THE SQUARE DEAL IN INDUSTRY
Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania, October 14, 1916

HAVE accepted the invitation to come to Wilkes-Barre,

to discuss the Adamson law, because Wilkes-Barre is the
headquarters of the great industry in connection with which
I myself as President was brought into close and intimate
touch with the labor movement in this country. If what 1
have to say iz of any value it must be not only because it
represents what in the abstract iz right, but also because
in the concrete 1 applied, in actual practice, when I had
power, the principles which I criticize Mr. Wilson for not
applying now. Therefore, I wish to recapitulate to yvou just
what geeurred in connection with the anthracite coal strike
and to contrast it with what Mr. Wilson has done in con-
nection with the law for the increase of wages on railroads. .

United States First

At the outset, I wish to express my very hearty admi-
ration for the Brotherhoods. I am proud of the fact that I
am an honorary member of one of them. [ have usually
been in entire sympathy with them. While I held public

“office I found myself, in the vast majority of cases, able to
support them in their demands, because these demands were
right. But now they have demanded legislation raising
their wages to be taken without investigation and without
the exercise of that form of judgment shown by a compe-
tent arbitration commission; and such a demand is wrong,
and I stand against it because it is wrong, exactly as I have
stood against the demands of bankers and lawyers, and
mine owners and railroad presidents when they were wrong.
I believe in labor unions. I am proud that I am myself an
honorary member of a labor union. But I believe first of all
in the Union to which all of us belong, the union of all the
people of the whole United States.



President’s Action Wrong by His Own Statement

In the case of the settlement of the anthracite coal
strike,. the action I took was of precisely the kind which
President Wilson now says the law should make obligatory
in all similar cases in the future. But Mr. Wilzon himszelf
admits that his own action was so bad that it ought never
to be repeated, for he has assured the public that although
Congress has adjourned without doing anything, it is his.
_intention when Congress meets to see that it does some-
thing to render it impossible for another President ever to
repeat exactly what he has just done. In other words, I
stood and stand by my action as the proper action, constitut-
ing the proper precedent for future action. Mr., Wilson
himself confesses that his action was wrong and that the
precedent thereby set ia so evil that legislation must be en-
“acted rendering it impossible for another President ever to
repeat the action,

There is another point of difference, and a vital point.
The action I took was intended to meet the situation at
once. The action that Mr. Wilson took has been deferred
go that it shall not take place until considerably after elec-
tion. -

The Anthracite Coal Strike

Fourteen years ago the great anthracite coal strike
had occurred in this region. From the beginning I put the
“governmental agents in touch with the situation and kept
myself thoroughly informed, so that I should be able to act
immediately if it became necessary for me to act. I hoped
that it would not be necessary, and that the parties them-
selves would come to an agreement ; for I was very loath to
interfere if it could be avoided. But cold weather approached,
a coal famine menaced the entire eastern section of the
United States, and there was not the slightest symptom of
an agreement being reached by the contending parties. 1
felt that the time had come for me to act. On the one side
were the greateat and wealthiest mine-owners of the coun-
try, intimately connected with the wealthiest and most
powerful industrial and railroad corporations in the coun-
try. These men absolutely refused to arbitrate, They said



there was nothing to arbitrate, that I had no power under
the Constitution to act, and that the public could not inter-
fere, nor the representatives of the public, with the way in
which they managed their business. The representatives
of the mine workers, of labor, on the contrary, expressed
their entire willingness to arbitrate and demanded nothing
except that as one of the conditions of arbitration there
should be some representative of organized labor to sit
together with the representatives of capital and of the pub-
lic at large. I made every effort to get the two sides to
.agree. When I failed, I decided that I would act myself.
I held that where the public necessity was national and im-
perative it became the duty of the Chief of the Nation to
act. I held that in any such gigantic controveray between
labor and capital, containing such a threat to the welfare
of the great body of our people, there were three parties in
intereat: viz., the capitaliats, the workingmen, and the peo-
ple as a whole; and that where the public need was vital that
need must control.

Arbitration Insisted _Upon

. I held, moreover, that in any case of such importance
and such interest we must have full knowledge before final
action on any of the pointa at issue was taken, and that this
knowledge must be obtained by an unbiased body of arbitra-
tors after a thorough study of the situation. I held that the
power of the Government must be used to make effective
the findings of this body, and that pending the findings the
work of mining must go on because the public need de-
manded it. Therefore, I decided that I would use the entire
power of the nation to see that there was an arbitration by
dispassionate experts, and that the concluzions of that arbi- -
tration were accepted by both sides, and that until their
decision was rendered the work of mining should go on in
the interests of the people as a whole. When the mine
owners, backed by and representing the most powerful finan-
cial intereata of the country, positively refused to arbitrate,
I proceeded to appoint an Arbitration Committee without
regard to them ; securing the consent of a political opponent,
ex-President Grover Cleveland, to serve at the head of that



‘commission. I saw the Lieutenant-General of the Army
and arranged with him that if necessary I would put the
army in possession of the mines and would treat him as a
receiver to run the mines, and to see that neither side inter-
fered with the mining. When it became evident that I
meant what I said, that both sides ecould eount on my en-
deavor to do strict justice, and that they could also count
on my insisting that the public needs be immediately met,
the capitalists yielded and the Commission was appointed.

You know the rest, you miners here! Work was re-
sumed in the mines immediately, on the old terms, which
continued until the Commission reported. The Commission
consisted of as able and as impartial men as there were in
the eountry, including the head of the Order of Railway
Conduetors, Mr. Clark. It also included among others, a
Federal Judge, a skilled engineer, a trained labor expert and
a beloved friend of mine, Archbishop Spaulding, of Illinois,
whose interest in the welfare of the workingmen was gen-
uine and sympathetic, and who also understood with entire
clearness that in the long run justice to the workingmen
* could be permanently secured only if it was made part of
a scheme to secure justice for everyvbody concerned.

Arbitration Successful

The arbitration was succesaful. I understand that with
slight modifications, you have continued to operate the
mines under its terms up to the present day. More im-
portant still, it set the precedent for the course that ought
to be followed in all disputes of this nature hereafter. Mr.
Wilson, on the contrary, has set a precedent which he him-
self admits must never hereafter be followed if justice is
to be done.  This is a vital point of difference between the

~conduet of the Chief Executive in one case and in the other.
When fourteen years ago, I acted, there was no precedent
for me to follow, and no established instrumentalities '
through which to work. I had to establish the precedent in
order to meet a great crizsis. I had to create my own instru-
- ment, the Arbitration Commission. Mr. Wilson had before
him the. precedent I had ereated, and he had as instrumenta
- ready to hand the Arbitration Board, and the Interstate



Commerce Commission, with its enlarged powers. But he
failed to follow the precedent, or to use the instruments
which were ready to his hand. I, although lacking the
agencies of law for the application of the principle, never-
theless applied it, and established arbitration in the settle-
ment on their merits of industrial disputes. Mr. Wilson,
with all the agencies of law subject to his command, ignored
them, destroyed the principle of arbitration in the settle-
ment of industrial disputes, and put a premium on securing
this settlement by threat and duress.

The President Condemns Himself

President Wilson in his speeches of August 29th and
September 23d has furnished his own condemnation out
of his own mouth. In them he explicitly condemns exacily
what he has done and actually demands legislation which
will make impossible the repetition of such a proceeding!
This is so extraordinary an attitude that I quote his own
words. He said he wished “to provide” against “the recur-
rence of such unhappy situations in the future” by securing .
“the calm and fair arbitration of all industrial disputes in
the days to come.” This is an explicit assertion that arbi-
tration of all industrial disputes is the right method of ac-
tion; and therefore that he had adopted the wrong method
of action—although in the case of the anthracite coal strike
he had an exact precedent in point, by following which he
would have enforced the right method.

President Wilson further says, “This is muredly the
best way of vindicating a principle, namely, having failed to
make certain of its observance in the present to make cer-
tain of its observance in the future,” On the contrary,
this is the very worst way of vindicating a principle. In-
deed, it is impossible to devise a worse way of vindicating
a prineiple, than to flinch ignominiously from enforcing it in
the case at issue and at the same time to seek to cover the
ignominy by vociferous protestations about applying it in
the nebulous future. The same paper, the New York Times,
from which I quote the above sentences, contained state-
ments from the leaders of the Brotherhoods whom he was
befriending, in which they said that they would never con-



sent to the legislation providing for future arbitration for
which President Wilson asked; and President Wilson kept
a weak and nervous silence about this defiance. He did not
get the legislation which he declared was essential to “vin-
dicate the principle” in the future. All that he accomplished
was the violation of the prineiple in the present, in the con-
crete case at issue. The only law he secured established the
precedent of violation of the principle. All that he did was
to establish the most evil of all precedents for a democracy,
the precedent of violating a principle under the duress of
threat and menace. It is a precedent which will return to
plague us throughout all future time whenever we have in
the White House a President who is timid in the face of
threat of physical violence or who subordinates duty to the
hope of personal political profit.

President Wilson further said, while trying to gloss
over his timidity in the present by assuming an attitude of
frowning defiance as regards the nebulous future, that the
American people must hereafter be made “a partner in the
settlement of disputes that interrupt the life of the nation,”
that it' must “enforce the partnership and see to it that no
organization is stronger than that organization to which we
all belong, our own Government,” and that we the people
must say to any outside organization that it “must not inter-
rupt the National life without consulting us.” These are fine
words about the future, They are intended to cover up,
but as a matter of fact, they furnish the strongest condem-
nation of, Mr. Wilson's deed in the present. In these words
Mr. Wilson exactly describes what he ought to have done
with the Brotherhoods, and explicitly condemns the action
which he in fact took. If the principles he laid down were
good for the future, they were good for the present. Do it
now, Mr. Wilson! Do not use fine words about what some-
body else ought to do in the future in order to cover your
own shameful abandonment of duty in the present.

Wages, Not Hours, at Issue

Mr. Wilson has adroitly maintained that the question
at issue was the eight-hour day. This is not the fact. The
question at issue was the question of wages. The law does



not say that there shall be an eight-hour day. It says that
eight hours shall “be made the measure of a day’s work for
the purpose of receiving compensation.” In other words,
it was primarily an increase of wages and not a diminution
of houra that was aimed at.

Eight-Hour Day the Ideal

I believe in the eight-hour day. It is the ideal toward
which we should tend. But 1 believe that there must be
common sense as well as common honesty in achieving the
ideal. Mr. Wilson has laid down the principle that there
is something sacred about the eight-hour day which makes
it improper even to discuss it. If this is so, if it iz applied
universally, then Mr. Wilson is not to be excused for not
applying it immediately where he has complete power, and
that is in his own household. If the principle of the eight-
hour day is sacred and not to be changed under any cir-
cumstances, then the housemaid, who in Mr. Wilson's house,
arises at seven must be let off at three in the afternoon;
and if Mr. Wilson’s butler is kept up after a State dinner
until ten, he must not come on until two of the following
afternoon, and no hired man on a farm must get up to milk
the cows in the morning unless he quits work before milk-
ing time arrives that same evening. Of course, the simple
truth is that under one set of conditions an eight-hour day
may be too long or at least may represent the very maxi-
mum of proper work ; whereas there may be other conditions
under which a man working more than eight hours one day
getas one or two days of complete leisure following, or where
the work is intermittent throughout the day, or is of so
eagy or varied a type that no exhaustion accompanies it,
or where a rush of work for a few days will be compensated
by complete leisure on certain other days. It iz ridiculous
to say that an engineer of a high-speed train under especially
difficult conditions, an engineer of a low-speed train under
very much easier conditions, a farm laborer in harvest time,
a man engaged as a watchman through the quiet work of
the night, or a man engaged in the exhausting work of a
steel puddler in a continuous seven-days-a-week, night-and-



day industry, should be governed by precisely the same rule,
or by the same rigid application in detail of a second, general
principle.

Justice Cannot Be Done Without Full Knowledge of the
Facts

I heartily believe in a proper limitation by law of hours
of work in the railroad service, and I recommended legisla-
tion to that effect when 1 was President. I believe in the
wages in any industry being just as high as it is poasible to
make them without injustice to the capital invested and to
the public which iz served. But it iz & mere truism to zay
that it is impossible to get this ideal achieved unless an
honest and dispassionate effort is firat made by the proper
commission to ascertain the full facts in the particular case.
" As reégards the railroads, we have to consider the wages paid
to the different classes of employees, the interest on the
inveatment, the earning power of the road, and the kind of
gervice that must be rendered to the public. It is impossible
to secure a proper solution of the problem unless all these
factors are considered. Mr. Wilson absolutely declined to
congider any of them. He declined even to ask what they
were, We have not at this moment one particular of trust-
worthy information which will enable us to decide whether
the demands of the men were just or not. I wish it dis-
tinctly understood that I am not trying to pass judgment
upon the justice of the case. T regard the engineers, firemen
and enginemen and trainmen generally as doing peculiarly
responsible and arduous work, and entitled to particular eon-
sideration as regards both hours of labor and pay. I hope
that they are fully erntitled as a matter of justice to what
they will receive under the Adamson bill, and if it so appears
I shall heartily support it. But I protest against the far-
reaching evil of the precedent set in the method which has
been followed. We are denied knowledge. We see Congress
forced to act under threats. I protest against any law
passed under such duress. I protest against the case being
decided without giving each party its day in court, and above
all without giving the public its day in court. I hope the
demands of the men were just, and would have been proved



o0 to be, if investigated before a competent body. But I ex-
plicitly protest against any action by the Government when
no investigation has been held to see whether the claims are
or are not just, and when they are granted through fear and
not as a matter of right.

The Public Must Pay

Remember, it is the public that in the end will pay. You
do not have to take my assertion for thia. Take the asser-
tion of Mr. Wilson's master in this matter. The Union lead-
era, through their Chairman, Mr. Garretson, announced that
“they would steadily refuse to arbitrate and that in their
action they were supported by the President of the United
States.” They stated their case in a nutshell as follows:
“In times like this, men go back to primal instinct—to the
day of the caveman with this half-gnawed bone, snarling at
the other caveman who wanted to take his bone away. We
leaders are fighting for our men. The railroads are fighting
for their stockholders; and the shippers for themselves.
And the public will pay.” . Mr. Garretson is right—the
public will pay. And it will pay without having had the
chance to know whether it ought or ought not to pay. Mr.
Wilson betrayed the public when he refused to insist that
the contest should be decided on principles of justice, and
when he permitted it to be decided in deference to greed and
fear. Mr. Wilson announced that it was *“futile” to stand
firmly against these improper demands. It would not have
been futile if a Democrat of the stamp of Andrew Jackson
or Grover Cleveland had been President. The futility in-
hered solely in Mr, Wilson himself. If President Wilzon had
stood by the honor and the interests of the United States
in this matter; if he had inszisted upon a full investigation
before action; if he had insisted upon arbitration and had
announced that if there was any attempt to tie up the traffic
of the United States he would use the entire power of the
United States to keep the arteries of traffic open, I would
have applauded him and supported him. But, to take such
action needed courage. It needed disinterestedness. It was
necessary that the man taking it should put duty to the
nation first and political and personal considerations last.



