's stand in favor of public power, had offered him their

support. Even Steve Chadwick, the leader of the economically conserva-

tive Smith faction in western l-1ashin3ton, looked favorably on

Roosevelt's candidacy since they felt that he was much ~ore likely to

win. In particular, they liked his call for a constitutional convention

to repeal prohibition. 13

Soon the Roosevelt campaign gained even more momentum. Scott

Bu11itt and Lewis Schwe11enbach, the two MSSt popular Democrats in the
."

. state, united behind Roosevelt's candidacy. The main issue in the

12Berngtein, pp. 416-1.18; ~!inutes, 22,29 June, 6 July, 3 Aug.
1932, Box 8, KCCLC ~ecords; H~FL Procs., (1932), pp. 21,71; "Unemploy­
ment Captures the Political Stage: Unemployed Citizens' Lca~ue Takes
Over Politics," Business ileek, (I. ~.!a.y 1932), p. 4; Earl H. Shirnrnons,
"Revolt in the Far North\·!egt," r::ttion. 135 (9 ~ov. 1932) t pp. 452-453.

13For more on the support of the najor Democratic candidates,
see: Cole, pp. 263-266.
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carnpair,n, public power, tended to activate Roosevelt's supporters.

Throughout the summer of 1931 the Roosevelt forces organized. They

encouraced the formation of Democratic Party Clubs and tried to ob~

tain the a1ler,iance of county and stat~ convention delegates. James

Farley, Roosevelt's campaign manager, ca~e to Seattle to develop

local contacts and help in the organizing effort. As this process

r
continued it became more and more obvious to the economic conserva-

tives in the party that the Roosevelt coalition was goin~ to be

"top-heavy" with "irregular Democrats" (i.e., people who had voted

for LaFollette in 1924, or Hoover in 1928, or both) who favored

repeal of prohibition and liberal economic policies. Although they

became increasin~ly disenchanted as the party was organized by their

political enemies, the party re~ulars were increasingly irrelevant. 14

When, on 10 January, the De~ocratic State Central Comoittee

met in Seattle to plan an early state convention representatives from

every county attended, the first time in the memory of anyone present

that t~is had happened. The efforts of ~e conservatives to halt

the Roosevelt bandwa~on and approval of a progressive platform proved

ineffectual. In the county conventions the Roosevelt forces won clear

victories. IS

Despite sienificant support for Roosevelt in trade union circles,

however, many union leaders doubted he could win and, over the years,

they had endorsed many more progressive Republicans than Democrats of

any kind and still had many friends in the Re~ublican Party. Distrust

14 .
1SCole, pp. 262-263.266-267.

Cole, pp. 268-271; Hinutes. 31 Au~ •• 7 Sept. 1932, Box 8,
KCCLe Records.



574

of the Democrats t-las widespread in the \-1ashinRton State labor movement.

r----w -----------... - --_.~

f
They remembered Roosevelt as a \-1ilsonian "Internationalist" and a

"Dry" prohibitionist. If the Republicans made strong moves to endorse

progressive programs they would find many labor leaders eap,er to sup-

port theM. The non-partisans in the 'o1SFL \-Tere particularly anxious

that the lAbor movement not become captured by the Democrats. HopinR

to push the Republicans in prop,ressive directionR President Taylor ap-

peared before the Republican state convention's platform committee and

made a strong plea for proRressive policies. In response the

Republicans endorsed the Norris-LaGuardia anti-injunction bill and

the Cooper-lIa~-1es bill enablin~ states to ban interstate shipDents of

convict-~~de goods. TIley also approved a plank calling on the state

to pay prevailin~ local wages to employees on state projects whether

working under contract, or sub-contract. For the Republicans these

represented far-reachinc concessions. However, they refused to endorse

planks calling for the rir,ht of state employees to organize and bargain

col1~ctively. or for ratification of the Child Labor Amendment. In­

stead they were much more concerned with writing an acceptable plank

on ~rohi~ition. In the end the party was forced to adopt a compromise

which pleased no one. They aureed to a plank ,·,hich called for enforce-

ment of the Constitution but mentioned neither the EiRhteenth Amendment

nor the Volstead Act. And, when the Republican national convention re-

nominated President Hoover, pro-Republican labor leaders became even

more discoura~ed by the party's lack of considerAtion. 16

16\-lSFL Procr-;., (1932), pp. 7-8,10; See also: Clark, The Dry
YeArs, pp. 226-227.
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By the time the ~~SFL convention met in June, it was clear that

the Republicans did not oean to grant even labor's minimum de~nds.

tfuile the Hartley administration' agreed to pay prevailing wages on

state highway and construction projects and ceased employinC convicts

at state institutions reports of numerous labor-law violations kept

coming in to \-lSFL headquarters. The l-1SFL 'Jas more and more convinced
\

that Hartley's policy of cuttin~ wages and taxes could not end the

Depression or unemployment. It insisted more and more strongly that

the only solutions to the Depression were reduction of hours, federal

guarantees for savings deposits, and greater participation of all levels

of government in relief efforts. 17

As a consequence of their rigid insistence upon the status guo,

the Republicans forced the WSFL into the arms of the Democratso There

was no real argument at the WSFL convention over this o There was, how-

ever, a marked difference in the method of formulating political policy,

Previously the convention had decided in explicit detail the policies

and procrams to be followed and enacted. In the post-1925 period o how-

ever. the executive board had gained greater leeway by virtue of the

extinction of organized opposition within the WSFL and the conventions

granted the executive board more authority. ny 1932 the existing board

had been in office, unchanged, since 1928 (except for the addition of

Henry E. ~~eeler in the new Bremerton district). Fewer and fewer reso1u-

tions had been introduced from the convention floor, without prior ap-

proval of the executive board. ~·Iore and more of the convention resolu-

tions had been drafted and approved by the bo~rd prior to the conventions.

17'''SFL Procse, (1932), pp. 12-13,15-18,71-73; Hinutes, 14 Sept.
1932, Box 8, KCCLC Records.
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As the board amassed autocratic powers, debate died out. The Depres-

sion had served to accentuate this tendency~

When President Taylor addressed the convention he did not need
.

to convince his listeners about programs and policies. \ihat he did

was issue a call to arms, a call to go out and work for common goals.

Organized labor, he said, had always be~n in the political minority

in l~ashington State because:

••• there are so many workers who refuse to be organized. and who
try to justify their attitude by refusin~ to agree with some
leader or some policy of the labor novement. oo

Still~ .he could not counsel a complete break with the past. He recom-

mended that the WSFL take:-

•••no action on behalf of any candidate. TIlis is a non-partisan
orp.anization. With political prospects in the future so dim we
would recommend that this convention take action to leave the
matter in the hands of the Executive Council ••• in conjunction
\-lith the political cotnJ1littees ••• (of the llSFL's affiliates).

Obediently the convention complied. brushin~ aside re~uests

froJ'!1 several Hine l-lorkers' delegates who favored formation of a Labor

Party. Some of those who had already su~~itted political proposals,

proceeded to \lithdraw them. 18

But if the convention did not co~it itself to a particular

political. party or candidate it did not hesitate to outline a 1egisla-

··tive pror,rarn for the corning year. The convention approved, for exaMple,

several direct legislative proposals, including the Grange's incoMe tax

bill (Initiative 69). President Taylor had been considering it for

18Duncan's abortive candidacy undoubtedly contributed to his de­
feat for reelection as the SCLC's rending clerk several weeks later.

t-lSFL Procs •• (1932), pp. 11,59,64,66; ~Iinutes. 29 June, 6,10
July 1932, Box 60, WSFL ~ecords.
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some time, without reachin3 a mcision. The Granee initiative was a

highly complicC\ ted measure, based on an existin~ l-lisconsin la\~, with

which the ~o1SFL disagreed on a number of points. President 'Taylor

cocplained that the bill was still regressive. But, after J3mes

Duncan announced his support for the measure, all opposition to it

vanished. 19

J
The WSFL also endorsed several petition campaigns, including

an initiative to appropr~ate $100,000 to Make a survey of the Cascade

Tunnel Project (Initiative 65), which Governor Hartley had vetoed in

1931•. It also agreed to. support the joint SCLC-SUCL unemployment in-

surance bill (Initiative 68), although some delegates doubted whether

it would be of any use in the "present crisis." On the other hand, the

convention refused to endorse a butter substitute bill initiative,

which would h~ve prevented sale of non-dairy butter substitutes.

President Taylor opposed the bill on the grounds that it would raise

the cost of living and because it contained an emergency clause. 20

Besides supportinR the SCLC-SUCL unemployment insurance program

the convention also endorsed their call for a special session of the

legislature. For this eventuality, the WSFL proceeded to adopt a

series of special interest measures requested by various unions. To

this the WSFL appended its long-sou~ht amendMents to the industrial

insurance act increasing benefits and expanding coverage, and making

19W5FL Procs., (1932), pp. 9,53-54; Minutes, 17 June 1931, 29
June 1932, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Taylor to A. Le~lie, 19 June 1932,
Box 38-5, tJSFL Records.

20t-lSFL Procs., (1932), pp. 9-10; Hinutes, 6,30 April, 29 June
1932, Box R, KeeLe Records.
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the progrnm fairer. In addition the l/SFL proposed to introduce a new

version of their anti-injunction bill based on the recently passed

Norris-LaG~ardi3Act. 2l

Next, the convention heard a review of the WSFL's relations

with the federal government. IPresident ',i'aylor told of his efforts on

behalf of an embar30 on foreign-made military provisions and the

alternative purchase of donestic munitions. He also told of his ef-

forts in behalf of federal aid for the unemployed and for the Seamen.

He described his opposition to proposed wa~e reductions as a means to

balance the budget and ~evi.eYed the ir.tpact of the new Tariff Act on

lumber, oi~, coal, and copper industries. Taylor was particularly

incensed about a "rider" to the act Hhich provided that, if coal ex-

ports to Canada exceeded imports of coal from Canada, the tariff be-

came void. It was, he said, unfair since Dost exports of coal bene-

fited eastern states while most imports hurt American mines in the

Pacific ~orthwest. He also complained that the federal government

was still refu~inp, to pay prevailing wages on the ele Elum dam pro-

ject. Following this Taylor criticized the Republican Congress. He

was especially incensed at the failure of two Filipino independence

bills. The Congress, he said, had acconplished "little" and had

spent most of its time "balancin~ the budp,et," or "tryin~ to cut trraRes. II

The only ioportant bill to emerge was the Norris anti-injunction anti-

211n addition t!le !'lSFL endorsed a nunber of amendments to the
bankinr, and real estate acts. These proposals carne to noueht, for the
moment. Realizinn that a special session could only produce irresistible
demands for reform and increase the political strength of his opponents,
Governor Hartley refused to call the le~islature together.

usn Procs •• (1932), pp. 64-75; Hinutes, 6 April 1932, Box 8,
KCCLC Records.
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Yellow Dog Contract act. Bills authori~ing the Columbia Basin Irri-

gation Project had been introduced, but Connress had not acted upon

them. 22

.
The lISFt' s response to this un~atisfactory session was to

repeat its previous denands. These consisted of a demand for a federal

employees pension program. creation of a civil service court of ap-

peals, and opposition to limitations on the number of employees at the

Bremerton ~avy Yard. Finally, the WSFL also re-endorsed repeal of the
_..

state's "Bone Dry" prohibition act. the Volstead act, and the Eighteenth

Amendment to the Constitution. 23

Turning from political to organizational matters the convention

approved the various on-~oing strikes in Seattle and Spokane. It sup-

ported the organizational efforts of the ~ine Workers District No. 10,

w~ich \-Ias "fighting for its existence." it reformed the lolSFL' s unfair

list by makin~ all branches of a corporation unfair 'o1henever one of

its branches appeared on the list, and it appealed to the AFL to lower

its per capita taxes for the Newsboys Union. The convention also

heard of the settlement of the long-standing dispute between the

State Federation of Butchers and the Frye and Company :·leat Packers and

removed ·the cOMpany frOM the unfair list. But aside from this Taylor

.. could report little other organizational success. 24

22WSFL Procs., (1932). pp. 6-7; For nore ~n federal legislation,
see: Bernstein, The Lean Years, pp. 393,410-414,508; United States
Statutes at L:trge, XLVII, 72d Cong., 1st Sess. (23 Harch 1932), pp. 70­
72; Auerbach, pp. 222-227; :anutes, 3,10 Feb., 16,23.30 }farch. 13,20
April, 8 June 1932, Box 8, KCCLe Records.

23For ~ore on the HSFL' s stand on Prohibition, see: '~~FL Procs ••
(1932), pp. 5-6,66-67, 74-75; ~linutes, 30 Nov. 1932, Box 8, KCeLC Records.

24HSFL Procs •• (1932). pp. 51.65,69-70,72,75; (1933), pp. 5-6.
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In 1932 the AFL took several inportant steps which directly

affected the WSFL. At its Cincinnati convention the AFL reversed its

stand against unemploynent conpensntion and agreed th~t there should

be a compulsory, state-administered system of unemploy~ent compensa-

tion. It decided, too, that indu!itry should bear the t"hole cost, that

emrloyees should be exenpt from contributing, and that. the payments

should be as larBe as IDssible. Neverthele!is, "to protect union mem-

bership," the AFL also decided that the prop,rarn \'lhould not be a

national program, but should be enacted by the states through the ef-

forts'of the state federations. This was a move to conciliate the

industrial. unionists. In the final analysis, however, it proved im-

practical to rely upon state action and did little to reconcile the

industrial unionists to the craft union leadership.25

The virtual paralysis of the AFL is also clearly illustrated

by the way it dealt with the problems of the Feder3l Employees Union.

Despite its t"ithdrawal the AFL and the \~SFL had continued to act 8S if

nothin~ had happened. But in July 1932 the AFL's executive council

establishp.d a new organization. the l\mer~can Federation of Government

El".ployees. to take over the jurisdiction. This was a difficult decision

for all concerned. It was especially difficult in Washin&ton State.

where neither the three Federal Er.tployees' Union locals nor the l~SFL

wanted to compete with each other. Once the executive council made its

decision, however. old friendships fell by the wayside. The '''SFL ex-

pe1led the Federal Ecployees and proceeded to organize and admit three

new locals to take their places. 26

25Ibid., (1933), pP. 5-6; Beck Interviel1.
26Ibid.; ~linutes, 31 Aug. 1932, Box 8. }:CCLC Records.
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Soon after the WSFL convention the primary election campaign

began. It attracted a flock of candidates who sensed that the

Republicans were extremely vulner~ble, especially on the prohibition

-
and public power issues. While the Democrats had been movin~ away

from prohibition and toward public power the Republicans had c1unR

to their opposite positions. The results confirmed that a Rreat

switch in political alignments was in process. The Democrats vote

quadrupled over 1930. In 1ar~e part this was due to an upsuree in

voter participation. Voter participation in the Democratic primary

increased in every region of the state. It was particularly signifi-

cant in the majpr urban areas, in Puget Sound~ and in southwest

Washinp,ton, where the Republicans had long held sway.27

Thou8h labor voters were certainly very important in the

Democratic primary, it is less certain that they benefited from the

outcome. Clarence D. Hartin, a wealthy businessman from eastern

Washington and formerly the mayor of Cheney and chairman of the State

Democratic Party, won the guvernatorial nomination. An ally of

Spokane Party leader James Geraghty, he defeated Lewis Schwellenback

and William H. Pemberton for the nomination. Schwe11enbach, a Seattle

attorney and an early Roosevelt organizer, and Pemberton, a retired

State Supre~e Court justice and a former LaFollette progressive, both

had stronB labor support in ll]estem llashington. .All three candidates

supported the ~3tiona1 ticket, but differed somewhat over economic

policy. Schwe11enbach enphasized mx reduction and non-governmental

27Fayctte F. Krause, "Der.locratic Party Politics in the State of
Washington Durin~ the New Deal: 1932-1940," (Ph.D. Dissert~tion: Uni­
versity of Hashin8ton, 1971), passim.
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unemployment relief, while Pemberton, who blamed the Depression on .

business, called for massive federal and state ralief and public

works pro~ramR. Between them they split the labor vote, allowing

l-Iartin the victory. ~Iartin's campaign was desi~ed to appeal to the

business community ,~ithout alienatinp, labor voters. The candidate was

pictured as a responsible, non-partisan, public servant. lIis victory

left ~~rtin in an excellent stratenic position. 28

In the Republican primary, Governor Hartley was defeated by

Lt. r~vernor John A. Gellatly of Wenatchee. In the years since his

reelec·tion in 1928 Har.t1ey had expended the bulk of his political

capital in. the party and uas now recognized as more of a liability

than an asset. As a pro3ressive Gell~t1y had strong labor support,

especially from some of the bui1din~ trades unions and seemed to have

a good chance for victory. Despite the poor economic conditions the

Republican vote total far surpassed the Democratic total. The problem

for Gellatly was that he needed more progressive support to win and if

he made concesRions to keep their su~port, he eight alienate the

Republican Right-wing. 29

28The Democratic primaries also introduced some unique
"characters" to the Uashington political scene. Amon~ the most color­
ful was Vic ~'leyers, who won the Democratic nomination for Lt. Governor.
~eyers, popular Seattle band leader and a former candidate for mayor,
lo7as also a member of Seattle Husicians Union Local No. 77. lie went on
to a lon~ career in elective office.

Cole, pp. 282-286; Johansen, p. 503; Taylor to All Affiliates,
28 Sept. 1932, Box 38-5, WSFL Records.

29State Representative Jurlson F. Falknor, a 100 per cent pro­
labor progressive won the Lt. Governor nomination.

Gunns, p. 220; Taylor to All Affiliates, 28 Sept. 1932, Box
38-5, WSFL Records.
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Most of the WSFL's energies, however, were expanded in the

congressional primnries. The WSFL successfully supported progressive

Republicans in the First, Second, -Fourth, and Sixth Congressional .

districts and pro-labor nemocrats in the Third and Fifth districts. 30

In the crowded Democratic senatorial primary labor faced a

less pleasant outcome. Homer T. Bone won a clear majority over three

opponents. He decided to enter the race only after Roosevelt won the

presidential nomination on a progressive platform. It is easy to

understand why many trade unionists, particularly the conservatives and

the Republicans, objected to him. They remembered his FLP and social-

ist past. He received- lit~le support from the WSFL leadership, a1-

though he had strong support among the labor rank and file, especial­

ly in the Seattle-Tacoma area. 3!

The WSFL's distrust of Bone is easy to understand, but they

had little choice in the matter. His opponents were either too con-

servative or unlikely to win. Neither could they support Senator

Wesley Jones, the winner of the Republican primary. He was too

closely associated with the policies of the lIoover administration.

Given the alternatives, even AFL President Green ur~ed the WSFL to en­

dorse Bone. 32

30For more on the conRressional primaries, see: Cole, pp. 279­
282,285-286; Johansen, p. 503; ~inutes, 7,21 Sept. 1932, Box 8. KeCLC
Records; Clark, The nrv Years, pp. 211,215-216,220,221,227,232; :-linutes,
25 Sept. 1932, Box 60, ~SFL Records.

3lFor more on the Democratic senatorial primaries, see: Cole,
pp. 276-279,284,286-287.

32Ibid ; Johansen, p. 503; Robert A. hcena. "The \-1ashin~ton
COrnDonwealth Federation: Reform Politics and the Popular Front,"
(Ph.D. Dissertation: University of Washington, 1975), passim.
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Following the primaries, the WSFL's executive board met to

make their endorsements. After endor~inR Roosevelt the board faced a

cost unusual choice in the gubernatorial contest. Both ~lartin and"

Gellatly appeared hefore the board, ag~eed to choose a trade unionist

as the director of the Department of Labor and Industries, and to en-

dorse the l-lSFL' s legislative pro8ram. Never before ~a.d both m;tjor

gubernatorial cnadidates sought labor's endorsenent. Rowland Watson,

the vice-president for the Seattle district, then caved that the

board endorse Gellatly. Ida Parberry, from the Be1linghac district,

seconded the motion, but the vote ended in a tic forcinr, Taylor to

cast the d~cidin8 vote. He voted a~ainst endorsing Gellatly. Then

William J. Finn, from the Spokane district, moved that the board take

a neutral stand: that "either would be satisfactory from a legisla-

tive standpoint •••• " John C. Varco, of the Yakima-l-1alla Halla district,

seeing this as a "~ay out of a nasty situation, seconded the motion. As

a result, the board decided not to endorse either of the two candidates.

The same problem cropped up in the Lt. Governor's race and the board

sought the sa~e solution. Thus it seemed likely that no matter which

candidate won labor would benefit. 33

Followin3 this the board proceeded to endorse Bone for senator,

a congressional slate of three Democrats 3~d three Republicans, and an

equa.lly non-partis~n slate for state offices. 34 "

33C3ll , pp. 50,53; WSFL Procs., (1931), p. 10; Yearbook, (1927),
pp. 23,25,27; (1932), PI'. 8-9,13,15; (1935), p. 16; ~tinutes, 25 Sept.
1932, Box 60; Taylor to All Affiliates, 28 Sept. 1932, Box 38-5, WSFL
Records.

34!tinutes, 25 Sept. 1932, Box 60; Taylor to All Affiliates, 28
Sept. 1932, Box 38-5, WSFL Records.

,Is:
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TIle board also had to consider what to do about the direct

legislation proposals on the ballot. This was less difficult since

the WSFL had lonn-expressed opinions on most of them. It opposed the

reaprortionment referendum (lUR 5) and the Grange's forty mill property

tax limit (Initiative 64). On the other hand it endorsed the amend-

ment to increase le~islators' salaries (ltJR 16) and the permanent

re~istration of voters (Initiative 58). It also endorsed Initiative

69, requirinp, payment of a graduated income tax on the incomes of

persons, firms, corporations, etc. These decisions were expected. 35

In the general election campaien the presidential campaign

attracted ~he'greatest interest because most of Washington's economic

problems could be dealt with only through federal action. The main

question remaining in the minds of many voters was whether or not

state Democrats could work with a Roosevelt adMinistration. Roosevelt

settled this issue when, in his Portland speech, he embraced Homer

Bone, welcomed him into the party, and pronised that the next great

federal hydro-electric project would be on the Columbia Rivero This

virtually guaranteed a Democratic victory in Washington Stateo The

Republican congressional dele~~tion had long supported this proposal,

but had never been able to overcome Hoover's objections to it. The

only un tO~-1ard event in the whole campaign occurred during Roosevelt's

campair,n visit to Seattle. The State DeMocratic Comnittee, the hosts,

planned to use a police band in the l1e1coninR parade. Musicians

Union Local No. 76 protested and asked the Democrats to hire union

35~·tinutes, 25 Sept. 1932, Box 60, USFL Records; ~finutes, 29
June, 26 Oct. 1932, Box 8, KCCLC Records; ~-1SFL Procs •• (1931), p. 5;
(1933). pp. 7-8.
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musicians. The committee, ho~cver, insisted that they lacked the

funds to pay for professionals and "did nothing to stop the (police)

band. " This was only a minor disturbance. Labor support ,,rent strong-

1y for Roosevelt and Roosevelt went on.to win an overwhe1rnin~ triumph,

defeatinR Hoover by a plurality of 91,706 votes. A great shift

occurred as pro~ressive voters abandoned the Re,ub1icans for the

Decocrats. 36

Heanlo1hile Homer Bone and the entire DeMocratic congressional

ticket was also elected. In the gubernatorial contest ~~rtin defeated

Gellatly by 150,000 votes. Ironically, the utter defeat of the

Republicans, so long desired by the WSFL, produced not victOr)· for

the ~~SFL but frustration. Since it had failed to endorse ~.fartin and

three of the Denocratic congressional candidates after the primary,

~artin felt no obli~ation to labor. ~fuen it came time to appoint a

director for the Departnent of Labor and Industries, ~fartin failed to

appoint a trade unionist. Labor benefited 3reatly under the nemocrats

but not because the Democrats owed anything to the labor movement. 37

The Democratic tide was most noticeable in the legislative

races. The Democrats increased their representation in the House from

ei~ht to ~eventy and in the Senate from one to twenty-five. The

36Joh3nsen, pp. 502-503.618,623; Cole. pp. 289-291; :·Iinutes,
21 Sept., 2 Nov. 1932, Box 8, KeCLe Record5; Election Returns, 1932,
Box 53-3, HSFL Records; Seattle!.:.!. 21-22 Sept. 1932.

37A third party, the Liberty Party, collected 41,710 votes.
It was not enou~h to effect the outcone, but indicative of the tremen­
dous sense of alienation in the state.

Johansen, pp. 503.614.618,622-623,625; Election Returns, 1932,
Box 53-3, \~SFL Records; tlSFL Procs., (1933), p. 7.
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Republicans suffered a correspondin~ loss fro~ ei~hty-eight to twenty-

nine in the House and from forty-one to tt-lanty-one in the Senate$

~wst of the losers were pro~ressive Republicans. The Democrats took

complete control of state Rovern~ent for the first time in the state's

history. 38

In the direct legislation elections the WSFL was largely re-

sponsible for the defeat of the Reapportion~ent Anendrnent, but it

could not prevent. ~assaRe of .the forty mill property tax initiativeo

The l\'SFL blamed its passage on "unprecedented unemp10)'11lent t-1hich pre-

vented 'many from paying taxes." As the l~SFL had feared the bill led

to cutR in. school funds and in the salaries of school teachers and

other school officials. Within a year the lvSFL waR organizine a move-

ment to pass a new law to shift the tax burden to "intangible property."

'At the same tiMe, however, Initiative 61~ to repeal the state's

prohibition act, also passed by the overwhelming mnrgin of 341,450

to 208,211. 39

The Democratic victory was based prinarily on the defection

of progressives from the Republican ranks o To a certain extent labor

had missed the boat by remaining in the non-partisan ranks for so

lon8. Luckily for the labor movenent 1T10st of the neto! officeholders

supported labor legislation. In the years which followed labor reaped

numerous benefits from this fact although they had done little to

bring it about.

38For more on state and local races, see: ~inutes, 7,21 Sept.,
12 Oct., 9,16 Nov. 1932, Box S, KCCLC Records; Election ~eturnsJ 1932,
Box 53-3, ~SFL Records; See nlso: Cole, p. 292.

39Call, p. 29; l':SFL Procs., (1933), p. 7; Clnrk, The nrv Yp.~rs,
pp. 224-228.
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Chapter 19:

Unemployment, Relief, RecoverJ, and Organization:

Labor and the New Deal, 1933

In 1933 the nation's dizzying economic decline stopped and

the economy began to recover. The national index of industrial

production, which had 'declined by 47.27 per cent between 1929 and 1932,

rose ~Y 18.98 per cent. Even though unemplo~ent continued to rise,

the rate of increase slowed. 1

In the Pacific ~orthtlest, however, most economic indexes con-

tinued to fall, although at a slower rate than in 1929-1932. Business

activity in eastern ~ashington declined by 6.38 per cent but in the

Puget Sound are~ it fell by only 0.13 per cent and in the Lower

Columbia River region business activity actually picked up by 2.80

per cent. 2

In the Inland Empire indexes of trade and commerce continued

their downward slide for the most part. Spokane newspaper advertising

fell by 21.88 per cent. And while department store sales rose by 5.6

per cent, it was less than half what it had been in 1929. ~eanwhile,

gross postal receipts fell by 3.75 per cent and bank debits in major

urban areas fell by 17.48 per cent to $383 oillion, a decline of 62.53

per cent since 1929. Eastern Washington aflricultural production also

l"Indexes of Business Activity," pp. 108-111.
21bid•
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continued to decline. t~ile wheat production rose sharply and freight

carloadings of grain increased by 17.68 per cent, ship~ents of fruit

fell by 19.43 per cent and shipments of livestock fell by 49.50 per

cent. Since the labor moveJ11ent in eastern t-lashington was heavily

dependent upon agricultural production these statistics spelled con­

tinued h~rdship for the workingmen of the re~ion.3

Even more icportant for the labor movenent economic condi-

tions in western Washinr,ton reoained at a low ebb. Indexes of trade.

such as department store sales. fell by 9.87 per cent. to 59.21 per cent

of sales in 1929. Gross postal receipts fell by 3.37 per cent to

$3,663.000 .whi~e b3nk debits fell by 5.43 per cent to $1.771 million.

On the other hand. most indexes of production seemed to rebound from

their historic low levels. Lumber production, the economic foundation

of the region. increased by 36.50 per cent to 4.252 million board

feet. Even so it stood at only 58.01 per cent of production in 1929.

At the same time freir.ht carloadings of logs and forest products from

Washington. Oregon. and northern Idaho increased by 30.43 per cent to

283,000 cars while freight carloadings of all products increased by

5.31 per cent to 665,000 cars. Not much of this incre~se filtered down

to benef.it consumers. Gasoline sales in ~-lashington State fell by 4.02

~ per cent to 237 oillion nallons. life insurance saleR fell by 17.74 per

cent to $79 million. and the value of buildinB permits in eleven ~estern

llashin~ton cities fell by n further 37.77 per cent. to $3.4 million.

down by 92.39 per cent frOM 1928. 4

3Ibid; Johansen. pp. 626-627.
4Ibid.
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The irnp3ct of these conditions on the labor movement '-las

severe. Unemployment in the Building Trades 'o1as particularly heavy.

Although factory cm?lo)rment in !1ashington State rose 30.90 per cent

to 82.500. since 1929. factory employment hAd fallen by 41.93 per

cent. lleanwhile. the deflationary cycle continued. The cost of

living index in Seattle fell by 5.32 per cent and total income in

Washington State fell by 1.56 per cent to $598 million, a decline

of 45.83 per cent from 1929. And. despite the increase in factory

eMployment. total employment in '~ashington Stnte fell by 0.79 per

cent to 506.000. and une~ployrnent continued to rise. climbing by

5.86 per cen~ to 178.700. or 26.24 per cent of the total labor

force. (Table No. 1)5

For the labor novement 1933 was the hardest year it had knol-m

since its beginning. :lernbership in WSFL affiliates declined by 28.04

per cent to 13,796, or 2.02 per cent of the labor force, the fewest

since 1909. (Table No.2) The nu~ber of 'lSFL affiliates declined

by 1~.36 per cent to 200, also the lowest level since 1909. By 1933

labor had lost virtually all of the membership nains made in the pre­

vious twenty-four years. 6

The WSFL's annual survey of its vice-presidential districts

generally confirns this impression. The Bellingham district reported

that the period June 1932 to June 1933 ~as the ",,,orst year in livin~

menory." Only the TeamsterR Union and ~teat Cutters Union locals picked

up strength. Similarly. in Spokane all the locals lost members.

Central Labor'Council President Andrew J. Fabian lost his bid for

5
61bid•

WSFL Procs., (1919). p. 53; (1933). p.'27.
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reelection to the city council, hut Len Funk won reelection as mayor.

In the Yaki~~-Walla Walla district, labor reported similar conditionsG 7

In the Grays lIarbor-'olillapa llClrbor district labor conditions

were the "same aR elSeto1here." Labor W~R handicapped by a revival of

the Four L's, the Loyal Legion of Logp,ers and Lumbermen. Sponsored

by the lUITlber operators the Four L's were recognized as bargaining

agent for the to1orkers under the National Recovery Administration's

codes. According to the \lSFL, the Four L' s began to tell workers that

"they were nOto1 under direct federal jurisdiction," and that joining the

Four L's was "mandatory," in a "desperate effort to forestall real

lahor orga~izations." Fighting back, the AFL chartered a number of

lumber unions, its first serious effort to org~nize the woods since

the tolar. Shortly, these unions formed the Uorthto1est Council of Satonni1l

and Timber Workers to coordinate their activities, but found the task

nearly iMpossible. In the competition bett-leen the Four L' s and the

AFL, the former h~d many adv~nta~es. In particular, the AFL unions

complained that the Federal Labor Adjust~ent Board, set up under the

National Industri~l Recovery Act to hear labor grievances, was stacked

wit}l em?loyers and mer.1bers of the Four L' s. By the end of the year,

the AFL still had not made much progress. S

7For more on the Bellin~ham district. sec: Ibid •• (1933), pp.
13-14,16; Dave Beck to Taylor, 8 Feb. 1933. Box ~3-16. WSFL Records.

For nore on the Spokane dis trict. '.o1here the Teams ters and
Enr.ineers locals were "waRing (n) courageous fip,ht ar,ftinst the unfair
bre~o1aries (uhich employed United Drewery h'orkcrs members)." sec: ~
Proc~., (1929), pp. 8-9; (1930), p. 31; (1933). pp. 16-17; Y~arbook,

(1925). p,. 31,33.
For Dore on the Yakima-Hallet \ola11a district. see: l-lSFL Procs ••

(1933), ~. 17.

BFor More on conditions in the r,r:tys JIarhor-Hillapa lI;:lrbor
district, se~: Ibid., (1933), pp. 17-18,69; John ~. ~cClelland, Jr.,

I
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In the Pierce-TIlurston-Kittitas County district labor lost

"considerable rnenbership" in 1933. The only signs of vigor came in

the minin3 are;\s, to1here a new wave of organization took pl;\ce and a

n~ber of locals in Carbonado and ~oslyn asked to affiliate, but un-

employment was so widcspread that the union leaders asked for outside
. .

help. Similarly, in the IsV\nd-SnohoMish-Chelan County district labor

conditions \lere as "bad as the rest of the state" and lahor was 1n-

vo1ved in a number of strikes and injunction cases. 9

In contrast, labor conditions improved significantly in the

Kii:sap-~tason-Clal1~mCounty district, which re?orted that "thin~s are

looking he~ter now" that the lumber camps and pulp mills had started

up again.. The improvement was most noticeable in the Port Angeles-

Port TOtoTnsend area. In Shelton, too, business improved and the mills

started up again with union labor. The workers showed strong interest

in forming an industrial organization for the industry. But conditions

in thc district' were best in Bremerton, where work on the cruiser

"Astoria" was ~eaching a peak. Even so, ~avy yard 'lorkers had to

accept two wage cuts. 10

R.A. Lonp-'s Planned Citv. the Story of LonRView. (Longview, Wash.:
Longview Publishing Co •• 1976), pp. 209-216; T.J. Linton to Taylor,
6 Oct., 23 ~lov. 1933. Box 1-39; DeHart to All Affiliates, 27 Nov. 1933,
Box 1-35. WSFL Records.

9For more on the Pierce-Thurston-Kittitas County district, see:
WSFL Procs •• (1933). p. 18; Taylor to R. Francis. 28 Sept. 1933, Box
38-6; Tuttle to Taylor. 23 ~~arch. 10 April 1933. Box 17-16; A. Hunter
to Taylor, 11 Sept. 1933, Box 15-17; J. Lyons to Taylor, 12 Oct. 1933,
Box 26-63. WSFL Records.

For more on the Island-Snohor:lish-Chelan County district, see:
WSFL Prnc~., (1933), pp. 15,19.

lOFor more on the Kitsap-!-!;tson-Clal1AY!1 County district, see:
WSFL Prncs. t (1933), p. 19; }finutes of the Pulp, Sulphite. and Paper
Mill Workers Conference, 29 Oct. 1933, Box 20-65, WSFL Records.
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Conditions in the Kinp, County district remained worst of all,

with 70,000 people on relief. The SCLC and SUCL protested the poor

wages provided for relief '''ork and the "coercive rnethodsU used by the

KinR County Relief Cor:unittee to "force men to work for practically

nothing." The SCLC invited the SUCL to join it in encoura~ing those

who "resist attempts to use them as instruments to break down American

standards," but they did not have much success. The pro-labor county

cot!U"\issioners threatened to stop all relief ,~ork, if the SCLC contin-

ued to complain about their methods. The SCLC then sought to build

political support by developing their o,~ relief program and the SUCL

called a m~ss.demonstration to back the program, but the eff.ort failed

when the cooperation between the tt/O organizations broke dotrn. The

SCLC refused to endorse the SUCL's "unwise" action. Later, however p

when the SUCL or~anized a "strike against forced labor" on Federal

Emerr,ency Relief Administration projects, the SCLC did endorse the

action. Still, they achieved no noticeable results. ll

In ~~rch 1933 the Roosevelt administration took office and

immediately moved to rekindle faith in the economy and the government~

Ra~idly, Roosevelt forccd through Con~ress a stunning series of federal

initiatives, t~hich raised hopes in the labor movcment. Above all

Roosevelt forced through Congress a $500 oi11ion pro~rarn of direct

federal ~rants to'the states for relief, public works, and

conservation. 12

llH~FJ. Proc~•• (1933) ~ pr. 18-19; ~tinutes, 22,29 !·L'lrch, 5 April,
3,10 May, 8,15 ~ov. 1933, Rox 8, KceLC ·~ecords.

l2l-lilliaT'l E. Leuchtenburg, Frankl in i). nO(l!;evelt ~nd the New
Deal, 1932-1940, (~le~·, York: Harper & Row, 1963). pp. 41-62; Con~res­

siOlln1 !tccord, 73d Conn•• 1st Sess., pp. 206,209,211,214,290,2178-
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tmst of the ~easures of Roosevelt's first lOa days echoed

labor's long-held beliefs, but not all. The AFL bitterly o!'posed

Roosevelt's request to cut $400 million frm:1 veterans' payments and

a further $100 million in the pay of fe.deral workers and, despite

labor's opposition, the Economy Act passed after only two days of

debate. Other adoinistration proposals failed to go far enough or

fast enough for labor. A case in point w~s r~osevelt's industrial

recovery prograo. Despite his vigorous actions in other spheres

P~osevelt took no immediate action to increase industrial production

beyond· urginr, Senator Wagner of N~~ York and others to study the

matter. By April Roosevelt had decided not to take any further steps.

Labor, however, was adamant in supporting action. In particular.

John L. Lewis, Sidney Hillman, and other leaders of the AFL's in-

dustrial union minority, pressed for federal action to proaote io-

dustrial "stabilization" as a pre-requisite for unionization. Finally.

Roosevelt was stun~ to action when the Senate approved a bill. intro-

duced by Hugo Black of Alabam~, which barred from interstate COI!IDleree

articles produced in plants where ecployees worked more than five days

a week, or six hours a day. Even conserv~tive William Green. who

feared ~overnT:1ent intervention in the econot:ry, supported the bill and

declared that it struck "at the root of the probleJ11-technologic:a.l tID-

employment." Roosevelt, hoYever, opposed the concept, believing it

unconstitutional as well as rigid and unworkable. As a result •. he was

forced to cone up with an alternative, the National Industrial Recovery

2179,5245; See also: United States Senate, Thirtv-}four '-lark t-1eek Hp.ar­
inB~ np.fore the Suh-r.o~ittp-e on the Jucicinrv, 72d Con~., 2d Sess•• oc
S. 5267, 5-19 Jan. 1933, (W35hin~ton, D.C., Governcent Printinp, OffLoe.
1933), pp. 1-23.
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Act, which took a more moderate approach to the industrial problem.

Althou~h Roosevelt's alternative passed the House, it faced stron8

opposition in the Senate '~lere the supporters of the Black bill re~

garded it as a "sell-out." Finally, however, after a hard struggle.

the NIRA bill passed both houses of Congress and was signed by

President Roosevelt. The bill contained a little somethin{; for

everyone. but not enou~h for anyone. Business received government

authorization to draft industry-wide price and wage code a~reements

which would be exeept froQ anti-trust proceedin~s. The proponents

of government plannin~ won their demand for government licensing of

businesses. Labor won inclusion of Section 7(a), modelled on the

practices of the t~orld War I-era War Labor Board. Section 7(a)

"guaranteed labor the right to orp,anize and bargain collectively and

provided that the codes should set rninioum wage and maximum hours

stRndards. TIle bill Rlso provided $3.3 billion for public works.

Never before had the federal 80vernrnent gone so far to endorse the

demands of the labor novement. 13

The National Industrial ~ecovery Act infused the labor move-

ment with new hope and vigor. The SCLC appointed a committee to in-

vestigate the possibilities it presented and decided to hegin an

~"ap'gressive orp.;\nization campaign in order to protect the"lselves under

the Act." Soon numerous locals reported special neetings to draw up

13Leuchtenbur~. pp. 55-62; Aucrhach, pp. 363-364; United States
Stntut~s at I.:trre, 73d Con~., 1st Sess •• XLVIII (16 June 1933). pp. 195.
198; Bernstein, The Tur~1l1ent Yp.nrs. Thp. Histor" of the Americnn {'1orker,
1933-1941, (Boston: l!ouehton ~tiff1in Co., 1971), pp. 27-35,57,150,195­
196,638-639; Bernstein. The Hmo! nenl C"llcctive ~:lroninin~ Policy.
(Berkeley and Los An~elcs: University of California Press, 1950), pp.
29-39; l-lSFL Procs •• (1933). p. 6; '-finutes. 26 Jan •• 22 :·tarch, 12 April,
7 JUDe 1933, Box 8. KCCLC Records •
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trade and industrial codes. During the summer optimism prevailed.

Locals reported generally favorable pror,ress. By August, however, com-

plaints began to pour in. The Retail Clerks, for eKarnp1e, reported

that some departt'lent stores t,'ere violating the "spirit of NRA." Even

the State Highway Department continued to pay below-code wages and

the Seattle City Council tried to cut the wages of Street Careen and

Technical Enqineers. On the other hand some unions continued to re-

port favorably on the law. The Retail Clerks reported that they had

made some progress in organizing ~rocery clerks under the codes. And

Dave Beck reported the Teamsters had met with "splendid success with

the NRA" and believed if the locals contacted the SCLC's NRA committee

with their co~plaints, they would get better results.14

Still, governmental opposition continued to present a difficult

challenge. '~en the Seattle City Council passed an ordinance granting

the Firefighters Union one day off in si~ with no reduction in pay,

, ~~yor Dore vetoed it. This was a serious blow. The measure had first

been passed in 1930 to become effective in 1932. In August 1931 the

council had postponed enforcement until 1932, due to economic conditions.

In ~932, it had been postponed a second time. This third rejection of

the oeasure was a clear sign to labor that it could not rely solely

upon governnental proRrams. 15

Perllaps the most important change in labor-p,overnment relations,

however, was a new spirit of cooperation. For the first time in many

years the federal and st~te government began to enforce existing labor

l4~finutes, 31 ?-tay, 28 June, 2,16,30 Aug., 6,13,27 Sept., 4,18
Oct., 8,15 :lov., 6,13 Dec. 1933, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

15Hinutcs, 19,26 Au~. 1931, 31 May 1933, Box 8, KCCLe Records.
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laws equitably. This new spirit first showed itself in the governrnentls

handling of the Puget Sound ferry strike. The Ferryboatmen of Puget

Sound Union had affiliated with the SCLC in the spring of 1932. By

late summer they had channed their name to ~·lasterR. '·fates. and

Pilots Union Local ~o. 6 and had become embroiled in a conflict with

the Pup,et Sound Navigation Company l-1hich operated the Black Ball Lines

ferries between Seattle and Bremerton. t~en the company refused to

meet with Local No. 6's representatives, the local had nppealed to

the !-1SFL convention for assistance. The convention had responded by

giving the conpany thirty days to reach a settlement but, despite

several invitations, the company had still refused to ne~otiateo

Therefore, on 15 Augnst t~e SCLC and the l-lSFL had placed the company

on their unfair lists and h~d begun a boycott a~ainRt the company.

In retaliation the conpany had dismissed several licensed officers for

their union activities and continued to operate with non-union crews.

In September Local ~o. 6 had responded by chartering their Ololn ferry

boat and had begun carrying about 200-250 passengers per trip between

Seattle and Bremerton. In the next ten Months the local's ferryboat

operations carried 2Sa,OOO COmMUters who would otherwise have patron-

ized the Black Ball Lines. The Black Ball Lines had also been hurt

when other COMpanies expanded their capacities. 16

AlthouRh the boycott ate into its revenues the company still

resisted the union. In Octoher 1932 it fired 100 employees '-1ho were

menbers of the union. The company might have been able to keep up its

16~-1SFL Proes., (1933), pp. 11-12,05; (1934), p. 8; ~·Iinutes, 4
May, 10,17 AU3., 14 Sept., 5 Oct. 1932; 24, 30 hURt 1933. KCCLC Records;
J.~I. Fox t'o Taylor. 28 Aug. 1933, Box 16-34, ~-1SFL Records o
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resistance indefinitely had not labor received tinely assistance from

the new Roosevelt administration. In ~my 1933 a United States Steam-
I

boat Inspector arrived in Seattle at the request of Local ~o. 6 and

the WSFL. In the words of the ~SFL report, the inspector promptly

"enforced the 50 hour la~-1 on all the Black Ball Lines; thereby es tab-

lis11in8 conditions we were fighting for" and ordered the company to put two

crews on its boats "formerly operated with one crew at 12-18 hours per

day." This convinced the company that it was futile to resist any

More and within a few months it accepted the ri~lt of its employees

to bargain collectively. This was the first time, in living memory,

when the federa~ government had corne to the aid of a union local in

Washington State. 17

By September labor realized that the N~\ codes would be in-

sufficient. Georee D. Early of the Seattle Plumbers Union Local No.

32, secretary of the building trades council, wrote to the SCLC on be-

half of a number of his colleagues that it would be "criminal if the

labor movement fails to take advantage of ••• the legalizing by Cony,ress

of the right of workers to organize••• (tmder Section 7(a) of the ~IRA)."

He ur~ed that the '~ashin~ton and Oreflon State Federations of Labor

initiate a joint organizational drive. He called for reductions in

the AFL's initiation fees and for nass orr,anizational ~eetinr,s.

"Since success d~pends on inclusion of the lumber industry••• (he said

it would be) i~portant to brin~ federal (i.e., provision~l) unions in

this industry into the canpaign; ttlhcn enough locals (had been) formed

l7 Ibid ; For more on the strike, its settlement, and labor­
manaRement relations in the industry, see: Vir~inia B. Smith, "A Histo­
ry of Lahar Relations in the PUflet Sound Ferry Boat Trade," (H.A. Thesis:
University of l-lashington, 1950).
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by direct (i.e., USFL) affiliation, then (they should be formed into)

an International Union." But by DeceMber Early's plans '"ere unrealized.

He reported that the building trades '''ere in retreat. They had foUnd that

the local branch of the Federal ~e-ET!1ploynent Bureau was "breaking

down all their conditions (and) defeating the aims of the ~RA."

There had been no procresR in organizing the lumber industry.18

Indeed, the building trades suffered most in 1933, when seventy-

five per cent of the ~embers were uneMployed. The rest could find

only part-tir.te work at less-than-union sC::lles and conditions. Only

a few'unions seemed to benefit and some of them were locals which had

scarcely e~isted during the 1920's. The Lonp-shoremen Union Local No.

38-12, for example, burst to life in the spring of 1933. ~or the

first ti~e since 1922, it beRan an or~anizational c~rnpaiRD. With aid

from the ~asters, ~1ates, and Pilots Union they continued to work throu~h

the Ru~rner. TIley did not win reco~ition, but they laid the eroundwork

for the ouch l!X'eater successes they achieved in 1934 and after. -By the

same token, the Iron, Steel, and Tin ~'lorkers also sho\"ed si~s of 'life

and won union recoenition froM the !lortht'lest Steel Rolling :'l1lls '"hich

became the only orp,anized mill in the Pacific Northwest. But these

were the exceptions. }Iore typical was the case of Seattle Typographical

Union Local ~o. 202 which was forced to strike to preserve it·s orp,aniza-

tion. In ~fay 1933 the three major Seattle daily papers--the~, the

!=!' and the Timcs--locked out the 237 union members they employed

l8Early, et al. to All Central Labor Councils, 6 Sept. 1933,
Box 9-21, USFL Records; !tinutes, 13 Dec. 1933, Box 8, KCCLC Records;
Call, p. SO; ~"'SFL Procs., (1930), p. 67; (1931), p. 10.
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"because the union refused to set aside many of the rules which had

been in force for 25 years on the t-lest Coast." This was especially

bitter for the local since it had already accepted a wage cut. The

companies tried to operate with imported strikebreakers for a while

but local sentiment was with the unions. Finally, after several

weeks, ~ederal negotiator E.P. ~tarsh helped ner,otiate a settlement. 19

Overall membership in SCLC affiliates fell 17.89 per cent to

9,749, the lowest since 1915. Every single trnde section lost member-

ship. The sharpest drop occurred in the Building and Printing Tr~des

sections4 (Table No.3) The number of SCLC affiliates, however I de-

clined by ~nly two, to eighty-three and the n~ber of WSFL affiliates

declined by five, to sixty.20

One of the first acts of the Roosevelt adMinistration was to

obtain passaRe of a bill to allow production and sale of beer. This

act raised problems datine back to before Uorld Har I and indirectly

promoted the craft-industrial split-up of the AFL. The central

question which the Beer Act raised for the labor movement was who

would have jurisdiction over the workers in the breweries? The

Brewery llorkers Union, an industrial or~anization, oainly represented

the inside workers--the brewers and other skilled workers in and

around the breweries--but claimed the rip,ht to orRnnize all workers

employed by breweries. TIlis brought them into conflict with the

Teamsters Union. TI,e TeaMsters, who operated according to cr~ft

19\1SFl. Procs., (1933). pp. 18-19; ~finutes, 5 April, 17,31 May,
7,28 June, 5 July 1933, Box 8, KCCLC rrecords.

20HSFL Proc~ •• (1933), p. 27; !Iembership and Per Capita Tax
Records, 1933, Box II, KCCLC Records.
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principles, a~reed to the Brewery Workers jurisdiction over the

brewers and their assistants but claimed the riRht to organize the

beer truck drivers as part of their jurisdiction. The conflict had

long been one of the sharpest craft-industrial controversies in the

AFL. Several times in the past, when the BrelJeI1' Workers had sought

to organize beer truck drivers, the Tear.lsters had co~vinced the AFL

to vote against the industrial principle. On more than one occasion

the nre~t1ery ~lorkers had lJithdrawn from the AFL over the issues.

During prohibition the controversy had su~sided because the Brewery

lrorkers practically ceased to existo They had a~reed to settle their

conflicts with the Teaosters and had returned to the AFL. Dut now

that the industr~, shmJcd signs of revival, the conflict quickly

reemerged.

Both sides in the brewery dispute held i~portant advantages

\t1hich neither to1ould ensily relinquish. The Brewery Horkers monopolized

knowledge of beer-n~king. If they did not work the companies could

not brew beer and the beer truck drivers would have nothing to haul.

They also had the advantage of a strong, militant, central organiz.a­

tion willing to support their locals' efforts. The Teamsters, on the

other hand, e~sil~, matched these adv3nta~es, but only in ~-1ashin~ton

State. Though they had a weak national organization, they had an ex­

tremely vi~orous and capable local leadership under the direction of

Dave Beck. ~nder hin, Joint Council :10. 28 had be~un to or~anize on

a lar~e scale in every region of t~e state. He would not abandon his

claim to any part of the Tennster jurisdiction. The AFL had specific­

ally 8ranted the Teamsters jurisdiction over the beer truck drivers,

,
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a fact which Beck repeatedly pointed out. ~ost inportant1y, throur,h

their truckinp, jurisdiction, the Team~ters controlled all access to

the bretl1eries: the arrival of all r3W materials and the departure'

of all beer shipnents. ~o beer manufacturer or distributor could

operate t~ithout their approval. If the Teaosters needed the Breuery

Workers to m~ke the beer they delivered the Brewery Workers needed

the Teamsters just as Quch. But lackinR the willin~ess to compromise

no compromise was possibl~. Immediately upon pas~age of the Beer Act

both unions rushed to 21
or~anize the breweries.

••

In !mrch 1933 the SCLC recognized the jurisdictional problem

and appointed a committee to help organize the breweries. Fearing that

the committee would come under Teamster influence the Brewery Workers

opposed the measure. ~~en the council went ahead with its plans the

Brewery tlorkers decided to or~anize the breweries by themselves, even

without SCLC coo~eration. This alarmed Dave Beck and other local

leaders who felt they had jurisdictional interests in the breweries.

They contacted the AFL and the International Brotherhood of Teamsters'

leadership. In }~y the AFL's executive council confirmed that the

Teamsters had jurisdiction over all brewery truck drivers. but Teamster

President Dan Tobin, who had convinced the executive council to make

this move, refused to provide funds from the Teamsters' treasury to

defend their jurisdiction, eVen though the national treasury was full.

Tobin t"as prepared to lose the entire jurisdiction rR.ther than' commit

international funds to the strug~leo It is this fact which, in the

21\~;tshin~ton St:ltc Labor }:e'~s 31 AUR. 1934; \-1estine, p. 10;
Gamel, Vol. I, p. 189 •

•
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end, preserved the Brewery Worker~ Union from destruction. 22

Thereupon. neck vowed to launch his Ot~ local or~3nizational

caMpaign and began to contact the heads of all the breweries ~lannin~

to open in Hashin8ton State. He gave them a difficult choice:

recognize the Teamsters, or face a boycott. He said that they in-

formed him that they wanted to sign a contract with the Teamsters

but that the Brewery l-lorkers had threatened to strike if they did

so. The employers were. indeed, in a difficult position. ~o matter

",,,hieh \-1ay they turn'ed', they could see no ttlay to avoid a labor eon-

f1ict.~ Beck sympathized with their plight but told them that he

still meant to orr,anize the beer truck drivers. He informed the

SCLC that, if the employers and the Bre,,,ery l-lorkers did not transfer

the truck drivers to his jurisdiction within two weeks, he ",,,ould

wage a fight azainst all breweries who had not complied ,~ith the

Executive Council's decision.,,23

In city after city the Brewery Uorkers succeeded in organizing

the truck drivers without opposition from the Teamsters. Only in

Washinr,ton State were they met with inp1acable oppo~ition. In June

Teamster pressure forced the SCLC and the Spokane Central Labor Council

to unseat their Breto1ery ~'lorkers locals for refusing to abide by the

executive council's decision. Beck also succeeded in getting the 5CLC

to endorse the Teamster boycott of Bre~~ery ~!orkers-Ilroduced beer.

La ter t under B~c1~'s pressure. the usn convention voted to expel the

BreY~ery Horkers and declare "unfair" thnse breweries emp10yinR Brewery

22neck Interview; W~shin~ton Stntp. L~bor ~ews 31 Aug. 1934;
Minutes, 12 A~ri1, 24 ~ay 1933, nox 8, KeeLe Records.
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Workers in jobs c1ai~ed by other trades. The Brewery Workers, how-

ever, refused to abandon their claims and, shortly after the usn

convention: the executive board expelled them. 24

In September the AFL convention officially transferred juris-

diction of the beer truck drivers to the Teams.ters. A month later

the Bre,,,ery Workers struck back boycotting the Heinrich's Bre\tleries,

"whose only crime was employing Teamsters," and the conflict broke

into the open. The struggle was long and hard. Beck retaliated by

supplying inside workers to breweries struck by the Brewery l~orkers

Union.' . The main fight occurred at the ~orthwest Brewing Company

plants at Seattle and Tacoma. In late 1933 Peter ~mrinof£, the head

of the company. recognized the Teamsters union but in 1934 the fight

erupted again. ~~en the Teamsters struck Northwest Brewing. ~~rinoff

hi~ed Brewery Workers strikebreakers to produce beer. The Teamsters

countered by refusing to handle tIarinoff's beer. After the strike

was briefly h;tlted by an injunction Harinoff siened with the Teamsters.

Still. this did not end the controversy 0 In 1935 the Teamsters struck.

again. charging Marinoff with contract violations. Teamster pickets

1

followed Harino£f trucks and sought to "persuade" customers not to ac-

~ept de1ive~1 of his beer. The climax came \tlhen gunmen hired by

l·larinoff shot and killed a Teamster picketer. For this crime }Iarinoff

and three other r:1en were convicted of manslaughter. After this the

Teansters 8rad~a11)" Hon the upper hand in l-lashington State. By 1937

the Teamsters had successfully isolated the Washington market and

24neck Interview; HSFL Procs., (1933), pp. 72,74; (1934). p. 9;
Hinutes, 14 June 1933, Dox 8, KeeLC Records; SCLC to h'SFL Convention.
S July 1933. Box 9-21; R. Watson, et ale to All Affiliates, 15 Nov•

.1933, Box 9-21, HSFL Records.,
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were even preventing the im,ortAtion of Brewery Workers beer made in

California and the mid-~est. The boycott lasted until the 1950'sD

during which time only locally brewed beer was available in l.Jashington.

Until then \lashin~ton beer drinkers could not buy such national brands

as Budweiser and Schlitz an~Jhere in the state. Their success in de-

fending their beer truck driving jurisdiction was paralleled in other

areas of the Teamsters jurisdiction. Under Beck's leadership ~embership

in Joint Council No. 28 grew from 12,000 in 1936, to 21,500 in 1940. to

55,000 in 1952. 25

The struggle within the labor novernent, between the Teamsters

and the Brewe~ t~orkcrs, like the conflict between the Federal Emp10y-

ees and the ~!achinists, helped to draw the industrial-craft organiza-

tion battle lines in the AFL ~ore clearly. For the first time, the

Teamsters emerged as the champions of the craft form of organizationo

t·1hile the lolashington labor movement rer.l.ained on the defensive

in 1933 it became more aggressive politically. The first signs of

this renaissance came at the 1933 legislature. Although many of the

n~~ members elected in 1932 had professed progressive principles, they

had· yet to be tested. Despite this uncertainty, labor achieved many

of its nost cherished goals. For the first time in a decade labor

broke throu~l the legislative 103jam. Though not entirely successfu1--

a number of important bills died in COMMittee, or passed only one

25Beck interviet'l; ~'!SFL Procs., (193 /.), p. 9; ~·la~hi-nf.ton State
LRbor ~t~':olS, 31 Aup,. 1934; ~'!inutes, 11 Oct., 15 )love 1933, 18,25 A?ril.
28 Hov•• 12 Dec. 1934. 13 ~·lov. 1935, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Lectures
civen by Dr. ~obcrt nurke, 1960, ::otes in the Possession of Dr. Burke,
University of \1ashington.
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house--much of its legislative progra~ passed. Had not PreRident

Taylor been felled by a "serious heart attack" mid\o1a)' through the

session, even more of this program might have become law. 26

}fuch of this legislation had been on labor's agenda for

years. The legislature ratified the Child Labor AmendMent (SJR 1),

despite "deteminad" efforts to kill it in the House Constitution

Revision Committee and on the floor. It also ratified the amendment

to end "lame duck" sessions of Con~ress (SJR 3) and approved an

election for a constitutional convention to approve the prohibition

repeal ~endmant, beconing the thirty-first state to do 50. 27

Of. even more immediate importance to the labor ~ovement,

however, were a number of House bills passed giving direct benefits

to workers, the unemployed, and the injured who lacked other forms of

income. Under the Eartley administration none could have escaped the

governor's veto. These included the Eagles' old age pension bill

(118 14), the rCl'1Oval of electric machines from gaseous mines bill

(RB 70), a rehabilitation of cripples bill (HB 300), and a credit

union bill (UB 240). The most important piece of legislation originat-

ing' in the House which eventually became law, however, was the unemploy-

ment relief bill (RB 35) which called for appointment of a five-man

26For more on the many bills labor suP?orted, lvhich did not be­
come la'o1, see: :~SFL Proes., (1933), pp. 9-10; Legislative Voting
Records, 1933, Box 3-1, HSFL Records; ~·1inutes, 15 Feb. 1933, Box 8,
KeCLC 'R.ecords.

27For Dore on the Senate bills, which labor supported and be­
came 1at;o1, see: '~SFL Proes., (1933), pp. 8-9; Legis1ntive Voting Records,
1933, Box 3-1, H5FL Records; ~'1inutes, 1 Feb., 3,22 ~tarch, 19 Aur.. 1933,
Box 8, KCCLC Records; Call, pp. 22,28; Clark, The Drv Years, pp. 236-238.
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comoission to administer federal relief funds supplied to the state

under the Reconstruction Finance Corporation grants. Although the

bill did not totally satisfy labor President Taylor "reluctantly"
.

accepted a non-salaried position on th~ commission when he became

convinced that the RFC"funds would not be spent for compulsory work

relief or "forced labor" at belo\1-union scale waBeR 9r conditions.

The legislature then appropriatec $10 million, to be financed by a

bond issue, to support the commiRsion (HB 263).28

Meanwhile. a coalition of employers mobilized for a last-ditch

struggle against the threat of higher workmen's conpensation costs.

For several \-Teeks prior to the session, the USFL had observed the

activities of the Associated Industries of Seattle and the Federated

InduRtries of Washington, knOt'ling that ''they intended to introduce a

bill '"1hich would vipe out the present law." When the session opened

the employers. fortified by the "largest lobby assembled in years,"

did come forth ~o1ith an optional insurance bill (HB 268), ~o1hich would

have undermined the existing state-run system. The WSFL. prepared for

battle. vigorously opposed this measure. Despite labor's opposition,

the. bill passed the House by a vote of fifty-four to forty-two. and

the Senate by a vote of thirty-one to thirteen. Labor was thus forced

28Despite the successful passage of the bill the dreams of the
labor raover.tent remained unfulfilled. The main problem was the reluctance
of the co~ission to spend the state money. As late as June 1933 none
of it had yet been spent. The comcission. hO\07ever, was not completely
inactive. During the winter it helped to spend as MUch as $1.240 mil­
lion per T!1onth on relief thereby helping up to 82.000 families. This
did not resolve the basic problems of unemoloyment as far as lahor was
concerned and .President Taylor continued to complain that counties
were forcinr, men to work at belou-scale wage levels and failed to pro­
vide industrial insurance protection. For more on the labor position
on compulsory work relief, or "forced labor", see: Blumell. pp. 92,104.

For more on the labor bills, see: \vSFL Procs •• (1933). pp. 9,
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to carry its fight to Governor ~mrtin. ~n previous years they could

not have hoped for support from the governor. Thus it was most pleas-

ing when Governor ~3rtin decided to veto the bill. Labor h3d doubted

his credentials. In the primnries he had been the most conservative

of the three Democratic candidates and the WSFL had not endorsed him.

lfuen he threw his support behind the labor movement it meant that

labor had arriv~d politically. At the same time ~Iartin signed another

\lorkmen's compensation bill (liB 35) much desired b)~ labor. It per-

mitted collection of!nsurance premiums from ecployers based on the

man-ho~rs worked instead of on payrolls and cut down on the ability

of "safe" employers to ·put the burden of insurance on "unsafe"

employers. For the first time in many years, labor discovered a

Governor who was politically responsive to its needs. 29

When the USFL convention met. a fet-l weeks after the passage

of the National Industrial Recovery Act, it greeted the new measure

warmly. ~·line \olorkers de1ecate Andrew Hunter said he was "looking

forward to great accomplishments by labor (because of the Act) under

which labor has everything to gain. Americans have been restored our

independence as citizens of this country." President Taylor. re-

covered froo his heart attack, praised the NlRA "as formulated by our

cost resourceful and far-seeing President, Franklin D. Roosevelt."

He described the act as a boon to "small businessmen" who had, under the

Republicans, dissociated themselves from the interests of labor. He

11; Legislative Voting Records, 1933, Box 3-1; ~anutes. 26 June 1933,
Box 60, ~SFL Records; Call, pp. 22,28.

29Ibid.
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pledged that the tlSFL would support the administration of the measure.

"Have no fear t" he said. "tole \Jil1 do our share to In,"lke NlAA work•••• "

He also pledged to "organize the unorganized.,,30

The WSFL then approved a four-sided program to deal with the

economic crisis in view of the government's new helpfulness. The first

side of this pro:;ram concerned the federal government. It called for

a number of new leBislative initiatives to reduce the hours and im-

prove the conditions of federal employees. particularly postal ~Jorkers.

It called for a thirty-year optional retirement plRn for federal

workers. and encouraged the Navy to refit some of its older batt1e-

ships at Bremerton and "to improve the wages and conditions of Navy

yard apprentices. The WSFL also called on the Federal Trade Commission

to investi~ate oil and gas prices and telephone rates. 31

The second side of the l-1SFL prop,rarn "7as a call for a renewed

organizational effort to take adventa~e of the !tIRA code-rnakinB process.

On the success of this drive hinged the future unity of the AFL. If

the Aft failed to organize the unorganized many of the industrial union

leaders hinted that they would break away. To direct the drive the

l~SFL convention approved a plan to reorganize the Union Label Division

and begin a strong centralized union labor organization with a paid

secretary or organizer. This plan might have proved quite successful

had not the craft union leadership succeeded in amendin~ the proposal

30Despite these hopes, the act did not prove to be as efficacious
as labor anticipated.

For more on the impact of the bill in ~'!ashington State, see:
WSFL Proc~., (1933), ~p. 37-38,45-46; (1934). pp. 31-32.48-49.

3lIbid., (1933), pp. 65-71.

.d. .• £¥d~KtUt«M::nli=KWTi&
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to read"••• if and when funds available. II The '.JSFL also asked all

international unions to forgive per capita taxes during thc Depression

in an attcmpt to staunch the £10to1 of lolithdrato1als. I ..oca11y it called

for a carnpaicrn to organize·sheep shear~rs and asked all local affiliates

to include a clause in their contracts allowing them to join sympathy

strikes. Then it endorsed the Teacsters and other craft unions in

their strug~le with the Brewery Workers and placed all those br~~eries

which failed to employ Teamster drivers on the unfair list. In ad-

dition the WSFL also endorsed the Tacoma Ga~ent Workers strike against

the Schull-Day Co~pany and the Taco~~ Teamsters strike against the
-.

General Petrol~um Conpany.32

The HSFL also approved a political program urging all USFL

affiliates to cooperate morc closely. It reconT:\ended a "united pro-

gressive program of affiliation" and a "solid political policy to

get representation in the legislature." But, to prevent the reemergence

of radical political or industrial policies, the convention referred

the entire catter to the executive board for final action. For the

first time in a number of years the convention did not endorse anti-

immigrant or anti-oriental leeislation, but it did ~pprove a plan to

cooperate politically t-tith the American Legion. Later, the executive

board appointed a comoittee m work for prohibition repeal. 33

Finally, the convention approved its legislative program.

After a spirited debate the dele~ates recndorsed repeal of prohibition.

~;Ibid., (1933), pp. 69-74.
Ibid.·, (1933), pp. 67,71-73,75; ~tinutes, 26 Junc, 8 July 1933,

Box 60, l-lSFL Records; }finutes, 16 Aug. 1933, Box 8, KeCLC Records.
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It also supported a resolution appointing President Taylor a head of

a delegation to petition the Rovernor to reorganize the Department of

Labor and Industries "in the interests of the wa~e earners. u Among

the specific recoomendations the convention also called for were the

adoption of Nlr~ codes for the mining and construction industries

and for an initiative petition drive to repeal the certificate of

necessity act, which made it impossible to organize taxicab drivers.

Basically, ho,,,ever, ,the llSFL made no new demands. Its proeram

em,h3sized old ideas and old directionsQ 34

'. Followin3 this the convention reelected the entire executive

board--for.the ~ifth consecutive year. Nothing better illustrates

the to1SF'L's incre:lsing rigidity and resistance to change than the

stability of its leadership. ~~ile all about them were losing their

heads the '''SFL continued placidly alonG its course. 35

Up to a certain point this consistency had beneficial conse-

quences. Dut, in a period of rapidly chanp,ing circumstances, the

board was increasin3ly isolated. In l~rbe part this had to do with

the rise of industrial union forces within the AFL. t~e have already

seen how the Federal Employees and Bre~-:ery ~"orkerR unions had vigor-

,ously challenged the old craft unions. They were but the forerunners

"~of many other challenges the AFL '''ould have to meet. FolloHing pas-

sage of the ~I~ the industrial union forces on the AFL's Executive

Council. led by John L. Le~lis of the Unitp.d :Iine t-lorkers, pressed for

34
H~FL Procs •• (1933). pp. 48,66-70.73-75; Ninutes, 13 July 1933,

Box 60. HSl?L Records.

351!SFL Procs.. (1933). p. 32.
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initiation of an orC3nizinc campaign in the mass-production industries.

Le'o1is had in r.\ind creation of a sinr,le industry-t'lide organization, for

e~ch industry, "l~lich 'olould cut across intern~tional union jurisdictions.

TIle conservative craft union majority, which dominated the council, on

the other hand, continued to urge delay and to promote the use of

federal labor unions as a device to this end. 36

At first the federal labor solution seened to work well. In

the latter half of 1933 the I\FL received 1,205 applications for federal

l~bor union charters"and, encoura~ed by President Green, granted

1,006 ·~f them. But 3radually the old problems came to the fore again.

The industri~l unionists wanted to form the federal labor unions into

new industry-wide national or international unions. The craft unions,

especially those in the Met~l Trades Department, wanted to split them

up and divide their members among the existing craft unions. 37

~fuen the AFL convention met in October 1933, the federal labor

union issue had become the main issue before the delegates. Although

the industrial unions--p3rticularly the Garment t~orkers and the ~line

Workers--had been rapidly reg~ining Qembers, the dominant craft unions

36A fuderal labor union was a local union directly chartered by
the AFL. . It could accept as temporary members workers in any trade or
craft in its vicinity--until enough had been or~anized to form regular

.. locals in each particular trade union. Ideall~l it would go o·ut of
business as soon as it had parcelled out its members to the interna­
tionals with jurisdiction. TIle conservatives hoped to organize and
store up workers in the federal labor unions, in order to forestall the
necessity of having to organize industrial unions. TIley were a tempo­
rary expedient·designed to del~y jurisdictional questions arising be­
tween the internationals.

Bernstein, The Tu~bulent Ye~rs, p. 355.

37Ibid.
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retained the initiative. Led by John P. Frey, head of the }Iolder's

Union and the ~Ietal Trades Department, they introduced a resolution

to prevent the federal labor unions from keeping jurisdiction over

workers that were within the jurisdictions of any existing interna-

tional union. A majority of the convention's Resolution Committee,

including its Chair~an l~tthew Woll of the Photo-Engravers, sup-

ported the resolution. However, a minority, including John L. Let~is

and Tom Kennedy of the United Hine Uorkers, Harvey Freeing of the

Oil !lorkers, and Charles P. 1I0~~a:rd of the Typographers--all except_

Itowar~ industrial unionists--opposed it. If the motion passed, the

AFL could not charter federal labor unions unless the internationals

gave their consent. The AFL organizers would not be able to "compete"

,,,ith the international organizers but ,~ol1ld have to "cooperate" with

them. 38

The minority report on the resolution condemned the proposal

and warned that, if the AFL did not n~N adapt to the n~q conditions,

events would ~ass labor by. The craft a~ionists, however, were more

interested in maintaining thp-ir control of the AFL than in structural

reform. Under their influence, the convention yoted to refer the

minority. resolution to the executive council, where it lay, unattended.

38Behind this dispute over union jurisdictions lay other economic
and ethnic issues. The "1Orkers in the UnOl:Ranized industries were
poorer than and less skilled th~n craft unionists. They worked for the
lar~e3t, r.'lost pOH~rful corporations. Thus, they could not pay high
craft union dues. Craft unionists looked do~~ on thetn. They faced much
stronr,er opposition than cr:tft unions. ~rost iMportantly, however, they
cane from ncto, il':".migrant groups. TIle craft unionists feared that, if
they oreanized in industry-uide tmlts, they would be s\"am?ed by the new­
CO!'llers.

Bernstein, The Turbulent Ye3r~, pp. 355-356.
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Instead. the debate shifted to another industrial union proposal to

enlarge the executive council to include more industrial unionists.

This proposal would have had the same effect as the earlier unsuccess-

ful one and fooled no one. It too failed by a better-than-two-to-one

margin. These votes demonstrated to the e~~ittered industrial union-

ists that they would have little chance in the AFL. TIle chief ef­

fect of the decisions was to poison relations between the two blocSo 39

~teanwhile. follotTing the successful passage of the prohibition

rcepeal ,-eferendum in August 1933, Governor Hartin called a special ses­

sion ~f the laeislature to approve new state liquor laws. 40 The WSFL
<.

saw this as an opportunity to enact even more its legislation. The

Everett and Seattle Central Labor Councils. in particular, sought to

turn the session to labor's purposes and cain increased funding for

old age pensions. ~tany local unions also hoped to make gains.

Ultimately they were highly successful. ~fuile Governor ~fartin won

approval of a new State Liquor Control Board. the labor lobby won pas­

sage of several more important pieces of labor legis1ation. 41

The two most important successes the l~SFL achieved during the

special session. however. were passage of the anti-injunction Yellow

Dog Contract bill (HB 28) and the state wage code bill (HB 136). Of

the two, the anti-injunction bill had the easier tfme. althoueh it was

by no Deans the less important. The bill was an exact copy of the

39nernstein. Toe Turbeulent Years, pp. 357-358.
40Clark. TIle Drv Years, Ope 236-248.
41For more on the 1~bor-~u?portedmeasures passed durinr, the

special session. see: HSFL Proes., (1934), pp. 5-7; LeBis1ative Voting
Records. 1933-1934, Box 3-1, HSFL Records; ~[inutes, 6.20 Dec. 1933. Box
8, KCCLC Records; Call, pp. 22,28.
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bill introduced earlier during the re~lar session, which had ~3ssed

the Senate but hnd got held up in the House Rules COMMlttee~ Intro-

duced on 8' December the House Judicia~' Committee gave it a favorable
.

recommendation on the 14th~ On the 22d it passed the House by a vote

of sixty-six to one, under a suspension of the rules. ~to labor bill

had ever moved '-1ith such alacrity. On 27 December it was introduced

into tIle Senate. ~~o days later the Labor Comcittee recomnended pas-

sage. On the sane day the Rules Committee considered the hill and

gave it a favorable report and the Senate approved it by ~ vote of

thirty-four to seven. ~olhen Governor ~tartin siKt\cd the bill on

4 January ~934 .labor considered it one of their crcatest victories

since 1911. The bill provided that a union could ?icket a fir~.

even though it employed none of their employees, and thus it served to

guarantee the right of pickets to advertize non-union establishQents. 42

The state wane code bill faced higher hurdles. It was, essen-

tially, a state version of the =tlr~. Patterned after similar C3lifornia

legislation, it contained about a dozen amendMents to ma~e it "more

effective" under "lashington State conditions. The main accocplishment

of ~he bill was creation of the State Relief Concission to administer

state and local relief prograos. 43

421n 1935, hO,"Tever, the State Supreme Court, in Safe~'a',' ~tores v.
Retail Clerl:s Union, Local ~·10. 148" 184 Hnsh. 322 (51 Pac. (2d) 372).
ruled that the act 't·l;:\S unconstitutional.

HSFl. Proes., (1934), p. 6; "Picketin~ \lithout llavinr, ~-lembers,"

(~-Umeo), n.d., Box 6; :Iinutes, 13,20,27 Dec. 1933, 3 Jan. 1934, Box 8,
KeCLC Records; Call, p. 22.

43~'1~FL ProcR., (1934), pp. -7; -Call, p. 22; Legislative Voting
Records, 1933-1934, Box 3-1; !linutes, 20,27 Dee. 1933, Box 8, KCCLe
Records.



I
I

I
I

616

The results of the 1933 lehislative sessions demonstrated that

nothing less than a revolutionary change in labor's politic3l position

had occurred. Ironically these chanp,es, which so benefited lahor,had

not been foreseen by labor.' Neither had labor actively t-lorked to en-

courage them on a statewide level. P~ther they were the results of

local actions. t~ile labor had been paralyzed politically on a state-

wide level local labor leaders had effectively worked to elect pro-

lahor legislators. ~d, \lhile the WSFL had been unable to decide on

a 8ubernatorial candidate, local leaders had succeeded in electing

numerous mayors and city councilmen. }wst importantly, the political

results de~onst~ated a shift. of the progressives out of the Republican

Party and. into the Democratic PartYo

After the 1933-1934 special session of the legislature labor

ga~ned in political prestige. In 1934, for example, ~uch of President

Taylor's time was spent as a member of the State Relief Commission.

t~ereas in the past labor's successes had always been due, primarily,

.to the good will of others, now labor's political allies needed labor's

support. Thus, when Taylor objected strenuously to the commission's

efforts to "force" relief recipients to work for below-union scale

wages, the commission backed up labor's demands. And, when he "in-

"'sisted" that all relief work on the Grand Coulee and Bonneville dam

proj ects should be done at the "prevailin~" "1age levels and protested

aBainst the use of untrained, non-union Men on Federal Rmergency

Relief Administration projects, the co~ission was forced to comply

with labor's demands. This was a great watershed. But it was only a

beginning. Labor's new power was not overwhelming and there were
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occasions when labor's demands were completely rej~cted. Still. it

is clear that labor was no longcr as isolated and i~ored as it had

been under the Repu~licans. It is also clear that labor was rapidly

grO\·,ine in pottler and influence even as .the economy began to rebound

from the low point of" the Dcpression. 44

44rhe federal govern~ent helped Taylor when it aqreed to transfer
jurisdiction of the dan projects fro~ the Public Works AdminiRtr~tion

to the United States Reclamation Service. This allo\tled an increase in
the ~ininull wage scale paid froD $0.60 per hour to $1.20 per hour for
skilled r-techanics. And Rubsequp.nt rulin~s that contractors had to
hire local ~10rkers first, before hirin~ unernploved buildin~ tradesMen
fro~ Scattla and other urh~n centers, were cancclled by the Columbia
Dan COmMission after the HSFL cOMplained that they interfered with
unionization.· For the fir!;t tice in the history of the ~tate, the
state ~overnY!1~nt ·.Jas hefiinning to be truly re~ron~ive to the needs of
labor.

l~SFL Procs., (1934), pp. 7-8,11,71,73-77.
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Chapter 20:

Revival:

The Longshore Strike and

the Rise of Industrial Unionism, 1934

In 1934 the nation's economy improved dramatically.

t~ashington State's econo~y also improved, but less dramatically. ~fuile

the com~osite index of national industrial production increased by

20.38 per cent, the composite index of business activity in the ruget

Sound area increased by only 7.92 per cent. Business activity in the

Inland Empire and Lower Columbia regions increased faster than regional

ayerages, rising by 18.60 per cent and 8.06 per cent, respectively. In

the Pacific :torth",est as a ,.,hole business activity increased by 9.75

per cent. 1

Regional indexes of production rose as well. In the ~e~tt1e-

Tacoca region, production of electric energy increased by 8.46 per

cent to 1,110 million kilowatt hours. West of the Cascades lumber

production increased 1.25 per cent to 4,305 nillion board feet. But,

~ despite this improvement, production remained sluggish. Trade, £i-

nance, transportation, and construction indexes performed better. In

western Hashington departnent store sales increased by 5.47 per cent,

the value of building permits incre:lsed by 14.28 per cent to $4 million,

gross postal recci?ts increased by 4.73 per cent to $3,834,OO~, bank

lIndexes of Business Activity, pp. 108-111.

*
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debits increased by 14.86 per cent to $2,036 million. St3tewide sales

of life insurance increased by 16.21 per cent to $91.8 million and

gasoline sales increased by 10.14 per cent to 261 million gallons•.

Heanwhile, frei~ht carloadings of logs and forest products, in the

Pacific Nortlu~est as a whole, increased by 5.71 per cent to 299,000

and carloadin~s of all products increased by 13.70 per cent to

756,000. 2

As a result of these iMprovements in production and business

activity total income in Washington State increased 8.99 per cent to

$708 million. And th~. consumer price index in Seattle increased by

2.38 per cent " its first rise since 1928. Small 3R they ~o1erp.t thase

imrrovements signalled the end of the long-term deflationary cycle.

Except for the sharp, but short-lived, "Roosevelt Recession" of 1937­

1938, economic gro'to1th continued into the 1950' s. 3

The economic improveDent is reflected in the ecployment in-

dicators. The number of production Nor~':ers in manufacturing indus-

tries incrensed dramatically. Factory employment in Washington State

increased by 11.11 per cent to 92,600. Total enployment increased by

5.97 per cent to 532,000 and total unemployment fell by 13.48 per

cent to 154,600, or 22.53 per cent of the labor force. (Table ~o. 1)4

These statistics do not tell the whole story, however. In

1934 labor entered a transition year. Even thoUGh the economy had

showed some si~s of inrrovernent in 1933 the overall direction for the

labor roove~ent was dOw~ward until the cnd of the first quarter of 1934.

2Ibid •
3Ibid • Johansen, p. 626.
4Ibid:
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At the end of the first quarter, oet!lbership in the '-1~FL had declined

to 8,504, 101;"er thq.n it had been in 1907 e This t"as the true 10'-1 point

of the Depression for the labor t1Ovcment. It was in the second quar-

ter of 1934 that economic recovery truly began. This was a period of

unprecedented economic growth. By June 1934 the WSFL had ~ained 5,000

new mewbers and President Taylor was able to report to the convention

that, since the previous convention, the HSFL had lost only 293 mem-

bers and now represen~ed 13,5~4 rank and file members, 1.96 per cent

of the labor force. (Table No.2) The total number of t';SFL aff111-

ates increased by 7.00 per cent to 214. Then be~an a period of very

rapid grow~h, co~parable to-p~riod 1917-1919. By 1938, membership

in the HSFL had more than doub1edo 5

The annual report of the lISFL vice-presidential districts also

5HSFL Procs., (1934), pp. 22,33; (1935), pp. 25-26; (1936),
pp. 28-29; (1937), pp. 30-31: (1938), pp. 34-35: (1939), ppo 37-38;
(1940), pp. 139-140.

6Por more on the Be11in~ham district where the Teacsters were
strikinr the t~latcom County Dair=nnen's association and the Barbers were
cha11engin~ a city council ordinance passed under the Barbers Licensin3
Act (1933); see: Ibid., (1934), pp. 9-10,12,67-68: ~linutes, 9 ~tay, 12
Dec. 1934, 16 Jan. 1935, Box 8, KCCLe Records •
." For more on t!le Spokane district, uhere orr;anizationa1 activity
,~as particularly noticeable and the Teansters, under Dave neck, had suc­
cessfully oruanized a local on the Grand Coulee d3M project, see: ~lSFL

Procs., (1934), p? 12-13. ----
For more on the Yakina-~·!!llla tla11a district, where tha vice­

president reported "uonderfu1 propress" Many new locals ,.rere or~anized

including six rederal Lahor Unions for Farr.t ~·lorkers. see: Ibid., (1934),
p. 13; ~linutes. 4 April 1934. Box 8, KCCLC Records; liThe 'Yakima Inci­
dent' of 1933, II P,ure:~u of Labor St:tt:h:;tics J)ulletin, Appendix K, 836
(1945), P? 437-439; Jo~eph CnT"lpbell $cro~~s, "Ln1)or Problems in the
Fruit Industry of the Yakina Valley," (~.A. Thesis: University of
Washington, 1937), passi~.

For more on the Grays Harhor-Hi11apa Harbor district, where the
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Among ~he most i~portant developnents of 1934 was the start

of a vigorous organizing campaign in the lumber industryo It was

particularly im,ortant in the Grays Harbor-~·:illapa Harbor district.

At first. the Timber Horkers made "sooe. progress" in their efforts,

especially in G!3YS Harbor County. but after these initial gains.

progress slolo1ed. The Paper ~takers, on the other hand. continued to

1!18ke "good progress" and soon were "well-organized" throughout the

district. The Plyw~o~ Workers. however. responded slowly. even to

the initial efforts, though some individual union members showed

"good fighting spirit.~'

Among the lumber industry workers' most intractable problems

was their under-representation on federal public works boards. This

allowed the Four Lis to claim to represent the uorkers. The lumber

workers. however, desired stronger representation. In the fall of

1934 the Lon3view aill workers decided they should organize and de-

manded union re<!ognition and struck the Lon:;-nell and \-1eyerhaeuser

Company plants when it was not granted. }~st of the mill workers

res~ected their picket lines and they might have succeeded had not

the· Four L \~orkers at the Heyerhaeuser Lumber Company mill supported

vice-president noted "slight improvement in all lines," and where the
luoher unions began 3 vigorous organizational drive, see: wSFL Procs.,
(19'34), p. 13.

For more on the Pierce-Thurston-Kittitas' County district. see:
WSFL Procs., (1934), pp. 13-14,54,63.

For nore on the Island-Sno~ornish-CnelnnCounty district, where
conditions were less active, se~: Ibid., (1934), p. 15.

For core on the Kitsap-~IaGon-ClallaMCounty district, where
almost every Brer.tcrton local had increased in membership, where busi­
ness and labor' condition!'; were hetter t~l(1n they had been in three years,
and in Port Tet·:nscnd and She! ton, \-1here the lunber industry ShOto1ed def­
inite si~s of revival, see: Ibid., (1934), p. 15.
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the employers and de~ded that its 9tr1kin~ AFL me~ber8 resimn. This

led to a bitter stru~gle between the AFL and Four L'se The AFL union,

the Longview Loggers.and Sawmill Workers Lnion. filed charges against

the Long-Bell and Weyerhaeuser Lumber companies for violating Section

7(a) of the NIRA. This led. in turn, to Regional Labor Board he~rings

in Kelso. Althou~h the board ruled against the coopanies, the com-

panies and the Four L's joined forces to denounce both the NIRA ~nd

the Aft and refused to be bound by the decision. The AFL appealed

and demanded compliance with the board's order. but even though the

AFL won "its appeal, the companies continued to refuse to accept the

decision.?

In the coal mining districts economic conditions continued to

be very b~d. Coal production had declined continually since 1920 0

By 1933 it was barely one-third what it had been durinn World War I.

Employment in the industry had fallen by one-half to 2,500 over the

same period. I. 1934 conditions continued to deteriorate, yet labor

be~an a stronR recovery in the industry. Through the efforts of

President Taylor and federal conciliator E.P. ~rsh the Pacific Coast

Coal Company, the largest in western Washington, agreed to recognize

the United Mine Workers. After reachin~ a~reement with the company

Taylor and ~rsh called in Sam Nicholls, president of Hiners District

7Ibid., (1934), p. 13; McClelland, Jr., pp. 209-216; ROp'e~

Jones to Harry Hopkins, lB,21 Jan. 1934, Bt')x 1-39; Roger Jones to Taylor,
27 March, 28 Nov., 6,14 Dec. 1934, Box 1139; Flanders to Taylor, 2 July
1934. Rox 20-10; Dyer to Taylor, n.d., Box 9-9, l~SFL Records; See also;
Francis C. Vause, "The Adttinistratlon of the nlRA, '-lith Special Refer­
ences to the Lumber Industry," (B.A. Thesis: Reed College, Portland,
Oregon, 1934). p3ssim: Vernon H. JenAen, Lumber ~nd L~bor. (~ew York:
Farrar & Rhinehart,' 1945), passim.
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No. 10, and national representatives of the United Mine Workers Union,

to approve the settlement. The agreement provided for dissolution of

the existing company unfon, established the union as bargaining agent

for the company's employees, and provided for joint labor-man~gement

settlement of all ~ispute9.8

By spring nearly every miner in the state had been brou~ht

under union jurisdiction. Only a few locals in the Cle Elum re~ion

refused to sign a~reeaents because they disliked the idea of top-to-

bottom organization. It looked too much like labor-management col1u-

s10n•. Some locals also objected to the "check-off" system whereby

the company automatically deducted union dues from workers' paychecks.

This resulted in "much strife" in the Cle Elum-Roslyn area and hear-

ings of the Federal Mine Commission. '~en the cocmissioner ruled

in favor of the lfine Workers, a dual organization, the "so-called

Western Miners Union," struck to prevent the AFL men from working in

the mines. Ultimately, however, the AFt union won control and

eliminated the dual union. Among the Miners' ~reatest achievements

in 1934 was a new contract prov1dinR for eight hours pay for seveD

hours work. 9

In the King County district, however, it was hard to find

'. signs of improvement. Overall membership in the SCLC increased by

8WSFL Procs., (1934), pp. 8-9,14; Sam Nicholls and Richard
Francis, "Why '~e Should Prorcote the Coal Industry of the State of
Washinp,ton," (n.p., 1934), Box 17-18; Baldwin to Taylor,S Feb. 1934;
Taylor to Baldwin, 8 Feb. 1934, Box 38-7; T~ylor to McDonald, et al.,
16 Aug. 1934, Box 38-8, WSFL Records.

9Ibid.
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10.51 per cent to 10,774 (Table No.3), the number of SCLC affiliates

increased by five to eiRhty-eight, and the nu~ber of WSFL affiliates

in the SCLC increased by four to sixty-four, but the council reported

"deplorable conditions" and "no relief.in sight."lO

The Building Trades Council reported that construction was

"slow, mostly sm~ll repair jobs." t-11th many still unemployed and on

relief, the only work bein~ done was government-funded. Amonq the

few bright spots vere the University of Washington construction pro-

jects. Despite this. the Building Trades Council managed to reach a

new area-wide agree~ent with the employers association, covering

western Washington north of Longview. The new contract provided for

the six hour day, the five day week. and continued the 1931 pay scale.

~ember9hip in Building Trades section locals in the SCLC recovered

somewhat. increasing by about 150 to 1.657, but the Building Trades

had not yet recovered their full strength. Since 1933, the Breweryl

Provision Trades section had overtaken the Building Trades in

membership.11

To back up the efforts of the locals and the trade councils,

the. SCLC conducted a "strong" organizational campaign. As a result,

a number of new locals affiliated, or reaffiliated. Machinists Union

Local ~o. 79 reported the be~innln~s of an effort to or~an1ze the

BoeinR Airplane Company. relyln~ on the provisions of the new NlRA.

lOwSFL Procs •• (1934), pp. 14-15,22; (1937), p. 22; (1940), p.
139; MembershiR and Per Capita Tax Records, 1934-1940, Box II, KCCLC
Records.
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Boeing workers voted 1.300 to 300 to make the union their barRainin~

aKent but faced strong co~pany opposition. Despite this the men con­

tinued their efforts and, eventually. won recognition. 12

Other locals, too, be~an to make some progress. Electrical

Workers Union Local ~fo. 77, for example, reached its first agreement

with the Puget Sound Power & Light Company. But, for the most part,

the SCLC's efforts did not prove successful. Garment Workers Union

Local No, 17. which was involved in disputes with several unfair firms,

could nake little headway despite the SCLC's support. They be~ged

uniformed workers to buy only union-made products but. at year's end,

the local had only two contracts: with the Black Manufacturing

Company and the Haggerty ~~nufacturing Company. Similarly. the

Butchers reached accord with Swift and Co~pany's Seattle branch, but

failed to win a union contract, and the Bakers, Auto Mechanics, and

Retail Clerks unions failed to resolve strikes. Of all the trades

sections, howev~r, only the Amusement Trades and Printing Trades sec­

tions actually lost ~ember9hip.13

Despite these hardships the old moral fervor of the SCLC re-

vived. Early in the year, in response to a call from AFt President

Green, the·SCLC voted to boycott Ge~n imports and called on mer­

chants to join the campaign. The SCLC vowed to continue the ·boycott

until ~e Ge~n government recognized the workers' right to or~~nize

l2t~SFL Procs., (1934), pp. 14-15; ~inute9, 24,31 Jan., 7,14.21
Feb., 4 April, 27 June, 5 Sept. 19~4, Box 8, KceLe ~ecord9.

l3yearbnok. (1938). p. 40; WSFL ~ecorrls. (1934), pp. 14-15.62;
Jussett to WSFL, 27 Dec. 1934, Box 16-44, ~~SFL Records.
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"bonafide" trade unions and ceased to "repress and persecute the

Jews," At the sar.te time, however, the SCLC rejected political op­

portunities to moye to the Left, It refused to seat Leon Glaser as

a delegate from the Ladies Garment Workers Vnion because he admitted

that he was a communist. It ~lso refused a SUCL request to endorse

a general strike to protest the use of police to "repress" the

Longshorecen, This did not, of course, mean that the SCLC rejected

all unorthodox solutions. It was attracted by a number of them,

includin~ the Technocracy movement, a plan to end the Depression

through a massive expansion of public works and a sort of planned

snciety run by engineers,- In December the SCtC heard Robert D~y, Jr.

speak on the subject and received him with "tremendous applause,"

In the national strugRle for control of the AFt the SCLC strove to

maintain its non-alignment, without alienatin~ the AFt's dominant

craft unions or its industrial union minority.14

This posture beca~e every-more-difficult to maintain as the

strife between the industrial and craft unionists intensified. 1ft

particular. the struggle between the Teamsters and the Brewery

Workers forced the SCLC to choose. All through 1934 the fight

continued with the ~amsters rapidly gainin~ strength. They success-

fully prevented the Brewery Workers from beinR re-seated in the SCLC.

In 1934 Joint Council No. 28 signed its first statewide hip,hway

trucking contract. Previously, highway truckers operated under local

contracts. depending on their local affiliation. The growth of the

14Minutes, 17 Jan •• 28 Feb,. 20 June. 12 Dec. 1934. Box 8.
KCCLe Records; WSFL Proes., (1934). p. 47.

It<fl'~G'''-' !'''!'I'_""",y""".~"""""'~~IU!!!l"',_!M!;;~:s:s:t!Sf£P.~~?imp+!S2<==:-+i~£I:ii+&:3&ZIIiI'I" ,&_,••£II!_a.""IIAI!!&••IIU_,BRa
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industry and the creation of an independent ~1otor Freight Association

justified the separate contract. IS

Despite the poor economic conditions and employer resistance

to its organizational efforts the SCLC profited politically in 1934.

The Political Welfare Committee was very active in the municipal elec-

tions and through its efforts, labor won the balance of political

power in the city for the first time in its history. Charles L.

Smith won the mayoralty. with the SCLC's "unqualified endorsement,"

though his subsequent policies in the Lon~shoremen's strike (see

below)Oled some to regret their action. Robert Harlin won election

to the city council with labor's support as did James Scavotto. David

Levine, former president of the SCLC, editor of Washin~ton St~te Labor

News. and a member of the city council since 1931. won reelection to

the council. James Duncan won a seat on the school board, decisively

shiftinR the balance on the board in favor of labor.16

In the SCLC elections Vice-president George D. Early of the

Building Trades Council, succeeded Sam R. Gibboney of the Teamsters.

who did not run again. Early was succeeded as vice-president by Claude

15Gamel. Vol. II, p. 518; Washinv.ton State Labor ~ews. 31 Augo
1934; WSFL Procs., (1934), p. 9; Minutes, 18,25 April, 28 Nov•• 12
Dec. 1934, Box 8, KCCLC Records.

16
Mean,~hile, labor was also increasin~ its influence on the

county council. In the November 1933 elections Louis ~ash, former
president of Retail Clerks Union Local No. 174. founder of the Retail
Clerks International Union's official orr,an. The Outlook, and of the
first Retail Clerks local in the United States, won election to the
King County Council.

WSFL Procs., (1920), pp. 56-62; (1921), p. 53; (1928), p.
38; (1931), pp. 16,48; (1934). pp. 14-15; WAshinRton State Labor News,
31 Aug. 1934; Minutes, 10.17.31 Jan •• 7.14,21,18 Feb•• 7.14,21 March
1934, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Guy C. Knott, et a1. to SCLC. 7 March 1934,
Box 9-21, WSFL Records.
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O'Reilly. C.W. Doyle, the SCLC's long-time business aRent and

secretary, won reelection, defeating E.M. Weston 117 to 76 in the

only contest of not~. The council remained firmly in the grip of the

old guard conservatives.17

The most important labor-mana~ement controversy in Seattle

vas the 1934 Longshoremen's strike along the Pacific coast. Since

1921 most Pacific coast lon~shore operations had been run on an

open shop basis. On the entire coast, only the Tacoma Longshoremen

remained unionized. They had left the WSFL in 1921 rather than give

up their radical leaders. Elsewhere on the Pacific coast the ouly

form of organization in the longshore industry was the "tame" company

union or "Blue Book" unions.

In the spring of 1933 the International Longshoremen's Associ-

ation succeeded in reaching an agreement with the Atlantic Coast Lon~-

shore Employers Association. Although they could not reach a settle-

ment with Pacific coast employers, the new agreement raised hopes for

~n eventual contract. But, as long as the Pacific Coast employers re-

fused to negotiate, there ~s little hope. The employers refused to

agree to labor's wage demands or to an NIRA code for the industry.

Finally, atter all hope had been extinguished, the ILA began to plan

for a strike, albeit without much enthusias".18

On 10 December 1933 Senator Robert Wagner of New York and

Joseph Ryan, president of the lLA. sought to delay plans for a strike

vote. They asked Pacific coast ILA locals to vote on the representa-

tion issue. The locals agreed and when the results were known, they

17Minutes, 1-8 AUR. 1934, Box 8, KeCLC Records.
18WSFL Procs •• (1934), pp. 52-53.

L
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showed that ninety-eight per cent preferred the ILA. The ILA then

tried to set up another meetinA with Senator Wagner and the employers.

The employers, however. refused and sou~ht to arouse public opposi-

tion to longshore unionism by pointinp, to the influence of radicals

in many of the ILA's Pacific coast locals. In particular, they at­

tacked Harry Bridges, leader of the Joint ~ritime Strike Committee

of the San Francisco Bay district, who they charged was a communist.

Rather than deal with ~uch "communists" they granted a "unilateral"

wage increase of lOC per hour to convince the men they had no need

or rep~esentation.19

In response, on 25 February 1934 the ILA called a conference

in San Francisco to select representatives t~ go before Regional

Labor Board and ask for their intercession with the employers. The

board agreed but the employers argued that they were not obliged to

negotiate because.their employees were not yet union members. This

so "exasperated' the delegates to the San Francisco conference that

they decided that there was no point in continued discussion and voted

to demand a si~81e, coastwide contract, creation of a union-controlled

hiring hall, $1.00 per hour straight time, the six hour day, and the

thirty hour week. If the employers refused to come to terms by 7 March,

the conferees vowed to take a strike vote. 20

19Ibid., (1934), pp. 52-53; Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, pp.
252-261,266; For more on Bridges and the Longshoremen, see: Richard
L. Neuberger. "Bad Man Brid~es." Forum 101 (April 1939), pp. 195-199;
Paul Eliel, The Waterfront and Genernl Strike, San Francisco, 1934,
(San Francisco: Industrial Association, 1934), P. 130; Betty H.V.
Schneider and Abraham Sie~el. Industrial Relntions in the Pacific
Coast Lon~~hore Industrv. (Berkeley: Institute of Industrial Relations,
University of California, 1956), pp. 4-12.

20Ibid ; Bernstein. The Turbulent Years, pp. 261-262.
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The employers, however. remained sure of their ability to

destroy any union and allowed 7 March to pass without taking.any action o

This forced the ILA to go ahead with its strike vote. In mid-March

longshoremen from San Diego to Puget S~und voted overwhelmingly for the

strike. By this time~ both sides seeDed equally eager for a fight.

Each anticipated victory.21

At this point the federal government interceded. Fearing that

a coastwide strike cou~d jeopardize President Roosevelt's recovery

program George Creel of the San Francisco Labor Board and candidate
. .

for governor of California asked Joseph Ryan and Senator WaRner to

help him avert that possibility. Intent upon demonstrating the reason-

ableness of the labor movement they agreed to try. But. when Senator

Wagner requested another delay in the strike, the local militants in

the ILA refused. They only agreed to extend their deadline when

President Roosevelt himself asked for one in the national interest,

promising to appoint a "Pederal Mediation Board" to arrange a settlement.22

Despite all this evidence of labor's moderation the employers

persisted in arguing that the longshoremen were revolutionaries at heart.

They continued to refuse to negotiate and rejected the solutions sug-

gested ~ the President's Mediation Committee, hoping to delay until the

unity of the longshoremen frayed. Their rigidity, however, weakened

union conservatives. l~en some local conservative leaders did try to

get the ItA to approve the Mediation Co~ittee's recomcendations. they

21
22Ibid•

WSFL .Proc~., (1934), pp. 53-54; Bernstein, The Turbulent Ye~r8.

pp. 262-263: Roger Buchanan, Dock Strike, Historv of the 1934 Waterfront
Strike in Portland, Oreson, (Everett: The Working Press. 1975), pp. 50­
51.
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were easily over-powered by the union militants. Thereupon, the

Ddlitants offered a compromise. They agreed to leave the issue of

wages and hours to arbitration. The only issue that they still held

firm on was the union hiring hall. Still, the Waterfront Employers

Association refused to negotiate, arguing that merely to talk with

their emp10vees was tantamount to recognition. 23

On 9 May 1934 all ILA locals on the Pacific coast struck their

employers. Locals in Seattle, Tacoma, Aberdeen, and Grays Harbor

walked off their jobs. Along the entire coast only 75 men, out of a

labor. force of 12,000, crossed the picket lines. In Seattle only

three men went to work. The Teamsters and other waterfront crafts

offered "splendid support" to the strikers and refused to transship

freight on or off the piers. On the first day of the strike Seattle

Longshoremen's Union Local No. 38-12 picked up two new members and,

within weeks, had gained the support of numerous other longshoremen.

Other unions al~o offered their support. The Seamen, Marine Firemen,

Masters, ~~tes, and Pilots, and the ~mrine Cooks and Stewards joined

the strike. Leading intellectuals, ciVic, and political leaders, in-

cl~ding Governor Martin endorsed the strike and the SCLC appointed

a committee to funnel aid to the strikers. 24

On 15 May the governors of California, Oregon, and Washington

appealed for federal intervention. In response the administration

sent Assistant Secretary of Labor Edward F. Grady to the Pacific coast.

2:Ibid•
2 Buchanan, p. 47; Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, pp. 263-265;

Minutes, 14 ~~rch, 9,16 May 1934, Box 8, KeeLe Records; O.J. LeBlanc to
Regional Labor Board, 2 ~~y 1934, Box 19-48, WSFL Records; WSFL Procs.,
(1934), p. 54.

2 &
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He arrived on 17 May and called for renewed negotiations o But the

rank and fl1e refused to allow their moderate leaders authority to

settle the strike. Instead, the ILA militants continued to stand by

their basic demands: exclusive union control of the hiring hall and

the closed shop. The WEA rejected both. In faet, neither the strike,

nor the pressure of the public or government had any ou~ard effect

on the employers. They continued to wait for splits to develop in the

labor movement. They advertised for strikebreakers at twice the

regular pay. In the past these techniques had been successful in forc­

ing the end of strikes, but this time they failed. Within a month

the strikers had hospitalized over 150 of the strikebreakers and had

succeeded in discouraging new recruitment. By the end of the first

month of the strike neither side was yet willing to compromiseo 2S

The first union efforts to break the stalemate did not come

from the local strike leadership. Rather, it developed out of the

international's overwhelming desire to maintain their friendly rela­

tionships with the employers and their fear of the growing independence \

of the Pacific coast locals. On 24 May President Ryan arrived in San

Francisco ostensibly to aid in the three-sided talks between the govern­

ment, employers, and the strike leadership. Without consulting either
.'

Pacific coast or local ILA leaders he announced that the only important

issue in the strike was union recognition and that the closed shop was

was unimportant. He endorsed, instead, a concept he defined as a

"joint hiring hall" which the employers had already suggested. Federal

arbitrators would settle the differences arising out of the joint hall.

2SBuchanan. pp. 89-91; Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, pp. 264-
266.
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In making this proposal, Ryan demonstrated his lack of understandinf

of the local situation. 26
I •

Ryan then began to negotiate a settlement based on the joint

hiring hall concept. After he won WEA approval for his basic plan,

he announced on 28 May that he had managed to convince the union's

Pacific Coast Division leadership to accept it. The.WEA, he said,

had offered to recognize the ILA on an open shop basis and to accept a

jointly run hiring hall. In addition, they offered to pay the rent

and salaries of all "the joint hiring hall's officials. even those of

the ILA representatives--a proposal which was indistinguishable from

the existing company unions. Pinally. they offered to submit all wage

and hours disputes to arbitration. In essence then, the employers had

reiterated their pre-strike position with one notable exception. In

agreeing to negotiate. they had granted de facto union recognition o

When they heard of Ryan's pIau. the San Francisco rank and file and

their officers took the lead in denouncing both him and his plane

They voted to condemn Ryan and reasserted their demands for the

closed shop and the union hiring hallo27

Still totally out of touch with rank and file sentiment, Ryan

proceeded to try to sell his plan to the membership. Travelling to

Portland and Seattle in search of support, he was rudely disillusioned.

His call for a meubership referendum on his proposal met with strong

opposition. In Seattle the vote on his proposal passed narrowly due

to the influence of conservatives in the SCLC. But 1n Tacoma and most

other Pacific coast ports it lost overwhelm1ngly.28

1
268.

26Ibid •
27Buchanan. PP. 115-118; Bernstein. The Turbulent Years, pp. 267-

28Ibid•
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By June the strike was beginning to have a serious impact

on the economy. On 5 June the President's Mediation Commission ap-

proved a so-called Triple Partnership Plan, which would allow the

Federal Employment Service to control hiring and dispatching of

Pacific coast longshoremen. But, when both the ILA and the WEA re­

jected it, this plan collapsed. 29

The strike was also having serious regional and local conse-

quences. As long as the ports of the Pacific coast were shut down,

no food shipments could get through to J[aska. A prolonged stoppage

could have led to starvation. This prospect produced intense pressure

on political leaders to force a settlement at any cost. Finally,

Seattle's new Mayor Charles L. Smith approached the local Longshore-

men's Strike Committee and said that the Alaska trade must be reopened.

He promised to abandon his support for the non-Alaska shippers if the

Longshoremen agreed to release the Alaska cargoes. 3D

Thereupon, the committee agreed that an emergency existed and

agreed to meet with officials ~f the Alaska Steamship Operators

Association, the Teamsters Union, and the Department of the Interior,

representing the Territory of Alaska. On 8 June 1934 the representa-

tives agreed to a settlement of the strike insofar as the Alaska trade

was concerned. This "Alaska Agreement" meant that the Longshoremen

would remove their pickets and return to work on ships carrying goods

to and from Alaska. In return, the Alaska Steamship Operator~ agreed

29WSFL Procs., (1934), p. 55; Bernstein, The Turbulent Years,
p. 270j Buchanan, pp. 86-91,103-109,111-113,119-121.

30Ibid•

J
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to hire only ILA members on their Alaska port operations. In addition,

they agreed-to pay pre-strike standard union wages and to hire ship

crews under conditions agreeable to the maritime unions o The two

sides agreed to arbitrate all disputes. The Alaska Agreement. coming

in the middle of the strike, proved the strength of the labor movement.

From now on it was the employers who were forced to ask for terms. 3!

Following this, between 11 and IS June 1934, Oregon Governor

Julius ~eier decide~ to set up his own mediation committee in an ef-

fort to settle the overall dispute. The ~~ier Committee plan. like

the Ryan Plan, was based on the assumption that the men would settle

for union reco~ition. Under the Heier Committee's plan, "the so-

called Portland Plan," the WEA would recognize the ILA as the sole

bargaining agent for their employees on the Pacific coast and the

qU~9tion of the hiring hall would be left to arbitration. 32

It is an indication of the growing weakness of the employers'

position that they agreed to the Portland Plan, for it involved of-

ficial recognition of the union which they had been unwilling to do

before the strike. But all Pacific coast locals of the lLA except

San. Pedro rejected the plan because it did not guarantee the union

hiring hall. Increasingly desperate, the employers seized upon the

"lLA's rejection of the plan to denounce the unions and to se'ek to

build public support for police action against the strikers. In many

ports, includin~ Seattle and Tacoma, the employers began to organize

"Citizens Committees" to break the strike by providing strikebreakers

31
32Ibid •

Ibid.
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while conveying the illusion of public support for the operators. 33

The Citizens Coomittees put great pressure on local politicians

to end the strike through the use of police or militiamen. ~~yor

Smith of Seattle, who had brought about the Alaska Agreement, now was

under pressure to open the rest of the city's trade. He asked the

Longshore Union leaders to appoint a committee to discuss reopening of

the entire port. The Longshoremen agreed but the two sides failed to

reach agreement when it became apparent to the ILA that the WEA still

refused to match the conditions approved under the Alaska Agreement. 34

This forced Mayor Smith to accede to the demands of the e~

ployers. Violating his earlier agreements, he ordered his police

chief to protect the strikebreakers. This quickly led to a series of

violent confrontations between police and strikers trying to prevent

strikebreakers from working. 3S

In response the Longshoremen declared that the -Alaska Agree-

ment had been abrogated and called their men off the job again. This

led to more violence until the city council voted fo force the mayor

to remove some of the policemen from the docks. 36

33Ibid; See also: Minutes, 20,27 June, 18,25 July, 1,8,15,22
Aug. 1934, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Tacoma Central Labor Council State­
ment, 20 June 1934, Box 9-26, WSFL Records; '~SFL Procs e , (1934), pp.
31-33,42-43,52,55,58,71-72,77-78,81; Bernstein, The Turbulent Years,
pp. 283-294.

34
3SIbid•
36Ibid•

In California and Washington employers also attempted, un-
successfully, to get the governor to use the ~ational Guard to keep
the docks open.

Ibid.



637

Despite the council's actions many locals endorsed a proposal

to call a general sympathy strike to show labor's solidarity with

the longshoremen. While this issue was being raised in the SCLC

sporadic violence continued on the docks. On several occasions police

tear gassed picketers. Although the police actions did not break the

ILA's stranglehold on the docks they did heighten the possibility that

the strike would spread. The SCLC voted to demand that the mayor re­

move all his policemen from the docks and, when he refused, began to

consider a motion to initiate a recall movement. The motion to sus­

pend the rules and take an immediate vote on the issue passed sixty­

eight to fifty-two, although it fell short of the necessary two-thirds

vote.

Not only did these developments frighten public officials s

they alarmed the conservative leaders of the SCLC. They could now

imagine a repetition of the general strike of 1919, with the leade~ship

being forced to consider the disagreeable alternatives of risking a radi­

cal strike ac~ion, or trying to restrain the enthusiasm of the rank and

file for a hopeless cause. Luckily for the conservatives they never

had to take the plunge. Though the SCLC voted, over the objections

of President Early, to endorse the recall it never did endorse a

sympathy strike. And, the week after the vote on the recall, the

SCLC voted in executive session after an "acrimonious debate," to

refer the matter to the Political Welfare Cocmittee. Finally, after

the AFL, the WSFL, and the international unions registered their op­

position.and called a sympathy strike "suicidal," the Political Welfare

Committee issued an unfavorable report and support for both initiatives
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died away.37

But in the meantime the strike was wonG On 20 July 1934 the

WE! notified the National Longshoremen's Board, set up under HIRA, that

it was willing to arbitrate all the issues in the strike on a coast-

wide basis. Since this meant arbitration of the hiring hall and closed

shop issues the ILA immediately agreed and, on 23-24 July, held a rank

and file referendum which ratified the decision by a vote of 6,378 to

1,471. On 31 July 1934 the Pacific Coast Longshoremen's district re-

turned to work. Although the employers granted neither the closed

shop nor any other labo~ issue. the strike was a nearly complete

victory for labor. By agreeing to submit all issues to arbitration

the WEA made acquiescence in labor's demands inevitableo 38

The arbitration proceedings lasted nearly two and one-half

months but, when the National Longshoremen's Board made its award on

12 October 1934, it granted the strikers more pay, the thirty hour

week,·and gave the ILA majority control of the hiring halls on the

,
37Thou~h pressure for a strike and recall died away in Seattle,

the turmoil it produced did not. In San Francisco, the central labor
council did vote for a general strike and actually carried it out.
The San Francisco general strike lasted for nearly a week in early July.

The WSFL argued that as long as Governor }~rtin refused to use
the National Guard to break the strike, "labor should keep cool," and
D.ot endorse a general strike.

Joe Reed, international vice-president of the Boilermakers, op­
posed the general strike on the Rrounds that it was the work of a
"certain radical element (which) had injected itself into the San Fran­
cisco situation and was working for control; however the situation is
different in Oakland. Portland, and Northwest ports where this radical
eleaent ••• is not permitted to interfere with proper conduct of the
strike."

Ibid.

38Buchanan, pp. 94-95; Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, p. 294.
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Pacific coast. While the unions didn't win all their demands, they

did win a powerful position on which to build for the future. l~ile

non-union men could use the hiring halls, they would have to pay the

same fees as ILA members and the dispatchers had to be ILA appointees.

In each port equal labor-management labor relations committees were

set up to appoint all hiring hall personnel, prepare and maintain a

register of all longshoremen. and deal with such matters as work rota-

tion and grievances. ·All outstanding disputes were subjected to this

arbitration procedure. 39

The board's avard disappointed many of the most militant union

members who objected to the failure to win m out-right closed shop

and total control of the hiring hall. The militant leaders, however,

realized that with union recognition secured and the arbitration pro-

cedure established, the closed shop was practically inevitable. The

board's wage and hours award helped to make the failure to win the

closed shop palatable. The ILA won the six hour day and the thirty

hour week. Wages were 1ncrea~ed from $0.8S per hour, to $0.95 per

hour, straight time; and from $1.25 per hour, to $1.40 per hour. over­

time, retroactive to 31 Ju1y.40

Meanwhile the WSFL also attempted, indirectly, to support the

organizational activities of the longshoremen and 1umberworkers. On

14-15 February 1934, President Taylor attended a labor legislation con-

ference in Was~ington. D.C., called by Secretary of Labor Frances

39Buchanan. pp. 99-101,123-128; Minutes, 26 Sept., 17 Oct. 1934,
Box 8, KCCLC Records; Bernstein, The Turbulent Years. pp. 294-298.

40Ibid•
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Perkins, to establish closer cooperation between state and federal

Labor Department officials, to determine what a "sound. modern labor

code" should contain. and to determine the specific legislative needs

of the states in various labor-related fields. In view of labor's in-

creasing political power in Washington, Taylor hoped to have growing

national influence as well. Thus, he may well have been disappointed

in the legislative results of the conference. Despite Secretary

Perkins' obvious sympathY, the congressional actions in 1934 were quite

meager. Congress approved a bill replacing the ineffective National

Labor Board and replaced it with a new five-man National Industrial

Adjustment Board, ~ich was hardly any better. The new board, whieh

consisted of three public members and one business and one labor me~

ber, who were selected by the chairman from panels submitted by the

president, was a weak response to labor's demands for increased repre~

sentation. Congress did pass a wage and pension bill. sponsored by

the Railroad Brotherhoods, and it did appropriate a further $2 billioQ

for relief, but it did little'to force employers to obey Section 7(a)

of the NIRA and ~09t of labor's other requests did not passo 41

At the WSFL convention, all but one of the WSFL's vice-presidents

won reelection. Henry Arends, vice-president of the Island-Snohomish-

Chelan County district since 1923. who had first joined the labor move-

men in his native Netherlands in 1899, declined to run for reelectioQo

41For example, the Senate voted to restore the wa~es cut and
vacations eliminated by the Economy Act (1933), by a narrow margin of
forty-one to forty, but the House voted to retain the cuts and the bill
failed to pass. And Senator Wa~ner'8 bill to enforce Section 7(a) of
NIRA was defeated as was the Wagner-Lewis unemp1o~ent insurance bill
and the thirty-hour week bill.

WSFL ProcR., (1934), pp. 5,10,75-76,82; Minutes, 7 Feb., 4,
11 April, 16 May, 6 June 1934, Box 8, KceLC Records.
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In his place Edward A. Anderson, ~cretary of the Everett Teamsters

Union Local No. 38 and a trustee of Joint Council No o 28 D won election

to the exe~utive board. 42

The convention also approved a two-pronged organizational

drive, a federal and state legislative program, and a political cam-

paign strategy in anticipation of the fall elections. The organiza-

tional drive, which focussed on white collar workers such as the of-

fice workers, retail clerks, engineers, technicians. and school teach-

ers, also included efforts to prevent labor journals from publishing

unfair advertising by requiring them to submit all such advertisements

to the secretary of the central labor council in the vicinity prior

to publication. Besides adding a number of new firms to the "unfair"

list, the convention also attempted to re-invigorate the campaign

against unfair firms in the Seattle, Tacoma, and Spokane clothing,

dairy, and bakery industries. It included an effort to strengthen

demand for the union label, card, and button by beginning an education-

a1 campaign in the newly orga~zed locals. Interestingly, the WSFL

justified the drive by pointing out that such workers were "fertile

fields for Communists, Fascists and Nazis. II Thus, the llSFL sought to

42After immigrating to the United States in 1911. Arends became
an official of Everett Painters Union Local No. 339, which he repre­
sented in both the central labor council and the building trades
·council. Later. he also served as secretary of the Northwest Painters
Conference and as 8 local AFL organizer. For many years he served 8S

editor of the Everett Labor Journal, published by the central labor
council and Northwest Painter. In addition, Arends had a locally im­
portant political career, serving as city clerk, city commissioner,
and mayor of Everett. As William Short's friend and ally, he consist­
ently supported the conservative element in the WSFL.

Call, pp. 49,51; Yearbook. (1927). p. 13; Washinv.ton State
Labor News 31 Au~. 1934; WSFL Proes •• (1934), p. 3; Arends to Short,
9 Dec. 1926, Box 19-52, WSFL Records.
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forestall radicalization of non-union workers by conducting an educa-

tional campaign which focussed on the least radical workers. The ca~

paign ignored the radical potential of the lumbermen and longshoremen. 43

The WSFL's federal legislative program consisted of recommenda-

tions to improve conditions for federal employees, to encourage the

government to engage in public works, to nationalize various industries,

and to protect American jobs by limiting imports. In substance, the

WSFL's program did not differ from its previous programs. The major

positive change was a reduction in the emphasis on immigration re­

striction. Due to the Depression immigration had practically ceased. 44

The WSFL's state legislative program had two basic aims: pro-

motion of public health and education, and amending state laws regulat-

ing business and labor. The first included proposals to investigate

different forms of health insurance, reorganization of the State Board

of Health, reform of the industrial insuranc~ act, and to continue

funding public schools at their present level. The second included

recommendations to support amendments to the state liquor act to 81-

low service in hotels, restaurants, and "bona fide clubs," to allow

easier liquor advertising, to amend the state barber shop act to pre-

vent student tuition defaults, assure proper supervision, and prevent

barber colleges from paying compensation to students, to revise the

firemen's pension fund act (1929) to keep it solvent, and to oppose

passage of a ~ill, licensing radio repair shops, which would require

fees which labor considered prejudicial to the smaller shops. Like

::WSFL Procs., (1934), pp. 59,72-73,75,78-81.
Ibid., (1934), pp. 56-57,60,73,82-86.
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the WSFL federal legislative program, it vas not an innovative pro­

gram. 45

Finally, the WSFL convention approved a direct legislation pro-

gram for the 1934 elections. The convention endorsed two initiatives.

Initiative 77--the only one which had already gained enough s1gnatures--

which prohibited the use of fish traps, reRUlated trolling, and estab-

lished open and closed seasons, such as those already established in

Oregon, and Initiative 87--not yet on the ballot--which was intended

to amend the industrial insurance act to give injured workmen the

right to select their own phy~icians. At the same time, the WSFL op­

posed Initiative 94, which it said was "presumably" to strengthen the

forty mill property tax levy limit in the constitution, IIbut actually

(was intended) to cripple education institutions, and to restrict

services performed by political subdivisions of the stateo 46

The election of 1934 was a great triumph for the labor move-

mente Redistricting had increased the influence of urban, labor voter~.

All of labor's congressional candidates won seats, including Lewis Do

Schwellenbach, who replaced Senator Dill as the Democratic senatorial

nominee. Dill, who was handicapped by his recent divorce, had become

anathema to the labor conservatives in the WSFL, and had declined to

run again. 47

:~Ibid., (1934), pp. 56-57,59,73-74.81.83-84,86-87.
Ibid., (1934), pp. 7.86; ~nutes. 11 April, 23 ~y, 6 June.

15 Aug., 10 Oct. 1934, Box 8, KCCLC Records; Minutes, 28 Jan. 1935,
Box 60. WSFL Records.

47For more on these races and on state and local contests, see:
Johansen. pp. 500-504.618,625: Wash1n~ton State Labor News 31 Aug. 1934;
Minutes. 9 July 1934, Box 60; Carter to WSFL, 30 Oct. 1934. Box 8-52;
SCLC Political Welfare Committee Report, 16,23 Oct. 1934, Box 9-21, WSFL
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By the end of 1934 anyone could tell that the nation was in

better shape than it had been when Roosevelt was inauguratedD The

economy had improved, unemployment was down, farm prices had risen~ and

the banks were open. As yet, however, .the New Deal had accomplished

none of the reforms it had promised, except the original banking 1eg-

islation, the Tax Act of 1934, the Securities and Exchange Commission

Act, and the Tennessee Valley Authority. None of these measures ad-

dressed the basic causes of the ~epression, nor promised to alleviate

its continuing symptoms. After the elections of 1934 reform became

the Roosevelt administration's highest priorityo The Democrats had

turned back a Republican challenge and even picked up fourteen more

. House seats in Congress. The Republicans won only eleven Senate

seats and retained only seven governorships. With many groups

clamoring for government support, Roosevelt's main challenge was to

direct their energies in responsible directiouso 48

Thus, in the spring of 1935, Roosevelt initiated his Second

~Hundred Days of reform legis1gtion. Among the most important pieces

. of legislation to become law during this period were the Wagner Labor

Relations Act, the Wealth Tax Act. the Public Utilities Holding Company

'Act. and the Social Security Act. The passage of the Wagner Act was
"

Roosevelt's direct response to the Supreme Court ruling which struck

down the National Industrial Recovery Act (the "Sick Chicken Case").

By destroying Roosevelt's industrial recovery program and threatening

Records; ~inutest 25 July, 1,8,15,22 Aug., 3,10 Oct., 14 Nov. 1934,
Box 8, KCCLC Records.

48Shannon. Between the Wars. pp. 160-162.
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the balance of the New Deal, the court pushed Roosevelt in the

direction of reform. He abandoned his efforts to keep a coalition of

all interests behind him and moved his influence into the scales on

behalf of labor, the poor, and the unemployed. The Wagner Act, which

incorporated the principles of Section 7(a) of the NlRA and added the

power of enforcement, threw the weight of the federal government be­

hind the right of labor to bargain collectively and compelled employers

to accede peacefully to the unionization of their plants. It imposed

no equal, or reciprocal, obligations on labor unions. Together with

the Social Security Act, the Second Hundred Days addressed nearly all

of labor's basic demands. 49 -

By the same token, the 1935 session of the Washington legisla­

ture proved enormously successful for labor. A definite majority in

both houses were prepared to be guided by the policies of the WSFL

labor lobby. Never before had labor been so influential o A dozen

labor organizations sent lobbies to Olympia where they worked together

on behalf of labor's programo '

The most important elements of labor's program were severa~

bills to enact unemployment and old age pensions. In addition labor

endorsed a number of special interest bills, including tax and labor

law reform proposals. And, labor endorsed an effort to initiate a

blanket primary election ballot bill to allow cross-over voting in

primary elections. Most of these measures had long been on labor's

agenda but had never been enacted due to opposition from labor con­

servatives. Even the Roosevelt landslide of 1932 had not eliminated

49Ibid., pp. 160-167; Leuchtenburg, pp. 143-166.
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this strOD~ conservative opposition. It took the 1934 elections to

do so. As a result all of these proposals passed, although a number

of other bills did fail. SO

The WSFL's growing political influence, however, did little to

settle labor's internal jurisdictional disputes. Relations between

the craft and industrial unionists continued to deteriorate. At the

AFL's 1934 convention, in San Francisco, an open rupture was averted

only because the indu~trial unionists did not feel themselves strong

enough to take on the craft unionists in a head to head contest and'

because-the craft unionists were willing to paper over the differences,

in hopes of reaching some compromise before it was too late. At the

convention, John L. Lewis, the leader of the industrial union minority,

found himself strengthened by the great increase in federal labor

unl~n membership and by the rapid growth of membership in industrial

unions, including his own United Mine Workers Union. Growth of in-

dustrial union sentiment in the longshore and lumber industries also

added to his strength. Yet tWe craft unionists were unprepared to

compromise their jurisdictional authority. The convention approved

an industrial union policy which, although moderately worded, was

"'fully protective of the craft unions and their interests ....Sl

SOFor more on the WSFL's specific legislative achievements in
1934, see: Call, pp. 22-23,53; ~nutes, 28 Jan., 16 Feb., 15 April
1935, Box 60; Resolution, 29 Jan. 1935, Box 17-25; James Barr to Taylor,
25 Oct. 1925, Box 31-22; Taylor to Officers, Members of Miners Local
No. 2510, 9 Feb. 1935, Box 38-9, WSFL Records; Minutes, 6,13,27 Feb.,
6 March, 15,22 May, 30 Oct. 1935, Box 8, KeCLe Records.

SlBernsteln, The Turbulent Years, pp. 363-368,386-396f£, 400-
420.
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When Lewis and his allies realized that the craft unionists

had no intention of ever compromising their jurisdictions. this set

the stage for the great show-down fight at the AFL's Atlantic City'

convention in 1935. which resulted in the decisive break between the

industrial and craft unionists. Lewis demanded that the AFt

strengthen and clarify their stand on industrial unionism taken at

the San Francisco ~onvention and asked that the AFL come out strongly

in favor of such forms of organization. But although he mana~ed to

win thirty-eight per cent of the delegates' votes he failed to budge

the craft union die-hards. It was this failure. evident to all since

the San Francisco convention, that led Lewis to organize the COmmit­

tee of Industrial Organizations from among those who had supported his

stand at the 1934 and 1935 conventions. Although the committee tried

to operate as a caucus within the AFL structure. it was obvious that

the craft unionists would not long tolerate this potential dual move­

ment. The expulsion of the industrial unionists in 1936 followed by

the formation of the Congress ~f Industrial Organizations and the

bitter rivalry between the two labor federations. brought to an end

labor's dreams of unity and shattered the House of Labor.52
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Chapter 21:

Aftermath, 1935 - 1940

After 1935 outside forces gained more and m~re control over

the l<ashington State labor movement and changed forever the pattern

of its industrial relations. The passage of the Wagner Labor Rela­

tions Act arid the Social Security Act in the spring of 1935 contrib­

uted to the growing importance of out-of-state forces. They marked

a dramatic reversal in relations between labor and the federal govern­

ment. Government became labor's ally in the struggle for collective

bargaining and economic security.

Under the !lew Deal the structure of Washington State's econ­

omy also changed. Washington's business and labor organizations be­

came more and more integrated into the national and regional economy

and more and more subject to outside influences both economic and

political. The growing role of the federal government was largely

responsible for the corresponding decline in the economic role of

the state government. This, in turn, contributed to the relative de­

cline of the state labor movement.

At the same time dramatic changes occurred within the labor

movement which had similar effects. As a result of the rise of in­

dustrial unionism and the creation of intermediate labor organizations,

between local and international union organizations, the WSFL lost

much of its ability to guide the labor movement as a whole. Despite

the conflict for control of the labor movement which resulted from
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the formation of industrial unions and the AFL-CIO split, however. the

labor movement, itself, grew rapidly. Even as the number of regional

and national labor organizations with an impact in Washington State

multiplied and the authority of the WSFL eroded, the number of organ­

ized workers increased rapidly.

The economic recovery itself also marked a decisive break from

the past. After 1935 the pace of economic activity increased rapidly.

Between 1935 and 1940 the national index of industrial production ad­

vanced by 43.67 per cent. Except for the year 1937 the economy i~

proved continuously and although the depression had not been co~

plete1y vanquished by 1940 it was clearly on the wane. In the Pacific

Northwest the economy also improved rapidly after 1935. The composite

index of business activity increased by 26.61 per cent between 1935 and

1940. In the Puget Sound region the economy grew even faster, advanc­

ing by 28.55 per cent. Except for the impact of the "Roosevelt Reces­

sion" of 1937-1938, which struck the Inland Empire and Lower Columbia

regions much harder than the ~uget Sound region, regional economic

growth might have been much higher.

In the Puget Sound area the recession affected primarily the

financial sectors of the economy. It also affected production, but to

a far lesser extent. Over the whole 1935-1940 period the indexes of

trade, transportation, and construction rose rapidly in the Puget

Sound area. Department store sales rose 43.52 per cent; gross postal

receipts increased by 28.77 per cent to $5,252 thousand; freight ear

loadings of logs and other forest products advanced by 54.20 per cent

to 552,000 cars; and shipments of all products in the Pacific Northwest
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increased in value by 354 per cent to $27.7 million, Indexes of fi-

nance and production also rose although they suffered during the 1937-

1938 set-back. Bank debits increased by 44.24 per cent to $3,337 de-

spite a 14.39 per cent decline in 1938. Production of electric energy

in Seattle and Tacoma increased by 48.23 per cent to 1,757 million kilo-

watt hours. Similarly, lumber production west of the Cascades rose

by 48.10 per cent to 7,397 million board feet but might have been

much higher had not the recession and labor disputes interfered with

production. Only coal production showed, a consistent pattern of

decline throu~hout the 'whole period.!

In this same period the average worker in Uashinston State bene-

,fited tremendously from economic growth--except for the period of reces-

sion noted above. Factory employment grew by 25.14 per cent to l08,OOO~

\ntile the total labor force increased by only 3.76 per cent to 717,000,

total employment grew by 12.17 per cent to 608,0000 This led to a

27.22 per cent decline in unemployment to 108,800 or 15.17 per cent
•

of the labor force. (Table No o 1) At the same time, total annual in-

come in the state increased by 40.96 per cent to $1,100 mil110n. 2

The statistics also show that despite the split between the AFL

and the CIO, the WSFL benefited greatly from the renewal of economic
,"

growth. ~{embership in lo1SFL unions increased by 171 per cent to

l"Indexes of Business Activity," pp. 108-111; For the volume of
federal spendinn in h'ashington State, see: Don C. Reading, "~ew Deal
Activity and the States, 1933 to 1939," Journal of Economic History 33
(Dec. 1973). p. 794.

2"Indexes of Business Activity," pp. 108-111; For more on the
growth of the labor force, see: Hiller, Ann R., "Components of Labor
Force Growth," Journnl of Econo"'l1c Historv 22 (March 1962). p. 51.
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51,734 or 7.21 per cent of the labor force in the years between 1935

and 1940. Not even the recession stopped this growth. (Table No o 2)

Over the same period the number of WSFL affiliates grew by 57.14 per

cent to 407. 3

Along with the rapidly improving economic environment, however,

the labor movement had to adjust, internally, to massive structural

changes. Conflicts even greater than those of 1919-1924 wracked the

labor movement. Again the disputes arose out of the struggles between

the industrial and craft unionists--the new versus the old immigrants,

the Left-wing versus the Right-wing, the third party forces versus

the non-partisans,. the old leadership versus militant rank and file
I

leaders--for control of the labor movement. These conflicts spread

across the whole spectrum of labor relations in the nation. Their ef-

feet on Washington State can best be seen by examining the evolution

of labor relations in several key industries. 4

In the lumber industry the conflict grew out of the continued
,

failure of the AFt to organize the unorganized. The AFL had compounded

this failure by refusing to accept poorly paid mdustrial lumber

workers as equal members when they did join the AFL's federal (i.e.,

provisional) unions. Following the unsuccessful efforts of the

3During the later 1930's membership in the SCLC also increased
rapidly. The number of SCLC affiliates increased by 44.33 per cent to
153 of which only 104 were also WSFL affiliates.

WSFL Proes., (1940), p. 139; ~~mbership and Per Capita TaX
Records, 1935-1940, Box 11. KCCLC Records.

'For more on the AFt-CIO struggles in the 1930's, see: Bernstein,
The Turbulent Years, pp. 682-714; Walter Galenson, The CIa Challenge to
the AFL: A History of the AMerican Labor ~ovement! 1935-1941, (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1960). pp. 30-43,50-54.521-522.
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industrially organized Northwest Council of Lumber and Sawmill Workers

to win union recognition in 1934, William "Big Bill" Hutcheson, the

empire-building president of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters, had

then convinced the AFt to give the UBC jurisdiction over the 90 federal

unions in the Pacific Northwest's lumber industry. At the time these

unions contained at least 7,470 members and may have contained as

many as 17,000 members. "NOY," said UBC Secretary Frank Duffy, the

lumber workers "belong to us." But instead of working to grant the

lumber workers equal access to union benefit plans and an equal voice

in UBC conventions, the national leadership continued to place ob-

stacles in the path of the industrial unioniata. S

The unwillingness of the UBC leadership to make real conces-

sions quickly led to conflict. In ~Iarch 1935 Hutcheson sent UBC

Executive Board Member A.I'. Muir to the Northwest to take control over
"-

the ~CLSW. On 23 }~rch the council accepted both the UBC's jurisdic-

tion and Muir's leadership, but without enthusiasm. For a while things

went well. Under Muir's direction the NCLSW began negotiations with

two of the largest firms in the industry, the Weyerhaeuser Timber and

SBernstein, The Turbulent Years, pp. 623-624; The following
material on the AFL-CIO struggle for supremacy in the lumber industry
is based largely on Bernstein and on the following works: Vernon H.
Jensen, Lumber and Labor, (~ew York: Farrar & Rinehart, 1945-), Ch's
8-13; Galenson, Ch. 11; Margaret S. Glock, Collective Bar~3inin'l in
the Pacific ~orthwest Lumber Industry, (Berkeley: Institute of Indus­
trial Relations, University of California, 1975), passim; Robert A.
Christie, Emoire in l;ood. (Ithaca: New York State School of Industrial
and Labor Relations, Cornell University, 1956), Ch. 19; For a contem­
porary account, see also: Henry T. Buechel, "Labor Relations in the
West Coast Lumber Industry," (M.A. These: State College of I,ashington,
1935), passim; Blaine G. Crawford, "Activities of the c.I.a. and A.F.L.
in the Pacific Northwest Lumber Industry, 1935-l940," (:1.A. Thesis:
University of Washington, 1942), passim.
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Long-Bell Lumber companies. Before Muir could get agreements with

these two firms and establish an industry-wide pattern of settlements,

however, wildcat strikes broke out among the rank and file. Inspired

equally by anger at the obstinacy of the employers and by the arbitrary

nature of the union's leadership, the strikes spread rapidly. By

3 May over 2,400 loggers and 3,700 mill workers were on strike. The

potential for internal disruption of the union had also been increased

when, on 17 April, th~ communists abandoned their own dual union and

renewed their attempt~'to "bore into" the AFL union. 6

.By 6 May 10,000 lumber workers were on strike. A like number

continued to work. while negotiations proceeded. On 9 May Muir reached

an agreement with the two big firms along the lines he had originally

demanded except that he was forced to accept the forty hour week.

This produced a split in the union which took the leadership completely

by surprise. Egged on by the communists, the rank and file rejected

the contract offer by large mijorities and denounced Muir for selling

them out to the employers. The communists claimed credit for the re-

jection of the contract. By 12 May ninety per cent of all Douglas

fir operations were closed down. 7

In ·an effort to regain the initiative, Muir then launched an

a.ttack on the union dissidents. This produced a bitter confrontation

and further daoa~ed relations between Muir and the rank and file. At

6Bernstein, The Turhulent Years, pp. 624-626; "Strikes on the
Pacific Coast," ~onthly Labor Review 41 (July 1935). p. 86.

7Bernstein, The Turbulent Years. p. 625; "Significant Strikes
in July' 8 Northwest Lumber Strike," !'fonthlv L3bor Review 41 (Sept.
1935), p. 656-659.



654

the NCLSW' B convention at the end of May, Muir won control of the con-

vention by charging that the dissidents were communists and threaten-

ing to expel them and the locals which supported them. Reluctantly,

the convention endorsed Muir's contract settlement, but the cost was

high. Following the convention a group of dissidents calling themselves

the "Northwest Strike Committee" seceded from the union vowing not to

accept the settlement. 8

The division in the union's ranks strengthened the employers,

angered the militants, and failed to end the wildcat strikes. On 5

June some 400 rank and file delegates belonging to still-striking

locals voted to re-affi~ their original demands and called upon

Hutcheson to fire Muir. Meanwhile, the strike grew violent and

Governor Martin called out troops in Tacoma and Grays Harbor to main-

tain order. As Muir lost control of his own rank and file, it seemed

that the drift toward radical control of the union was growing stronger.

Finally, on 26 June Secretary of Labor Frances Perkins stepped into the

situation and appointed a special mediation board which, case by ease,

managed to work out settlements. By 14 August all the strikers were

back at work. The conflicts within the union, however, had Dot been

resolved. 9

The strike did accomplish a number of significant results, how-

ever. Although the men returned to work at the same basic terms which

they had earlier rejected, they achieved several long-sought goals.

Most importantly, they managed to establish collective bargaining in

8Ibid•
9Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, p. 626.
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the lumber industry and to destroy the Four L's. But the strike had

also exposed the deep divisions within the union. Following the strike

settlement these grew even deeper. Muir managed to head off dissident

elements to unseat him at the NCLSW's 12 October convention only by

delaying the convention and changing its location from Olympia to

Portland. He further weakened them by pushing through measures

abolishing the Northwest Council and establishing in its place ten

district councils. But by this gerrymandering he only succeeded in

delaying a final reckoning. All during 1936 tensions built between

him and the militants until an open breech could no longer be avoided.

The UBC leadership, like the ILA leadership under Joseph Ryan, was

losing control over its own rank and file. On 18 September militant

delegates from all the locals in the district councils held an unsanc-

tioned gathering in Portland. There they formed the Federation of

Woodworkers and elected Harold Pritchett, the pro-communist president

of the British Columbia district council, as their president. Despite

strong support for industrial unionism, however, they voted to remain

in the UBC and to send delegates to the annual UBC convention in hopes

that the international leaders would make significant concessions to

the industrial union point of view. The militants still hoped to work

within the AFL.10

When the Federation's thirty-four delegates arrived for the

1936 UBC convention in Lakeland, Florida, however, they found the

lOIbid; Galenson, pp. 383-384; Bernstein, The Turbulent Years,
pp. 626-627; S.ee also: "Action of American Federation of Labor Conven­
tion on Industrial Policies," :-fonthly Labor Review 41 (Nov. 1935). pp.
1242-1247.
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leadership just as adamant against chan~e as before. The UBC's execu-

tlve board denied them the right to vote on the grounds that they were

"non-beneficial" delegates and represented workers who paid a lesser

per capita tax (2Se per member per ~on~h) than reRular UBC members

(7S¢ per member per month). The craft unionists who dominated the UBC

leadership had no wish to be out-voted by the large numbers of indus­

trial workers. ll

Taking up the challenge the luober workers' delegates then

travelled to Washington. D.C. to enlist the support of John L. Lewis.

organizer of the Committee of Industrial Organizations. Lewis was

sympathetic but pointed out that the CIO was also still'trying to

work within the Aft and could not afford to encroach upon the juris-

diction of aember international unions. By early 1937, however. the

CIO had been expelled from the AFL and had begun to win its great

organizational victories in the steel and rubber industries and Lewis

had lost his inhibitions about raiding AFL jurisdictions. In ~y 1937
,.

the Grays Barbor-Willapa Harbor district council asked the Federation

of Woodworkers to reexamine the possibilities of obtaining a CIO

cbarter. The Federation promptly called a convention for 7 June to

consider the suggestion. This so alarmed President Hutcheson that he

travelled to the Pacific Northwest in an effort to head off the seces-

sion. John Brophy, Lewis' lieutenant in the CIO, also travelled West.

Recognizing that the militants would control the convention Hutcheson

refused to attend and tried to influence events through underlings.

lIIbid., pp. 626-627; Galenson, pp. 384-385.
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Meanwhile, Brophy and other CIO leaders, including Harry Bridges, at-

tended in force and vigorously supported Pritchett's pro-CIO militants.

MUir was left to face them with only a small minority of AFL loyalists.

As a result the convention voted to submit the issue to a membership

referendum. 12

Unfortunately for the cause of labor peace, the referendum

merely muddied the waters further. While 16,754 members supported af-

filiating with the CIO and only 5,306 voted to retain their AFL con-

nection, the total vote was only a small minority of the Federation's

claimed membership of over 90,000. Thus the matter remained undecided

until the Federation's 1937 convention in Tacoma. When the convention

met in July most delegates favored the CIO but many had specific ob-

jections. Many disliked Pritchett and his pro-communist line and

feared his dominance over the union. After five days of heated de-

bate, however, the delegates voted 365 to 75 in favor of the CIO.

This prompted most of the seventy-five AFL loyalists to secede from

the Federation. The remaining delegates proceeded to adopt the name

International Woodworkers of America for their new organization. 13

On 20 July when the first IWA convention met, new problems con-

fronted the leadership. Pritchett and a Left-wing slate of officers

under his leadership won election to the executive board, but they

faced stiff resistance. Many of the pro-CIO industrial unionists were

".~..--

12Ibid • ~ pp. 627-628: Galenson, pp. 385-386; "A.P.L. vs. C.I.O.:
Battle Between Industrial and Craft Union Reaches Open Break," Literary
Digest 122 (15 Aug. 1936), pp. 5-6.

13Ibid., p. 628; Galenson, p. 387.
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not prepared to accept communists in leadership roles. This opposi-

tion was centered in the Portland-based Columbia River Council. When

the executive board attempted to counteract their influence by moving

the IWA's "temporary" headquarters to Seattle, instead of Portlando

their opposition grew even stronger. l4

This conflict in the new-born IWA gave Hutcheson the opening

he needed to orRanize a counterattack. With the support of pro-AFL

lumber workers in Longview, Tacoma, Seattle, and with the support of

area carpenters locals. building trades councils. and central labor.

councils, he set up a widespread boycott of IWA products. With the

additional supp~rt of favorable court rulings·, Hutcheson established

nuclei of loyal unions among those who had refused to join the IWA in

each of the districts. In August 1937 he organized these into the

Oregon-Washington Council of Lumber and Sawmdll Workers to replace

the Federation of Woodworkers. 1S

Hutcheson's actions constituted a virtual declaration of war

on the eIO forces in the Northwest lumber industry. The key struggle.

however, occurred not in Washington but in the Portland mills. On.

14 August the Portland Central Labor Council suspended the CIO locals

and the Building Trades Council successfully shut down the seven major

mills employing n~A members by placing one picket at each plant gate.

The IlIA charged that the employers were preparing to agree to "sweet-

heart" deals with the AFt to prevent organization by the IWA•. Soon

sporadic violence broke out. In September the ~ational Labor Relations

Board stepped -in and called for a consent election, but the matter was

l4Ibid•
lSIbid., pp. 628-629; Galenson, pp. 387.

x &.v
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not so easily resolved•. The AFt, led by Dave Beck's Teamsters,

vigorously criticized the NLRB and physically attacked IWA drivers.

On 21 October the ~LRB published the results of their card check and

certified the lWA as the bargaining agent at the seven mills in

question. The AFL, however, refused to accept the ruling, tightened

their boycott, and launched an attack on the ~LRB for its "high-handed

act" and for becoming "a subservient ally of the C.I.O." In an effort

to aid the AFL, Oregon Governor Charles A. ~rtin called his own elec-

tion at the Inman-Poulson Lumber Company, but the IWA won this vote,

too, 376-183. Despite vigorous opposition it seemed that the IWA was

gaining the upper hand. In

By the end of 1937, however, the AFL boycott had begun to take

a toll on IWA resources. The IWA locals had been on strike for four

months. Their resistance began to weaken. Their effort suffered also

because of their conflict with Pritchett and the IWA leadership for

control of the union. The December 1937 convention became a bitter

arena for these factions. The Portland anti-communists charged Pritchett

and his allies with communism and in return were accused by the Portland

faction of red-baiting. 17

By January 1938 the Portland IWA locals had become so weakened

by the strike and the deepening recession that the pro-AFL employers

were able to reopen their mills without IWA agreements. For the rest

l6Ibid.~ p. 629; Galenson, pp. 387-389; See also: Jacob J~
Weinstein, "The Jurisdictional Disputes in the ~orthwest Lumber Indus­
try, With Particular Reference to Portland, Oregon, 1937-1938," (B.A.
Thesis: Reed ColleRe, 1939), passim. .

17Bernstein, The Turbulent Ye~rs. p. 629; Galenson, pp. 389-392.

:;i{~t4£WiliiCt: : ===:,;:: :::;';;;:::-: : :::::::==::U__



tr

660

of 1938 and into 1939 'they continued to operate without union agreements,

leaving the NLRB with an increasingly chaotic situation to deal with.

Finally, in mid-1939 the NLRB was able to hold another series of elec-

tions. In the Portland area the Il/A won in six mills, containing two-

thirds of the workers, and the AFL won five, mostly smaller, mills. As

a result continuing conflicts between the AFL and CIO and within the

CIO were assured. 1S

While the Portland struggle was the most important in the

Pacific Northwest lumber industry, it was not the only one. The AFL-

CIO conflict spread to numerous other localities. Throughout, the twA

was hampered by ideological "splits. As the issue of communism grew

more and more divisive within the IWA, reaching a peak at the 1939

Klamath Falls convention, it became more and more likely that the union

would fall apart and that the AFL would be able to pick up the pieces.

To prevent this both factions reluctantly agreed in 1940 to bring in

CIO mediators. Although they failed to agree on terms for unification,

of the union, Lewis was able to convince them to accept the leadershi~

of his able lieutenant Adolph Germer. Taking over as director of organ-

ization, Germer embarked on a highly successful organizational campaign

in the Longview area. Despite much violence he ultimately reached agree-

ment with the Weyerhaeuser and Long-Bell companies on union recognition.

Following this, Geraer set out to destroy the communist influence within

the IWA. He was aided in his campaign when the immigration authorities

denied Pritchett readmission to the United States from his native Canada.

Although Pritchett succeeded in having his ally, O.lf. Orton, named to
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replace him as president of the IWA, the communists' influence in the

union waned. At the 1940 Aberdeen convention Orton barely retained

his seat. 19

After the convention the anti-communist opposition, which

claimed to represent seventy per cent of the membership, called upon

Lewis to take over control of the IWA. Orton countered by calling upon

Lewis to remove Germer, but Lewis refused. Orton then prevailed

upon the IWA's executive board to fire Germer and they complied, but

were prevented from carrying out their decision when the non-communists

won a ~ourt injunction to prevent Germer's removal. 20

Early in 1941 the anti-comaunist trend continued. The CIO's

new president, Philip Murray, a devout Catholic, appointed a committee

to look into conditions in the IWA. In February, however, before the

committee had even issued its report, Orton and his communist allies

in the n~A'8 executive board voted to pullout of the CIO. Meanwhile

the anti-communist opposition organized the CIO l~oodworkers Organizing,
Committee to oppose the secession. 21

It was the war which broke the stalemate, finally united the

IWA, and ended the domination of the communists. On 9 May 1941 Orton

19Ibid., p. 630; Ga1enson, pp. 395-402; Richard L. Neuberger,
"Trouble in the Tall Timber," ~ew Republic 102 (1 April 1940), pp. 434­
436; "Again, Trouble in Lumber Chmps; Industry Torn by A.F.L.-C.I.O.
Fight," Business lJeek 581 (19 October 1940), p. 20; Herbert Lundy,
"The Laura Law ~turder," The ~ation 150 (25 ~1arch 1940), p. 384, and
'!Troub1e at Aberdeen," Port13nd Ore~onian ~a8azine (18 Feb. 1940);
"Timber Trouble: t~idespread Shutdowns in Northwes t' s Lumber Industry."
Business Week 588 (7 Dec. 1940), p. 14.

2021Bernstein. The Turbulent Years, p. 630; Galenson, pp. 395-406.
Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, pp. 630-631i Ga1enson, pp.

403-406.
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called a strike of 22,000 luober workers still loyal to him, against

the recommendations of the National Defense ~ediation Board. The board

had issued a ruling providing for wage equality for both AFL and IWA

workers which the AFL had already accepted. Orton, following the

policy of the Kremlin during the period of the Hitler-Stalin Nonaggres-

sion Pact. attacked the board of which ~rray was a leading member,

calling it "an all-out labor-busting••• device. " In retort !-lurray ae-

cused Orton of uttering "a most reprehensible, lying defamation."

Orton's credibility was destroyed when, in late June 1941, the Germans

invaded Russia and Stalin's line on cooperating with United States de-
-.

fense programs changed 180 degrees. Orton obligingly chanRed his tune

and accepted the board's recommendation. 22

Orton's abrupt reversal of policy cost the communists dearly.

At the 1941 IWA convention he did not even stand for reelection. An

anti-communist slate, headed by former-Wobbly Worth Lowery, was elected.

Under Lowery the Ilo1A rejoined the CIa and pushed through an anti-,
communist constitutional amendment. By the end of 1941 communist in­

fluence within the IWA was completely broken. 23

The factional struggle set off most of the fireworks, but the

real story in the lumber industry was that by 1940 about four-fifths

.': of the 100,000 lumber workers in the Pacific Northwest had become

organized. The IWA had about 50,000 members and the Carpenters had

about 35,000 members. The former was the strongest in the Douglas fir

regions, the latter was strongest in the California pine and redwood

regions. For the most part the raiding of memberships between the

_&uaan:
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unions had ceaAed and their relationship had developed into a

"mature rivalry.n24

Neither was the conflict between the AFL and the CIa in the

lumber industry the only important int~a-union contest in the Pacific

Northwest in the later 1930's; the relations between other industrial

and craft unions in the region followed a similar pattern. In only

a few localized cases did industrial and craft unions actively co-

operate with one another. One such case was the American Newspaper

Guild's strike against William Randolph Hearst's Seattle!:l. The

Guild inspired by passage of the Wagner Act had begun to organize

in Seattle in 1935-1936 and had quickly succeeded in winning the a1-

leRiance of several influential P-I staffers. Hearst. who had pur--
chased the!:l in 1921 and converted it into a mass readership daily,

hated both the Guild and the New Deal and refused to recognize the

union. When, in August 1936, the !:l's management fired staff photor­

rapher Slim Lynch and drama critic Everhardt Armstrong, who were both,
Guild activists, the Seattle chapter was forced to strike. 2S .

24Ibid., pp. 631-632; For nore on the post-1940 history of the
lUtlber industry in Washington State. see: Paul \01. Parks, "Labor Re­
lations in the Grays Harbor Lumber Industry," (~.A. Thesis: University
of WashinRton, 1948) and Margaret L. Schleef. "Rival Unionism in the
Lumber Industry," (M.A. Thesis: University of California, Berkeley,
1950).

25"Hearst." Fortune 12 (Oct. 1935). p. 46; Heywood Broun,
"Broun's Page: Post-Inte11igencer Shut Down." Nation 143 (29 Aug.
1936). p. 243, and "Brown's Page," Nation 143 (26 Sept. 1936). p. 365;
"Hearst Autocracy Heets its Xatch," ChristiAn Centurv 53 (9 Sept. 1936).
p. 1180; "Seattle Post-Inte11igencer Replies to ~~LRB Char~est" Ne·.o1sweek
8 (12 Sept. 1936), p. 21; "Hearst Settles in Guild-Post-IntelliRencer
Strike. II Newsweek 8 (5 Dec. 1936). p. 18-19; Rodney Carlisle t "\-lilliam
Randolph Hearst's Reaction to the American ~ewspaper Guild: A Challenge
to New Deal Labor Legislation." Labor Historv 10 (1969), pp. 74-99.
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The whole Seattle labor movement rallied to the Guild's de-

fense and shut down the!:! completely until after the crucial 1936

elections. In the interim the striking Guild workers published their

own newspaper, the Guild Striker. Finally, Hearst recognized defeat

and agreed to recognize the union. The breakthrough came only. how-

ever, when he agreed to bring in a new publisher who was less antagon-

istic to the Guild. The new man was John Boettiger, President

Ro~seveltts son-in-law. It was only after this that NLRB intervention

proved effective. 26

-After the Guild affiliated with the CIO, even this labor unity

broke down and in_the Guild's subsequent battles against other Seattle

papers some AFL locals opposed the Guild and helped the newspapers stay

in operation. 27

More typical were the relations between the industrial seamenos

and longshoremen's unions and the craft unions on the Pacific coast.

26"Furious Strike of Guild in Far West: Hearst-otmed Seattle
Post-Intelligencer Suspends Battle." Literarv Digest 122 (29 Aug. 1936).
p. 25; Ellen McGrath and J.P. Dallas, "Boettiger, His !-'.aster's Voice."
Nation 144 (6 Feb. 1937), pp. 150-151; "Hearst Loses to Public Opinion,"
Christian Century 53 (9 Dec. 1936), pp. 1654-1656; "Seattle Guild Chap­
ter Closes One of Hearst's Shops," Newsweek 8 (22 Aug. 1936), p. 36;
"Seething Seattle: Hearst Seattle Strike," Literary Diraest 122 (5 Dec.
1936), p. 5; See also: John A. Holfard, "The History and Significance
of the American Newspaper Guild Strike Against the Seattle Post­
Inte1ligencer," (M.A. Thesis: University of Washington, 1937).

27p.!-I. Hammond, "Unions Divide in Labor Dispute: A.F. of Lo
Local Joins Seattle~ Against C.I.O. Strikes," Christian Century
54 (1 Sept. 1937), p. 1085; "Guild Referendum," Time 30 (2 AuS;. 1937),
p. 21; See also: U.S. Depart~ent of Labor, Nati~ Labor Relations
Board. Transcript of nearin~s tlo. 301F), Julv 27, 28, 29, 20, 1937.
at Seattle, \';aRhinnton, Rep.ardin~ CAse ~lo. (-238 (XIXC 141) Star
Publishin~ CompanY, A Corooration, and Se~ttle :lp.wsonper Guild, Local
87, (Washington, D.C.: National Archives, 1964); and "~atter of Star
PUblishing Co. and Seattle Newspaper Guild, Local 87," Official Report
of ProceedinGS Before the ~LRBt Case ~o. C-238, (11 Dec. 1937), p. 262.



1

665

If anything they were even more complicated and tortuous than labor re-

lations in the lumber industry. Again t jurisdictional jealousies, per-

sonal rivalries, federal and state intervention, and employer opposi-

tion had marked effects on the outcome~ As in the case of the lumber

industry regional and national organizations determined the outcome.

The key problem in union ranks arose in the relations between the

Seamen's Union of the Pacific, led by Harry Lundeberg, and the

Pacific Coast District of the International Longshoremen's Association,

led by Harry Bridges. As a result of their 1934 strike the ILA had won

improvements in their wages and conditions but, more importantly, had

won effective control of their hiring hall. '~en, in January 1934, the

SUP finally reached agreement with the shipping companies, they failed

to win as much. Their wage and conditions were improved, almost as

impressively as the ILA, but they did not get control of their hiring

hall. As a result, the jealousy and ideological differences between

the unions and their leaders festered even as they were forced to co-,
~perate for their mutual benefit. It was an unhealthy situation for

the labor movement. 28

Both unions also differed with the AFL leadership. Because of

his successes in the 1934 strike Bridges had emerged as the hero of the·

day in the maritime labor movement. He had, however, antagonized both

the leadership of the ILA and the AFL with his industrial union and

pro-communist policies. In combination with his differences with the

SUP these greatly complicated his efforts to maintain the unity of the

28Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, pp. 296-297; "Agreement and Arbi­
tration Award in Shipping Industry on Pacific Coast," Monthly Labor Re­
~ 41 (July 1935), pp. 101-109.
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maritime unions. Lundeberg's independent policies had also alienated

the international leadership.

Between 1935 and 1937 the bulk of Bridges' efforts were directed

at welding the disparate maritime unions into a sin~le orRaniz~tion

through the Maritime Federation of the Pacific. He was not very success-

lui. The MFP was formed on 15 April 1935 in the wake of the successful

1934 strike and consisted of the ILA, the Pacific coast affiliates of

the International Seamen's Union (which included the SUP. the ~mrine

Cooks and Stewards Union, and the ~rine Firemen, Oilers, Watertenders.

and Wipers), the ~rineEngineers Union, the Masters, Mates, and

Pilots Union, and "the Radio Telegraphists Unioo. 29

As may be expected Bridges' effort to unite these unions into

a single bargaining unit was a thankless task. The smaller, weaker

unions and the SUP feared the power and influence of the ILA over the

MFP. As a result they resisted efforts to give the MFP sufficient

power to bargain effectively. Thus, for example, when Bridges urged

that the ~P be given the right to sanction strikes. the smaller unions,

led by the Sup. refused categorically to go along. In addition they

worked to keep the MFP's leadership weak and refused to allow any ILA

29Bernstein, The Turbulent Years, pp. 296-298,574-478; Galenson.
pp. 430-431; In addition the followinR discussion of maritime labor re­
lations in the later 1930's draws heavily upon: Joseph p. Goldberg,
The Maritime Story, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), pp.
130-197; Wytze Gorter and George H. Hildebrand, The Pacific Coast ~ari­

tiMe ShipDin~ Industrv, 1930-1948, (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1954), Vol. 2, pp. 173-285; Ga1enson, pp. 427-458; William L.
Standard, ~!erchant Seamen! A Short Historv of Their Strupp,les, (New York:
International, 1947); and Hyman ~ \/eintraub, Andrew Furuseth, (Berkeley:
Lniversity of California Press, 1959), p. 198; For more on Bridges. see:
Charles P. Larrowe, Harry Bridge~: The Riqe and Fall of Radical Labor
in the United States, (:-iew York: Lawrence Hill & Co., 1977).
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members on the executive board. Bridges went along, reluctantly,

hoping for more unity as time went on. 30

The MFP's solidarity, weak as it was, persisted for a surpris­

ingly long time. It was held together by the unions' mutual fear of

the employers, who were working assiduously to disrupt the unions,

and by the fact that both the SUP and ILA were having serious conflicts

with their international leaders over disregard of craft union

principles. 31

Meanwhile, relations between Bridges and Lundeberg continued

to deteriorate. Lundeberg was a job-conscious business unionist

loyal only to t~e seamen; Bridges was a strong industrial unionist

whose radical sympathies. forced him to view his role in a wider per-

spective. Their points of conflict were numerous. Lundeberg approved

th~ concept of "job actions" or quickie strikes, even if they violated

legal contracts, when they were in the interests of the SUP. Bridges,

however, opposed them because they led to strained relations with non-
,

striking utdons whose members lost work. He felt the ~WP should strike

together or not at all. Relations between Brid~es and Lundeberg nearly

rea~hed a breaking point when Bridges and the ILA voted to renew the

.Longshoremen's Board awards when they expired on 30 September 1935,

.~ and forced Lundeberg and the SUP to go along. The SUP retaliated by

refusing to honor a "hot cargo" boycott of non-union cargoes shipped

from ports in the Gulf of ~xico loaded by non-lLA crews. This forced

Bridges to respond in kind. ',~en the SUP struck the steam schooners

and refused to work longer than longshoremen's hours, Bridges· refused

3031Calenson, p. 431.
Ibid.
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to support their efforts. 32

Even as Lundeberg's relations with Bridges reached a crisis,

his relations with the ISU reached a new low. In January 1936 Lundeberg

and the SUP were expelled from the ISU .and from the AFL. This cost

Lundeberg his seat on the San Francisco Central Labor Council and left

him totally isolated from the bulk of the labor movement. To avoid

this, Lundeberg attempted to gain support from the CIO. Hypocritica1-

1y denying his craft union philosophy, he announced that he favored

"the industrial form of unionism." To allay rank and file fears of

isolation, he also launched an effort to win a union-controlled hiring

hall. The CIO,.however, was as yet too weak to get into a fight with

the AFL, and declined his offer of support. The one major result of

this crisis was the destruction of the ISU's power on the Pacific

coast. 33

Soon after this Bridges became president of the lLA's Pacific

Coast District, giving him effective autonomy within the ILA. Thus
,

the two major unions within the MFP had become independent of their

international unions and the Aft, albeit for different reasons. These

divisions opened the way for the employers to attempt to regain the

open shop. Even as Bridges was attempting to renegotiate longshore

work rules (to spread the liaited amount of work available among more

of his members) the employers organization, the Industrial Association,

was attempting. to undermine his bargaining authority by going over his

head and negotiatinp, with the ILA leadership. They attempted the same

32Bernstein, The Turbulent yp.ars, p. 578.
33Ibid., pp. 578-581; "~laterfront Trouble: Labor Harasses Ship­

owners as Organizer Spreads Activities," Literary Di!!est 121 (11 Jan.
1936), p. 35.
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strategy with the ISU.34

Throughout 1936 tensions and antagonisms in the MFP built up.

Like those in the NCLSW they were caused both by the actions of the

employers and by disputes within the unions. The 1934 strike had firm-

ly established the maritime trade unions, but had not succeeded in win-

ning collective bargaining or complete union control of the hiring

halls in the industry. Since then both sides had gained in strength

and set plans for a new show-down. The employers sought to divide the

labor forces and to focus on the longshoremen. They demanded arbitra-

tion of all issues, including the union-management hiring hall.

Bridges, of course, refused to arbitrate anything his union had al-

ready won. But while the newly created federal t~ritime Commission

investigated and debated the issues, relations between Bridges and

Lundeberg collapsed and a rank and file referendum overwhelmingly en-

dorsed a strike. The employers thereupon adopted new tactics in an

effort to further divide the unions. They virtually conceded all of

the longshoremen's demands, but refused to grant a union hiring hall

to the seamen. Despite the Bridges-Lundeberg split, however, labor

unity did not break down immediately and on 30 October the entire

Pacific coast maritime industry shut down, idling 40,000 men. The

question was: how long could the MFP's unity last in the face of all

the obstacles?35

34lbid ; "Case of Harry Bridges: Crisis in Maritime Labor Situa­
tions," Business Week 333 (18 Jan. 1936), p. 22.

3SBernstein, The Turbulent YearB, pp. 580-582: Galenson, pp.
431-432; Heywood Broun, "Down to the Sea 'in Haunted Ships-, It Nettion 143
(26 Dec. 1936). p. 763; Coast Coccittee for the Shipowners. A.B.C.'s
of the ~~riti~e Strike: A Pri~er of B~sic Facts: Hirin~ Halls, Ship
Subsidy, Arbitration Awards Enforcement. (San Francisco, 1936).
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As it turned out the fragile front of labor unity lasted

about a month and a half. During the strike the employers consistently

tried to force the labor allies apart. One of their most effective tac­

tics involved abandonment of the use of strikebreakers. In the 1934

strike the use of strikebreakers had strengthened labor unity and in­

flamed public sentiment against the employers without leading to large

increases in production. By simply shutting down their operations and

trying to "starve the unions out" the employers were enabled to sow

dissension within the union ranks without ha~ing their public rela­

tions. 36

The HFP contributed to its own problems. ~ost ~IFP leaders,

with the notable exception of Lundeberr" used the strike to advance

their own jurisdictional interests against those of the AFL and other

international unions. The most important of these efforts was Bridges'

famed "inland carch" to organize warehousetlen in the Pacific ports.

There was a clear logic to Brid~es' plans. He had learned from experi­

ence in the 1934 strike that even with the docks shut down, goods could

be shipped by rail so lonp, as the warehouses continued to operate. He

therefore aet out to organize them. Using the "hot cargo" technique

Bridges succeeded, with the support of the Teamsters Union, in organ­

izing the San Francisco Bay area warehouses. As a result the ILA

strike made significant gains. Elsewhere on the coast, however,

Bridges' techniques had less success and led to conflicts with the

AFL, the ILA, and other international unions. In Washington State,

for example, he ran into fierce opposition from Dave Beck and the

36Galenson, p. 431-432.
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