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CHAPTER I

WHY UNIONS TURNED TO POLITICS

The influence of the American Federation of Labor upon trade union-
ism in the United States has been 3o profound that it has become comzon
practice to identify an emphasis on craft rather than class, restrictive
rather than nmass membership, and collective bargaining rather than politics
as peculiarly American, and to view appeals to working class solidarity or
political aspiration as elien imports. Yet political activity and s strong
spirit of reform have been 83 persistent characteristics of the Aaerican
labor aovement as the modern emphasis upon the wage contract. ODistrust of
monopolies and big business, and demands for labor reforas and social
legislation have been major elements in labor's thinking from Thomas
Skidmore's workinguen's Party to the Congress of Industrial Organisation's
Political Action Committee, Immediately following the Civil War, the Labor
Reform Party and the Ureemback-Labor Farty fought for currency inflation,
regulation of the railroads, and a Civil Service merit system. A decade
later the Knights of Labor joined with the farm groups in engineering the
Populist revolt. Under the banner of the Frogressive movement and of the
Hew Deal, labor conasistently raised its volce to demand stricter regulation
of monopolies, a public program of unemployment reliefl, and many other
social refors,

In devising methods for implementing those views, it wavered between

aggressive group action and the policy of leaving political matters to the
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discoretion of individual members, without ever achieving real effective~
ness. Labor parties and union cooperation with third-party coalition have
been frequent enough to indicate an underlying discontent with the prac-
tices of the regular parties. But such ventures usually proved short-lived,
however, vecause union members tended t0 revert back to previous party
loyalties as soon as their excitement over imacdiate issues slackened. The
alternative course of avoiding formal comaitments, bhowever, has proved no
more satisfactory because unlons were never genuinely indifferent to
politics. In publicising the voting record of candidates, and exhorting
its membership to "stand faithfully by our friemds and elect themj oppose
our enemies and defeat them. . .u..u.ase AFL clearly expected o exercise
an influence upon the major parties without accepting the responsibility
or the risk of open political participation. Wwhen left to their own devices,
however, union members have not resporxed as a voting bloc, and even the
nost ardent defenders of the Nom~Partisan policy have not been entirely
satisfied with the result. s«hen, in 1908, the Republicans ignored the AFL's
demand for anti-injunction legislation, Gompers himself labored to swing
the Federstion's support to Bryan. Again in 192, the rebuffs of the major
parties led the Executive Council 1o make a formal endorsemsnt of the pro-
greassive candidate, Robert M. Eoﬁ.&wve.m But the recurrent conflict

between principle and practice did not change its official suspicion of all

political involvemenis.
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were recognized a8 a legitimate cause for group action. In inforaing the
membership regarding the voting record of canaidates, for example, the sole
criterion was their stand on labor legislation. whatever they might have
done or left undpns concerning the general welfare mattered little, by
abdicating from general political responsibility, ihe :FL had placed class
above nation a8 surely as the advocates of class struggle. when depression
finally struck, the AFL had succeeded so well in adopting the protective
coloring of prevalling beliefs, and in suppressing its own political imstincts
and beliefs, that it was not only unwilling but unable to make constructive

suggestions for dealing with the broader economic probleus.

The AFL leaders were as shocked as their business counterparts at
the sudden collapse of the new prosperity. Their first responses were
mechanical expressions of economic orthodoxy. <illiam (reen in the pages

of the American Federationist assured his readers that "business was funda-

mentally smmﬁ.'*h At President Hoover's conference "to organize against
panic,” in Koveaver of 1929, the Federation readily reached an agreeaent
with the business representatives to call a moratorium upon wage cuis and

5

wage demands.” Acceptance of the principle of voluntary action was not

made skeptically, but in full faith.
Makewghift measures, however, did rot suffice and the economic con-
sequences oi the depression were too harsh to be passively endured. ftelief
L
Charles A. Hadison, American Labor Leaders; Persopalities and

Forces in the Labor Hovement (New York: Harper & bBrother ers, 1950),
Pe 116,

AFL Convention Proceedings, 1330, op. eit., p. 58.
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- displacement had made wages and hour adjustments the key to restoring
econonic valance. UJemands for a thirty-hour work week because eoman.7

There were other implicstions in this line of reasoning which the
Executive Counclil did not squarely face. If the competitive drive for pro-
fits diverted an unhealthy proportion of the national income to management
s0 that the consumer could not buy the goods produced, and depression re-
sulted, then the concept of technologiul unemployment was basically a
criticism of the economic system. It meant thatl the forces of the amarket
had failed to assure economic balance, and that businessmen as a group had
failed to realise their responsibility to society and to the workers. The
exponents of "business unionism® did not at first carry their criticisas
that far. They conceived their position as that of demanding a right to
share more fully in the benefits of capitalism, rather than of criticising
the capitalistic systen,

Later as economic handship increased the discontent of ihe mexbere
ship, the Federation becaane more critical of management's failure to use
the means at itsdisposal for controlling the business cyele.a Blane was
attached to mansgesent because its sense of social responsibility had anot
kept pace with the increase in econoalc mw'dmeadmce.g The Ekxecutlve
Council pointed out in its 1930 report that little progress had been aade
in preventing unesployment due 0 seasonal, twhnologieal, and cyclical cma.m

AFL Convention Proceedings, 1930, op. cit., p. L7,
R :
Ibid.
10

Ibi-do’ Po 52.
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and that companies which carefully planned their affairs to protect the
stockholders had no hesitancy in leaving the security of their workers to
the mercies of public charity. The personal contribution of the worker con-
stituted an "investment,” it contemxied, which industry had a responsibility
to consider when plarning its affairs.ll

"we need knouwledge of the facts and principles of coordination in
order to change all planning for progress from conflicts of interest to
integratlion of purpose and aa«wﬂﬁg_:wu the bExecutive Council declared in
1930, and offered a ten-point progrea which included demands for (1) a re-
duction of working hours, (2) advance planning to regularize production and
stabilize employment, (3) a national economic council, (4) greater efficiency
in production and sales management, (5) a national system of employment
exchanges, (6) a public works muwowg to assist the uneaployed, (7) voca-
tional gulidance ami retraining for &wmvw.ﬂomm wrkers, (6) a study of techno-
gg,ﬁéva«a&- (9) a careful study of relief proposals, and (10)
universal opportunity for vocationsl preparatisn not only in the trades but

in all fields of ﬂ%ﬂﬂu.“—u

Mozt of the proposals involved some degrse of
governaental action. The demands for a national economic council and a public
works program, in particular, involved an emphasis upon econoaic planning

that was new {or the AFL. Little effort was made, however, to eclaborate the
meaning or practical possibllities of planning. In the following ycar the
Federation warned that the facts necessary for successful economic planning

were not yet available, and, therefore, that the authority of any national

H1pid., p. 4B.
121144,
NWMUM&MO- FPe Q’N.
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economic council should be limited %o fact finﬁina.lk

The suspiclon of government which contimued to characterize the
c¢raft union hierarchy in the AFl, was clearly revealed by its stand on all
brands of social insurance. At the 1930 convention, the mesbership vigore
ously supported resolutions favoring coapulsory uneaployment insurance.

The Executive Council blocked immediate action, and reluctantly agreed to
study the matter further. Its revort im the following year rejected the
whole principle on the grounds that unesployment insurance was a dole, which
woeld subject the worker to the evils of govermmentsl interference and cone
ml.ls ;i‘. was not untll 1932 that the open opposition of the Brotherhood

of Railway Clerks, the International Association of #Hachinists, the Teamster's
Union, the Molders' Union, and several of the printing unions forced a re-
versal of that suad.m Thus, after the depression was well underway the

AFL leadership clung to views that were very siailar to those of their busi-~
ness counterparts.

& number of unions--especially in the clothing industyry-- which
had been less subject to the Gompers influence took the lead in advocating
a governmental solution to the problem of unemployment. At the Progressive
Conference, which Senators Gmrgg W. borris and Robert LaFollette, Jr.,
called in 1931;3{ 3idney Hillﬂan\: President of the Amalgamated Clothing
workers, bluntly demanded "national social economic pm with teeth
in it."2®  Later, when the Senate Committes om Memufacturers heard testimony

14 .

lslm-vin, 9Ps_cite, p. 296,

Ibid., pp. 292-3.
1 »

Ibid. 9 Do 293.

17
sPruidtmt of the Asnalgamated Clothing workers.
1
Proceedings of Amalgamated Clothing workers Convention, 1934,

op. cites p. 16,
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on Lafollette’s bill to set up a national economic planning council,
Hillman appeared to urge the adoption of the phn.m As a concession to
the mounting sentiment in favor of more aggressive action, the AFL Execu~
tive Council declared in 1932, “we belleve that national economic planning
should aim at raising standard of living for lagging groups and not a pro=-
gram of production with price fixing."m It also suasarised labor's sspira-
tions in any such program with the smmha

What every worker wants is a Job and the sense of security

that comes from having a dependable source of income. We want
to carn our way and 10 have comaensurate reward that will enable
us to participate in those activities that will bring us oppore
tunities for development.
In sccepting the principle of planning the AFL leaders were careful not to
comait themselves to any particulsr plan.

By 1932 one of the realities which organigsed labor had to face was
that workers without jobs have little need for a bargaining agent. If the
unions ocould not protect the security of their members, they had to turm to
some agency which could. If a solution to unemployment was not immediately
forthecoming, relief would have to be provided in the interval. The alterna-
tive was dwimiling aembership and organisational extinction.

Although reserving Jjudgaent on many of the broader issues, the APL
faced the necessity of turning to government for the relief which its mem-
bers needed. In the spring of 1932 it sponsored a Washington Conference of
International Unions for the purpose of lobbying on behalf of relief legis-
lation. A delegation from that conference visited the lsaders of the House

19
Ibid.
20
Ibid,
X

\ AFL Convention Proceedings, 1932, op. cit., p. 13.
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initiated by groups outside of the union movement, 7Thelr character, how-
ever, was in accord with ihe congessions 1o emergency thinking which had

o™ G {ddom 5o 1;3

carried ‘labor-a step away from lis traditional economic and political

moorings.

Paradoxically, although the i¥L--along with other union groups--had
turned to the government for s solution of its immediate economic diff{i-
culties, it clung stubbormly to its nop-partisan position im politics. At
the 1930 convention, the Federation declarditz?

s « o«If there be weakness in our present non-partisan politi-

cal methods, 1t is not in ite structure, but in the attitwude and

response of those indifferent or hostile to this plan of action.
Its attitude was due not so much to amy scruple sgainst exercising political
influence as to a tenacious belief that a partisan bid for power by labor
must always prove unsuccessful in the American enviromment. The federal
character of the iAmerican governnent, Ureen explained to a visiting delega-
tion of British trade-unionists im 1931, made a legislative sclution of
Jacor's problems particularly difficult. 28 wWith one national and forty-eight
state governuents W contend xith, to seoure adegquate protection for labor
in even iLhe simplest matter ma;%.vm bewilderingly protracted and camplicated
political processes. He clited as an example the fact that it had réqaired
years of intensive agitation by labor to persuade a majority of the states
10 pass adequate workmen's ocompensation laws, and that four still had none

at all. 4

2?&3‘1. Convertion Proceedings, 1932, op. cit., p. 372.

B34, 1931, p. 252.

2 noid.
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Hon=partisan propriety permitted the Federation, annually, to
appoint a committee charged to, "Stand faithfully by our friemds and elect
them. Oppose our enemics and defeat them, whether they be canxildates for
President, for Congress, or other offices, whether executive, legislative or

judicial. w30

The conmittee could compile information comcerning pencing
legislation amxi the voting record of Congress, urge local groups to inter-
view candiidates, get out the vote, and at election time subait suggeations
to the party cnnvmtiem.n It was likewizse considered proper for it to
lobby on behalfl of legislation of interest to labor., Eut it was strictly
forbidden to sndorse or to campalyn on behalf of specific candidates.

The perennial strategy was for the Comaittee to concenirats on ocne
or two key measurss rather than upon a whole program of legislation. Luring
the early 1930's, securing the passage of an anti-injunction law, and block=
ing the Supreme Court appointment of Justice Jobhn J. Parker, who had incurred
labor's wrath by uphol,ding the "yallow=dog" contracts, were the ciiiel objec-
tives of AFL political palicy. Later, relief measures began to receive a
greater share of its attention. 1In the case of Parker, the Pederation was
not content merely to block the appointment, but violated praaéﬁwt by con-
ducting a campaign to defeat all senators who voted for the ap;:omment.:’ 2

It claimed success in ten elmmm.” Ordinarily, however, the Comnittee

31 bid., 1933, p. 112.
3lyibid., 1931, pp.120-3; 1933,pll2, ete.

321p3d., 1931, p. 119.
»

335enators 4llan, Blease, Grundy, McCulloch, Ramsdel, and Steick &
were defeated, and Senators Baird, UGillette, Goff, and (iould refused <o run.
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operated on a budget that rarely exceeded 31,000, the greater part of
which was spent for postage and office expeaaas.jm Recognizing the limited
scope of 1ts operations, the rogular parties customarily ignored its sug-
gestions. 1Im 1932, for example, cight of the tmty-six planks waich the
¥on~Partisan Committee submitted were ignored by both part} conventions snd
the remainder were passed over with alight considerauon.B 5

Uespite the strong sense of importance which most union members
altached to the 1932 election, the Federation adamantly refused to Lecoas
involved., William Green wrote, “Let every trade-unionist vote in Lhe coming
election for the advmc;mt of human welfare and resgonsible g;emzrmeﬁt,*sé
but he left it to cach indlviﬁual aeaber to decide what Luose terms meani.

“he advent of the New .Jeal programs intensified the pressures to
which the AFL's political, economic, and organizational preconceptions were
subjected. when the Hational :%adey Adalnistration was set we many of ihe
basic decislions affecting wages, hours, aml working conditions were with~-
drawn from the realm of economic bargaining, and became matters of law backed
by governmental sanclion. Yet iabor's rols in the developmeni of lhe fair -
practices codes was only advi’:iary, and the dominant voice was Lhal of manage- ( |
ment. Under such an mwem%nﬁ the major responsibility for safeguarding |
the interests of the worker was shifted increasingly from the unions to the
government. Consegquently, organized labor becams more conscious of itse
inadbility to influence basic political decisions,

By bripging the producers into industry-wide groups and temporarlily

suspending the anti-trust laws, the BZi also confronted unions with more

BI‘Iba.ﬁ. 193L, p. 261,

351p1d., 1932, p. 159.
36vadison, op. cits, p. 119.
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the APL decided to admit the unsikilied workers into so=-called "Federal®
unions. Under this arrangeaent,; the workers of a given industry were to be
brought into a tesporary industrizl union with the understanding that as
scon as collective bargaining was cstablished the membership was jto be dise
triouted amony the crafts having appropriate jmt'i.s»:ﬂu:.t-‘.i.cm.h2 The Federal
uhions were considered wards of the Federation without voice or status in
its affairs. As an additional guarantee of craft union interests, the AFL
rxecutive Council also retained the right to set policy and to eppoint or
disaiss officers in the new unioms.w Despite these precauticns jurisdic~

tional syuabbles forced a frequent postiponeaent of organizational plans ,ith

and disrupted many promising 1ocal baginnings.hs

bndier Lhese conditions tne unmskilied workers tended to turn to
either liodependent action or Lo coupany unioanism. Far from growing in
strength, the Pederation had considerable difficulty in maintaining its own
mesbership. AFL strength actuslly deeclined between 1932 and 1933 from
2,532,261 to 2,126,796, and by 1934 had only risen to 2,,608,011.Lé-' The more
progresasive unions grew increasingly dissatisfied wiilhh tlicse results, and
at toe 1¥34 convention atteapted Lo win acceptance of the principle of
industrial unionism. In the cosmmitiiee appoinied to consider the matter,
John L. Lewis, of the United :ine ~orkers, led the fight, but he was overe

ridden E,y the craft union majority. He then carried the issue to the

l‘zl’am, pe 281

31pid., 1935, p. 52h.
i )
Brbid., p. 21.

hslbido’ Pe 562

h6Ibid., Do 29.
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convention floor, where he blamed the methods of craft unionisa for the

AFL's failure in the aass production m\msx'ias.h?

Enough delegates were
impressed with his views to force a compromise. The Convention authorised
the Executive Council to charter new unions of the vertical type in appro-
priate industries, and to set the terms of thelr admission o the Federa-

L8

tion. During the following year, however, the Council failed to use its

new authority, and continued to handle the unskilled workers in the old
wmar.w

A show-down was in the making when the convention assembled in the
following year. The trends in union membership during the interval had
served to sharpen the differences between the opposing groups. In the AFL
the membership had risen from 2,608,011 to 3,045,347 between 1934 and 1935,
or in effect had reached a point slightly above the 2,961,096 membership of

1936.50 But the Buresu of Labor Statistics reported a 64 percent increase

51 there had

in company uniobism between the advent of the NRA and 1935.
been a similar rise of imdependent unions. To the advocates of iudustrial
unionisa these facts clearly proved two things; the eagerness of the unorgan-
ised workers for unionism, and the inadequacy of the crai® union approach.

In 1935, twenty~one resolutions favoring mzﬁ-ul unionisa indi-
cated the AFL convention's intense preoccupation with organizational problems.

Equally significant was the fact that that the attack was led by Lewis, Charles

L7
Ibid., 1934, p. 587.
L8

| Ibid.,, Pe SBE-
L9
Ibid.. 19353 p. 562.

Ibid., Pe 29,
51

Ibm; »Y"w
52

Ibid., p. 52L.
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Howard of the Typographlical Union, ami other top flight leaders. 7The craft
unionists first adopted the strategy of trylng to prevent the guestion from
reaching the convention floor. Ey a one vote majority Chairman Matthew Woll
put the powerful Resolutions Coumittee on record as favoring ihe contimied
use of Federal unions.>> But seven of the fifteen-man comittee filed a
minority report in uhich they declared that obaolfat.a craft charters which
failed to keep pace with the changes in industrial tachniquu h&d become an
intolerable hinderance to the progress of the labor wvwmt. é’ar the AFL
to have a membership of only 3,000,000 after fifty-five years of trying to
organize the American workers, they contended, was the clearest proof of its
ftil\n‘e.sl‘

Once the committee squabble was brought before the whole convention,
both factions quickly moblilized all possible support. In a spirit of pure
Gompersism, which had clearly remained wholly unaffeoted by the events of
the depression, Matthew Woll predicted that industirial uniomisa would invite
buresueratic regulatlm.ss His reasoning was that even 1f labor succeeded
in its demands for industry-wide bargaining, ils very success in the economic
sphere would lead employers and th& public to retaliate by resorting to the
political regulation of unions,

Using slightly different tack, Federation Seoretary Johy Frey quite
correctly pointed out that the AFL had always included both the craft and

the industrial union, and that in their accomplishments neither type had
shown & manifest superiar&ty.% He refused (o recognise, however, that his

SBIbi.d. 401G,y Phe 521"’2.

?s‘mm.. PPe 523=Le
Ibid., pp. 528-33.

Sélbldo’ Pe 552‘.
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basic premise was as much an argument for admitting as for excluding the
vertical type of union. Instead, in his eagerness to prove that the indus-
trial union was no panacea, he passed over such a conspicuous success as the
United Mine Viorkers and cited the historic failure of the Knights of Labor,
Debs's American Railway Union, and the Western Federation of Miners.57

Actually, these arguments skirted the real issue., The majority
report of the Resolutions Committee had suggested that as the founding and
sustaining elements of the Federation, the crafts were entitled to have their
interests considered as paramount in all basic policy decisions.sa As the
debate continued, it became more evident that the real objection to induse=
trial unionism was the fear that the unrestricted admission of the unskilled
workers to the union movement would underamine the basis of ithe craftéman's
favored econcmic position. As interpreted by Woll and other Federation
Spokesmen, the skilled worker regognized no obligation to the labor movement,
but only to his own self intorest‘59

Gharléa Howard shrewdly pointed out that the passage of the wagner
Aet had eliminated any necessitly for unskilled workers to tolerate shabby
treatment at the hands of the Federatian.éo Continued disregard of their
interests, he predicted, would encourage a fragmentation of the labor move=

ment which could only prove harmful to all unions.él

5TIbid., p. 557.

3
5 Ibido’ Be 522.

5% Foid., ppe 528-33.

p—p——'

60
Ibid., p. 525,
617p1d,, ppe 5257.



19

In a more belligerent tone, Lewis accused the national officers
of the AFL with falsifying the record in order to hide the extent of their
failure, Hastarfu;ly, he demonstrated that the 1935 prougress report concealed
an exodus of Federal unions, and an actual decline of AFL membership in the
mass production 1ndustries,62 Philip Murray, of the Miners, ably supported
his chief by citing specific examples of craft bungling which Lad disrupted
promising drives in the automotive, rubber, amd steel industries. The main
attack, thus, stressed the inadequacy of craft union methods in dealing with
modern industrial problems. The historical distinction between the skilled
and unnskilled, it was argued, had become largely artificial, and the inter-
state character of corporations had made it doubly important for collective
bargaining to be placed on a broader, more all inclusive basis.é3

Ambition was mixed with altruism as the advocates of industrial
unionisa called upon the Federation to accept its responsibility to "organ-
ize the unorganized.” But the question which they raised was valid., They
asked the convention to decide whether a belief in the common purpose of all
workers, or an emphasis upon job distinetions, was to guide the labor move-
nent? wWhether the aspiring must always be subordinated to the established?
whether the Federation sheuld,naknma bold bid to win greater security for a
greater number, or safeguard the advantages of the few? The majority of the
delegates refused to yield to the demand for change. The dissenting minority
was just as adamant in refusing to be bound by that decision, and eight of
the international unions czlled a separate meeting to establish the Committee

for Industrial Organisatien.éh

621bid., Ppe 53L=5.

6
3 rvid., pp. 535, Sho=2.

Proceedings of Amalgamated Clothing Workers Convention, 1336,
op. cit., P. 75e
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In much the same manner, and for many of the same reasons the AFL
also found its political preconceptions under fire in the early days of the
Kew Ueal., Despite the Gompers influence there had always been a2 saall but
determined element in the unions, which pereanially demanded the establish-
ment of a labor party. The demand was uwsually supported by the arguments
that labor's lack of political discipline enabled politicians to violate
their promises with gﬁsmm that the role of big money men such ag
Johniy Raskob, Owen D. Young, and Andrew Mellon in the major parties meant
that labor could expect no more than minor economic nawa-g and that inde~-
pendent political power was necessary in order for the working man 1o secure
even his basic economic and political u.u.nwaw.m,w An emphasis upon ciass
consciousness marked this line of reasoning as doctrinaire, and reflected
the example of Europsan labor parties more than the immediate circumstances
of the American enviromment. Consegquently, it never won a large following.
M. F. Tighe, of the w.mon.wg Iron, Steel, and Tin wWorkers, regularly intro-
duced political resolutions embodying these ideas at the AFL conventions,
which were just as regularly shelved without Ea&uwg.mm

During the early years of the Roogeveltl Adainistration a political
interest of a different nature began to develop. Important unions such as |
the Analganated Clothing workers and the International Ladies Garment
Workers had originally developed under the influence of socialist philosophles,

&5
Ibid., 193L, p. 396, and AFL Convention Proceedings, 193L
op- az..@mwnm.w.mm.. = Aogn, 2200

g»ﬁ. Convention Froceedings, 1935, op. cit., p. 76l.

omuw»n.. p. 758.
Ibid., 1932, p. 1243 1933, pp. 152, L53.
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had engagad in the bitter struggle with the Communists following world War I,
and bad only at a comparatively late state donned the ideological trappings
of business unionism. Consequently, they never fully shared the Gompers
prejudice againgt politics. while serving in an advisory eapacity in the
Hew Deal programs, thelr leaderse-e-men such as Hillwan anc David bubinsky--
grev rapldly in political experience and perspective. They came Lo understand
better the value of political influence, and how it could be usei not oaly
o achlieve relief but permanent social gains for the workers.

Sharp reversals alio oocurred in the politiesl thinking of some of
the sore conservative union leaders. Lewis, for example, had favored ne
re-cloction of Hoover in 1932, but he was quick to see the opportunity which
the fNew ieal offered for rebuilding his seriously weakened ifiners' union. By
a3 prodigious organizing drive he succeeded in raising its amembership froa
leas than 150,000 to 515,000 in a single year (1933).69 Qnoe his own union
was again on a secure footing his aabitions broadened o include the whole
lavor movement. He Saw no resson why the mewbership of auerican unions could
not be expanded to an impregnable strength. uick to learn frou personal
sxperience he made the creation of a proper politieal a:uuau & Lasic conaslidera-
tion in his organisationel plans., I[n 1934, a8 an im.mal step toward pre-
paring for a projected drive in the steel industry, he threw the {ull weight
of the Miners' union behind Ueorge Ea{'}ifor Governor snd Thomas Kennedy (a
UMv official) for lLieutenant Governor im the Pennsylvania pruary.m nestrain-

ing the conservatisa of a life-time, ho also faced the necessiiy lor acre

wman, Op. cit., p. 12,

7Qmi.a Adamlic, "John L. Lewis's Push to Fower,® Forua, March 1737,
P. 13kL.
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the lines of discipline, and force union members either to support labor's
position or witlxdraw from its ra.nka.7h In 1935, Delegate Jorman, of the
Textile wWorkers, declared, "lThere can be no equitable distribution eof
wealth, po curbing of the concentration of the nation's income until we have
& workers' gwmt.”7s
The more realistic leaders rejected this view of labor's propex
political role., Sidney Hillman told his Clothing vorkers in 193L that:?é
The men and women in our organization have combined for econ-

omi¢ aotion. In political action all we can do is act as an

edueational force, You cannot force people to vote, on a secret

ballot, &8 you will instruct them. 7The best you can do and the

only thing you can do is to educate then,
In the 1935 debate at the APL convention, Thamas Kennedy, of the Miners,
warned that a third party would merely unseat a friendly Administration
without replacing it with anything hettar.7? He cited the Gulifey-3nyder
Coal Stabilisation Bill and other evidences of the President's liberal
intent, and suggested that the proper course was to organise strong labor
support within the Democratic Party in order to free the Administration
from its dependence upon conservative hackm.w Howard, of the Typographi-
cal Union, strongly supported that positim.w Thus, a responsible body of
union opinion was developing in favor of a mlddle course between strict non=-

partisanship and a labor party,

Ibi‘i. 2 193& Po 563 L4
? ]
7 Ibid. » 1935 3 Po ?550

gr_%;g%e_dﬁa of amalgamated Clothing workers Convention, 1734,
OPe olt. s Po .

AFL Convention Proceedings, 1935, op. cit., pp. T7u=5.
78

Ivid,
79

Ibid., p. 775.




In considering alternatives, fum thinking of men likeé Hillman and
Kennedy was closer Lo that of Gompers than (o the more radical social
philosophies., Thelr willingness to lsave the exercise of political power
in the hauds of the regular parties indicated a basic acceptance of the exist~
ing political system, Thal acceptance included the realisation inat party
lcaders would necessarily sacrifice some of labor's interects to political
expediency. Unions were, therefore, urged to enter politica in order to
comaand preater consideration in the bargaine between the diverse eleaents

comprising the partles. But the willingneas to bargain, which characterized

the sugkestion, was claarly;tﬁ’;me ‘tradition of business unionisw rather
than of class siruggice In &1&« ‘s‘cié;ge of itheir ambitions, however, lLhey
differed fuxlamentally from ;k}é defenders of the mon-partisam policy. iar
{from being suspicious of poli%iéilgatns, they optimistically beliewed that
the New Deal enviromment provided an opportunity for labor o make permaneat
politicsl gains without running serious risk. Gtvents proved that difference
to be irreconcilable.

william Green prefaced the political discussion at the 1935 convene
tion, with the declaration that although the Federation remeined willing at
ithe apsropriate time to conslder any feasible course of politicsl action, he
felt that the resolutions under consideration were Communistically in:apired.ao
The craft union majority followed hie lsad and identified as Communistic both
the sugyestion for a labor party, and for open support of the bew uecal. This
deliberate refusal to recognize a distinction between the two proposais re-
flected a basic suspicion of governaental action, wich five years of depres-
sion had failed to abate. woll epitomized that attitude, when ne decried

the 1llusion of political benefits, with the warning that labor legislation

80¢vi4., p. 8.
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enforced by govermmental agencies would only lead to regimentation. For
that amatter, lewis, who at the moment was in the camp of the Liberals, had
opposed the Wagner Act because it involved an enforcement agency.m' As
the discussion developed, it also became evident that the demand for a more
aggressive political policy was predicated upon a willingness to seek govern=-
mental solutions, a belief in the necessity for more publiec planning, and
the conviction that it was possible to establish legal precedents and safe-
guards which would prevent a reversion to previous conditions once politi=-
cal fortunes ehmg@d.aa The craft union aajority refused to yield on thess
points, and the convention reaffirmed the non-partisan policy.

A8 in the case of industrial unionism, the minority refused to abide
by that decision. After canvassing most influential union groups on their
willingness to participate in an organized venture into polities, the CI0
leaders, in the spring of 1936, announced the establishment of Labor's Non-
Partisan League, and called a comvention for ﬁugust.aj Kajor Ueorge L.
Berry, who served as the League’s first chalrman, announced that it would

8 ona

work within the Democratic Party to assure Roosevelti's re-election,
invited all unions to participate. BDut Green rejected the Iinvitation and

warned the unions under his Jjurisdiciion against becoming involved., Politi-
cal action as well as industirial unionism, thus, bLecame primarily identified

&1
Interview with Robert E. Howe of lLabor's Non~FPartisan League,
Wuhimtgn, De C.p, Septesber 1L, 1951
2

6 AFL Conveation Proceedings, 1935, op. cite., ppe 77k=5.
3

Bryant Putney, "Labor in Politics," Editorial Hesearch Zeport
(wuhmgggn, De Cos February 23, 19L0O), p. 1k,

A. E. Suffern, "Brewing a Labor Party," Current History (Sept-
ember 1936), p. 37.
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The method proposed by the CI0 leaders involved an emphasis upon:
political influence rather than control, legislation rather than patronage,
and worker benefits rather than political power as an end., It was little
more than an aggressive application, to the Democratic Party, of the policy
of ®"rewarding friends and punishing enemies.® The Republican Party had
simply been rejected as an acceptable a].mtivo. ut to the extent that
'the CIO succeeded in achieving a distinet political identity at the polls,
it would place officeholders from industrial districts in a position of
having to choose bemﬂpgrby@weinmwummymum. Because
no radical purpose was intended, the CIO simply did not comsider the possible
implications of that situation.

4 The act of encouraging independent voting among the workers--even as
a bloc-~was not necessarily socially undesirable., If labor achieved a social
rather than aclass orimptation in its thinking, the effect of its politiecal
acts was apt to be at leadl a8 soecially and democratically wholesome as that
of the political machines. Unfortunately, the realism which had led CIO
leaders to organize as apressure group rather than aa,;";mrty produced an
unconscious attitude of political irresponsibility. By rejecting a labor
party they, in effect, rejected class struggle, and recognised the right of
the regular parties to direct political affairs. what they failed to realize
wasthat by setting in motion forces which could undermine party disciplins,
their own political responsibility would have to increase. By setiing a
criterion based on issues rather than party considerations, labor--to the
extent that it was effective--would be exercising a political discipline
apart from that of party. The offigeholders uwho followed party leadership
in defiance of lsbor's wishes would fact nossible defeat at the polls, and
those who succeeded in pleasing labor would be able to flout party discipline
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with comparative impunity. The result could hardly be other than a decline
in the ablility of those¢ nominally having political responsibility to exer-
cise initiative and leadership.

As the recent experience of the Truman Administration with the
Southern Democrats has demonstrated, a party leader who is dspendent upon
supporters whose Iirst loyalties belong to a class or regional bloc is in
no position to make responsible commitments to the voters. He faces the
choice of seeing fundamental parts of his progran defeated, or of coaming to
tarms with the opposition party in order to get measures through the legisla-
tive process, But the latter procedure involves the risk of either forcing
a party split or of making party distinctions absolutely meaningless.

The self-conscious voting blocs, of which labor is but one, have
been reamarkably reluctant to accept a more responsible role in political
affairs. The L¥FL, for example, offered no candidates ,85 faced no responsi-
bility for effectin; workable political compromises, was under no compulsion
to provide constructive alternatives to the measures which it opposed, and
was in no position to implement the suggestions which it did make. Yet, by
virtue of organizing an important elemeant of the labor voie, it greatly
increased its potential power of life and death over the political plans and
temure of others. The essentially negative power which this confirmed made
it particularly difficult for labor to overcoms a psychology of political
dependence, and to achieve a creative pclitical maturity.

In 1735, however, the mere establishment of the LKPL did not make a
labor bloc a reality. Far from constituting a diaci;aliaed political group,

8s
Except The American Labor Party in New York.
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most workers did not vote at ail. Conseguently, the CIO bad some justifi-
cation for concentrating upon the immediate task of helping to re-elect

Roosevell, and of leaving it to time and experience to deteraine the politi-
cal role it should undertake.
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pa.rty.s In Kew York, the American Labor Party, wi:ich had as one of its

purposes the development of a labor slate of candidates, organised as the
League's state representative. Even the founders of the ALF, however,
recognized the danger of underaining the Administration, and included
Roosevelt and most of the liberals of both parties on their ticket.

The majority of those participating in the Lsague probably agreed
with Hillman when he chided the third-party advocates in his own union
saying, "This resolution is a child of idealism, not of 'Practical Polities'® ,"h
for they had litile doubt but that labor's interests would best be served by
continued support of the New Deal. The Miners' recalled that in 1922, five
of their members had been killed and twenty-six shot (fourteen on the picket
line) at the Gates Mine of the H., C. Frick Coke Co., but that under Roosevelt
they had been able to organize without fear of vi:;lm.s Josephine branagan,
of the Clothing Workers, expressed another comson fear, by pointing out that
after the protection of the NRA had been removed, an organizing drive in the
shirt industry in Bloomfield, Pennsylvania, had resulted in wages being cut
from a minimum of §l13 per week to as low as $1.99 for eleven da.ya.6 Protec-
tion against imuediate hardships, thus, usually meant more than political
ideology.

3
A. E. 3uffern, "Brewing a Labor Party," Current History (September,
1936), pp. 33-38.

hAagmm Clothing wWorkers Comvention, op. cit., 1936, p. LO3.

Sﬁni.‘.:-ad Mine Workers Journal, November 1, 1936, p. 23.

6
Amalgamated Clothing workers Comvention, op. cit., 1936, p. 393.
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Murray Weinstein, of the Clothing Workers, probably sumsed up the
prevailing attitude when he dcclar«iJ
We are practical people. We represent tens of thousands of
members. They cannot live on traditions of thirty or forty years
ago. They are looking for wages and for conditions. They are look-
ing for the right to bargain collectively. They are looking for a
chance to educate their children. They are looking for a chance to
have a better life. If FDR's administration is going to give us
what they have given us in the past four years, we are for hia.
In most states the unions cooperating in the LNPL indicated their
intention of functioning within the framework of the Democratic Party.
Differences between the various elements supporting LNPL did not
reach serious proportions in 1936, but were emough in evidence to cause the
leaders of the movement to avoid pressing for agreement on many basic ques-
tions coucerning its future, Instead, they concentrated upon the day-to-day
task of creating an effective organisation, and confined their statements to
enthusiastic generalisations, 4t the LHPL Convention in wWashington, . C.,
on August 10, only two objectives were specifically agreed to: First, that
the organisation of Labor's Non-Partisan League had for its sole objsctive,
in 1936, the re-election of President Franklin D. Roosevelt, and secondly,
that Labor's Non-Partisan League should be continued after the slection as
8
an instrumentality for the furtherance of liberalisam in the United States.
Nevertheless, the mere fact of taking action stimulated discussion, and
caused labor to explore its motives more carefully. One result was that

certain characteristic views began to be manifested.

;in and Growth (Labor's Non-
LOELON, Lie ;'1j 1939)’ Pe h‘

\
‘.\!
\

\
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In ite 1936 Report, for exasple, the General kxecutive Board of the

Amalgamated Clothing workers d,cclarsdsg

The truth with which unions are now confronted is that there
is no complete sacurity in econocmiec accomplishments without the
support of favorable legislation. There arises at this time the

;_u‘qu need of utilising to the fullest possible extemt botn means
at our dis « We must use and expend our economic strength, and
together w‘i.% the other workers of the nation, we must mobilize
labort's might in politics, to the end of achieving desired
legislation.

R

It was a thoughtful summary of what many other union groups were thinking.

The declaration of purpose adopted by the first convention of LWPL dochrod:lo

The welfare of American laber, however, is inseparable from
that of the nation as a whole. « +The last fifty years of develop-
ing industrialisa have made of the United States one single, inte-
grated economic unit. 7The problems of that industrialism must
therefore be ast through naticnal astion, whether on the political
or industrial field. Regulation of labor and other industrial
conditions can best be undertaken by the Federal government, and
no prograa of regulation can be aucwsml unless it 1s based upon
Federal action. v :

Such statements articulated ‘hhcr ot aphy born of, but not necessarily
confined to, the New Deal environment.

The atatements of Lewis and H.UEPM who soon eamerged as the dominant
personalities of the movement, reflected \t kindling aspiration whioch looked
beyond the practical, subordinate role which labor had marked out for itself
in political affairs. A

.\

At w.WmetmLmam' n

Labor's Non-Partisan League is born o the stress of necessity;
it comes from the heert and mind of labor \ﬂnoh has been oppressed,

9&%0&&#& Clothing workers Couvmtinni\ op. _cit., 1936, p. 82.

m_l:gbor's Nop-Partisan Leaguej op. cit., Freface.

Hipig., pe ke
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which has been beset, which has been exploited, and which has been
apprehensive not only for its ocwn future ut for the future of our
country and its institutions. . . « «The organisation of lLabor's
Nop~Partisan League and the overwhelalng and enthusiastic unanimity
of the response which labor has given to the suggestion should cause
the sdversariea and exploiters of labor in America to pause and take
ﬂﬂmo o o o

Labor's Non-Partisan lLesgue is opening the door of opportuniity
not alone to the workers of America, but to all good citisens of
America who are concerned with the uncertainties of present-day
existence, who are concerned with the instability of existing govern-
ments in the Old World and here, and who desire to safeguard them-
selves in an individual amxi a collective sense for the future,

There was semm.mmm-m a memory of the struggles out of which
the union movement had growm. There was s promise, too, which envisioned
a role of political leadership for labor,

Hillman predigted, to the same convention, taat the formation of
the League had -sstened the day when ®sweatshops® would be outlawed, and
liberty Lo longer conceivai, "only in terms of the liberty for those who

; ".{ 12
own the economic power to exploit labor.®* = In the forces already set in
motion by the depression he sav & redress of the vum inequalities in the
exercise of politiecal power. Resolutely he d-claredzn

In the great re-alignmwent which will mean liberal forces on
one side opposed to the forces of reaction, labor should take itis
place in an organized manner, and I do hope that you and the aen
and wamen you represent will see the wisdom and the duty and the
responsibility of making Labor's Non-Partisan Leagues permansent,
effective instrumentality for labor to fight for a comstructive
political program in the years to come,

Thus, he combined the hope of fundamental change with the wmore immediate

goal of legislative benefit.

12
ibid., p. 5.

Ibid, 2 Pe So



3%

In 1936, the campaign %0 re-elect Roosevelt overshadowed all other
considerations, and labor's political thinking did not fully crystalise.
That fact was apparently no wﬁfrg. Unions made fimancial contributions
fantastically exceeding anything previously sttempted. LDetween 1906 and
1925, for example, the iFL made campalgn comtributions totaling 39%,000,
in the following years none at rw.,w.u.r Yet in ite D.u.u@ presidential campaign,
1936, the LNPL raised and spent $770,218, over 80 ga!%. of which came from

the newly eatablished CIO g.u.m The list of contributors provided a

rough index to the political interests of different unionssi®

United dine Workers
a. Inecluding a $50,000 loan to the Democratic
National Committiee $h69,870

a. Including a $35,000 loan to ALP 81,682
International Ladies Garment iorkers 60,736
Cap and Millimery International Union 11,340
International Alliance of Theatrical Stage

Employees and Motlon Pigture Operators 16,100
International Brotherhood of Teamsters,

Chauffeurs, Stablemen and Helpers 75700
Brewery workers 5,834
411 Others 116,000

Total 3$7710,218

Ewwge Futney, "Labor in Polities,” kditorial Research Reports
Agg,gﬁn e Cay vav Pe 19,

Nmmumﬁo Pe 193 also Loulise Uveracker, "lLabor's Political contrie
butions,® Folitical Science Juarterly (Mareh, 193%) LIV, pp. 56-0.

HQHE.A.
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The allocation of these funds included $254,961 to the Democratlc Kational
Comaittee, $227,393 to the LNFL, $180,558 to the ALP (in New York), and the
remainder to miscellanecus organizalions supporting Democratic candidata&.lT;
Honey was not the only important contributlion which the Lsague sade,
In many areas it was in a position to call upon the staffs of irained organ-
izers of the participating unions, and in addition made good use of part-time
voluntesrs. Units were set up on a state, county, city, ward, and precinct
basis in the more industrialired areas, and they sponsored political rallies,
conducted house-to-house canvasses, distributed literature, and exploited
facilities for publicity. In Ohio, for example, the League had active units
in thirty-seven eomues.m Luring the campaign they held 34l rallies, kept
seventy speakers busy, and sponsored & half-hour daily radio broadcast in the
five largeat eitina.19 In Illinois, the League beld 109 rallies in Chicago,
sent speakers into every ward in the city, amxi held at lecast one rally in
every down~stiate eouaty.aa Active units were set up in fifty-one counties '~
in Pemnsylvania, and in the steel and aining districts almost nightly meetings
were hald.al West Virginia, likewlse, had active units in fifty countlas.zg

The American Labor Party in New York, which was one of the mosi active labor

1753\3-&33@’ 220 @ito. P‘ih 15"160

1dlbid., Pe 15.

19?bilip Taft, "Labor's Changing Political Line,* Journal ol Political
Economy (October, 1937), XLV, p. 6L2. '

20

Ibid,, also Labor's Non-Partisan League¢, op. cit., p. 5.

21Taft, . cit., p. Sh2,

22
Futney, op. cit., p. 15.



36

groups in the campaign, employed 200 paid workers and 3,500 volunteers,
used 250 apeakers, sponsored 52 meetings, and opened 101 campaign offices
(eighty-five in New York City and sixteen up-atau).zj

The professional politicians were Quite respectful of these manifesta-
tions of strength. =hen 200,000 sttended a League rally in Pittsburgh, both
Covernor Ceorge Earle and Scnator Joseph Guffey appeared to proclaim their
friendship for the working nsa.zh Demooratic candidates elsewhere, also,
showed a keen awareness of the importance of cultivating the labor vots.

The actual contribution which the League made toward re-alecting the
Fresident and the Democratic ticket was by no means clear. Roessevelt's
strength was not confined to the imdustrial arcas. He carried all but two
states, had a popular majority im all but three,2> and carried an over-
vhelming majority of the cauﬁ‘&i@ in all sections of the nation except New

England and the Middle Auanﬁ.n st.-am.zé

Accurate analysis wes amade diffi-
cult by the fact that with the exception of thv'& ALY in New York, which polled
225,000 votes for Roosevelt and 263,000 votes for Governor Herbert Lehaan,

the League's vote was not distinguishable from that of the Democratic Pnrty.m
The LNPL claimed to have played an important part in the election of thirty-

four governmors (twenty-five Democrats, six Republicans, one Farm~Labor, ons

P 23?:!&, Op. Cit., p. 6h2, and Labor's Non-Partisan Leagus, vp. cit.
Poe .

United Mine Workers' Journal, September 15, 1936, p. 1.
zsﬁdgar E. Robinson, They Voted for Roosevelt: The Presidemtial
Bote, 1932-19hl;hh(smm University, Callfornias Stanford Universily Press,
I9K7}, pp. 3k2-k.

261h4d., p. 53.

27Putney, op. Cit., p. 16.
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Progressive, one i}mcrat-m).za but it was by no means clear that the claim
was warranted. Even in Hew Iork, the ALF vote--which, of course, aay not
have besn the whole labor vote--was not large encugh to have changed thne
cuteome of the election in either of the cases cited.2’ The League could
at best say that it bad helped to re-elect the President.

But after the generous expenditure of its funds and energies, labor
was in no mood for humility. The letter of congratulations which LNPL
Chairman Berry sent to the President included a request to be consulted upon
the appointment of a Secretary of lLabor, and other matters affecting the
interests of unions.oC Almost without exception union journals hailed
Roosevelt's re-election as en opportunity to push through desired legislation. 3t jv
In sddition, the CIO was cntering crucial drives to expand its memburship, -
and it showed every intention of using political influence as an organization-
al weapon. Soon after the election such captions as "A Mesasage Lo Iou From
the President,® and "The President Wants You to Join the Union," began to
appear on the literature of the Steel Workers' Organizing cmimu.B 3 Public

e m%m Korkers Journal, November 15, 1936’ Pe 7’ and Rﬁbmﬂn,
Sps _oit., pp. .

29R°bm°n. SP. eit. y PPe 130-3.

301-0’(&8!' George L. Berry to Franklin D. Roosevelt, November 11, 1936,
Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, lew York, File PPF 3585. Reference
to materials in the Roocseveltl Library will hereafter be cited as FIOR plus
appropriate file numbers.

nUnited Hine Workers Journal, November 15, 1936, pp. 8-9, and
Amalgamated Clothing workers Eenmﬁo_g, op. cit., 1936, p. 82.

32Pumey, o Gitey, pe 12, It's membership was actually to expand
from 1,500,000 to 3,800, 00 between the end of 1936 and October 1937.

331 etters Marvin M. McIntyre to Post Master General Jemes Farley,
January 27, 1936, and Senator Rarry Moore (N.J.) to Franklin D. Roosevaelt,
February 22, 1936, FDR File OF LO7, Box 1. Protest letters on the subject
are 1o be found in FUR File OF 407, Box 1, Janmuary-February, 1937.



38

reaction csused the President to put a stop to that particular tactic. ®
Labor's attitude, however, reifiected the firw conviction that iis contribue
tions to the caspalgn bad placed the Administration under oblligaticu.

lewis was in accord with that view of the relationship betwean the
CIO and the Administration. Although during the campaign the Miners' Union
anc the LHPL bad--against his advice--{ailed to exact specific comaitaments
as the price of their donations to the Dewocrstic National Commities,” he
insisted that the Administration could not bonorably roefuse payment for
political services rendered. Frances Ferkins reported ihat, in & conversa-
tion with her in Jamary 1937, he expressed gre¢at bittnerness at not having

beers consulted by the President., when she suggested that the aajor policy
decisions had been settled by the party platform and campalgn pledges, he
alledgedly reported e 6
Ah but whem J, P, Morgan was ithe principal contribution to the
Republican Farty he certalinly had constant access to the President
and told him exactly what he Walted done. The tablus are reversed
pow, and I expect to be censulied in the same way.

Py the same logic, Lewis--as a matter of righte--demanded the Admin-
istration's open support in the controversial General Hotors "sit-down”
strike, and in the CIO's brutal struggle with “"Little 5%&1."37 His deep
offense at the President's irritated refusal to take sides steamcd from

what he conceived to be a refusal Lo ackuowledge the Mew Deal's politieal

34
Ibid., Mcintyre.

-

Bplntmiw with Robert k. Hdowe of Labor's lon-Partisan League,
Washington, . C., September 1k, 1951.

3 614"ranm Perkins, The Roosevelt I knew (Kew York: Viking Press,
19“6)’ Pile 1%“&0

BYLettar David L. Sanders to FDR, June 21, 1937, FLa File OF 2546,
and "Labor's Fight,® Literary Digest,(Jamuary 30, 1937).
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debt to the CI0., OJther elements in the CIO shared soame of his resentment
but it did not cause them to doubt seriously the Fresident'!s good faith.
Lewis publiely expressed his sense of betrayal in tbe much quoted statement
from his 1937 Labor Day speech:3a
. It ill bebooves one who has supped at labor's table and who

has been sheltered in labtor's house to curse with egqual fervor and

fine lmpartiality both labor and its adversarlies when they bLecome

locked in deadly embrace.
But a nurber of CIO members privately assured the President that they did
_ mot share the views of their chiﬁf.g‘g |

ﬂﬁvermslm, it was sgeinst this background of Lewis's mounting
disillusiomment that the CIO attempted Lo plan its politicsl future. The
lessons he had Lesrned in negotiatisg with the powerful and uncompromising
mine operators conditioned his appreach to politics. He was distrustful of
promises that could not be reduced to enforceable contractual teres, ami
grew increasingly critical of those who would pin labor's hopes upon faith
in the liberal character of ihe New Deal. He was convinced that an inde-
pendent bargaining position was as sssential in pclitia‘ as in economics,
In collective bargaining it was sxiomstic that a company union usually
bad difficulty in protesting the rights of the workers, and Lewis applied
the same rule to lsbor’s relaticnship with the political parties.
It had been the experience of the Miners' that little relicf was to

be expected from the courts, and they had come to look to the strike rather

than the law suit as the final arbiter in enforcing agreements. 3Similarly,

Bscharlaa A. HMadison, american Labor lLeaders: FPersounalities and

Forces in the Labor Hovemont (Wew Jorks Harper & Drothers rublishers, 1750),
Pe 162,

wbatter N. BE. ¥. Lanais Lo FOR Septeasber 6, 1937, #ui File JFF 2546,
Box 3_.’ etc.
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Lewis believed that in the final analysis the guasi-sovereign political
parties could be held to their comanitments only if labor retalined ihe
power and the freedom to tece punitive action at the polls. He believed
that unless the CIC was actuslly willing to withhold its support from the
Adainisgtration when its demands were not met, the labor vote would be taken
largely for granted.

Uespite Lewis's power and populsrity, his views met resistance.
Hany did not believe that the LAPL had any real alternative to cooperation
with the New Deal., They were convinced that even if the Roosevelt ifdmin-
istration ignored many of the specific union demands its continuance in
office would serve the interests of the workers, and just as surely that
if the Republican Farty regained power labor's interests would suffer.

Hillman becaue the spokesaan of those who insisted that the CIO
should ascommodate itself to the political realitics. He was no less ambi-
tious than Lewis, but approached politics in a more pragmatic and concila-
tory spirit, In part, this attitude, 00, was a result of his irade union
exporience., After the initiel stage the Clothing workers had resorted to
the atrike only with reluctance, relying instead upon a gmcefnl settlement
of differences., with considerable shrewdness Hillman had learned to make
the best possible settlement at any given moment, and then to continue to
build his strength against the day when the guestion could be reopened.
He proposed to apply the same tacltics to the CIO's relationship with the
Roosevelt Adaministration.

Unlike Lewls, he suffered unier no delusion that the Adwinistration
could be held to apqcificoamaitnm_ﬁa, for he recognised that.the prepond-
erance of power would always rest with the President. Comsequently, he did
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not consider extreme measures. He felt sure that as a matter of practical
pelitics the President would not deliberately attack lsbor's interests, and
that his inclination would be to support them. The proper course for the
CI0, he believed, was to work closely with the Democratic Party, capitalize
on any benefits that it might offer, and to be prepared to press for addie
tional advantages as the opportunity arose.

By skillful manuevering behind the scenes Hillman secured the appoint-
ment of E, L., Oliver, Research Director of the Brotherhood of Railway Clerks,
as Executive Vice President of the permanent LKFL.hQ It was an iamportant
step toward holding the CID to a course of moderation, at leasi, in its
formal political actions,

Since 1937 was an offeyear in national politics, the LNFL prepared
to take an active part in local elections. The move was prompted in part
by the hostile treatment which the CI0O had received from local authorities
during iis organizing - drives.hl In addition, the second LKPL Convention,
in Mareh 1937, had endorsed the policy of building closer relations with
farm organizations and other progressive groups.hz Cooperation in local
elections was one of the most convenient means. In Detroit, Akron and
Canton, Ohio, and several other industirial cities, the LNPL experimented with
labor candidates,h3 but with no great success. In terms of actval accomplishe

ment the LNPL's performance in local elections was not too impressive,

s)Interviaw with Robert E. Howe, op. cit., and Labor's Hon-Partisan
Legge, O+ cito. Pe 12,

hlLabor’s Nop~Partisan League, op. cit., p. 12

thntney, ops cit., p. 15.

Business Week (Noveamber 6, 1937), p. 13, and Hewsweek (Octover 18,
1937), p. 12. |
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although in Xew York, the ALP rolled up 482,459 votes for Laluardia, and
CI0 mayorality candidates were elected in Pittsburgh, Bridgeport, Boston,
ang Buffsalo.

Hevertheless, hy participating in local elections the units of the
LHPL gained in experience, and local action also served the useful purpose
of diverting attention from differences on national policy. By using mutual
campaign activities as an entree, the LNPL was able,on Uecember 12, 1937,
to negotiate a iformal compact with the National Ufficers of the Farmers!

Ls
Educational and Cooperative Union at St. Paul, Minnesota. Both parties
Lé
agreed Lo provides
#utual legislative support, both at Washington and at state
capitols and for cooperation in election campaigns, Labor under-
takes also 1o promote among the industirial wrkers a better under-
standing of the problems of the farmers, and particularly of the
cooperative movement; the farm organization undertakes similarly
%o bring to its membership information upon the needs of induse
trial workers, to the end that the efforts of financiers and
industrialists to keep these two great groups of producers apart,
might be defeated.

In 1937, the LHPL also functioned actively as a lobby, and was
particularly interested in securing minimumwege and hour legislation. A
combination of Republicans and comservative Democrats had succeeded in re-
commiting the Fair Labor Standards Bill to the House Rules Comaitte and
in blocking most of the other reforms in which the CIO was interested.
Consequently, in spite of the signs of discontent which he had manifested

in his Labor Day speech and on other occasions, Lewis, who succeeded Berry

“SIv1q,

h5Labor's Non-Partisan League, op. cit., p. 20.

hélbid.
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response to such a reminder sent a warm personal note in which he d&cww:hs
To be deprived of your counsel even very briefly at a time like
this is a serious loss to the labor movement and to the people of
our country. I do nope that you will be well again soon.
A short time later Hillman's return to work was handled in the same smanner,
These attentions could well have been nothing more than an indica-
tion of the efficiency of the presidential staff, but the element of personal
flattery and of "handling" seemed more pronounced than in the case of Lewis
ard other labor leaders, There was always deliberations in the pains taken
to set at reat any misgivings he might fesl in regard to the Adainistration's
jatention, After the Supreme Court had upheld the wWagner Act, for example,
business groups, the AFL, and members of Congress had initiated a violent
canpaign against the "pro-CI0 bias®™ of the NLRB., The object was to discredit
the Board and to force a revision of the lsw. Labor was fearful of the
possivle consequences of these pressures in an election year. In that cire
cunstance FPresidential assistents made apoint of making sure that Hillman
received the necessary reassurance. A memo to the President on June 3, 1938
was suggestive. It rendsw
Tom Corcoran has Sidney Hillman over at /the/ Carlton. Hillaan
is a little unnerved about the NLHB stories--zlso wants to talk about
four candidates he has been helping out financially on some. /aig/

Tom thinks it would be a good idea to give him an gppointment
this morning.

Hdtati@m such as "President to lunch with Sidney Hillman, preferably alone,®
were comnon on the appointmenis which Hillman made with the Chief Ea:mtive.so

L8
Letter Franklin [. Roosevelt to Sidney Hillman, November 15, 1937,
FDR File PPF 3585.

wvmignad memo to Frapklin D. Roosevelt, June 3, 1938, FIR File
PFF 3585,

bg’emite House Mewmos, July 2, 1938, August 6, 1939, etc., FOR File
PPF 3585.
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In 1938, Lewis agreed to use the LNPL as an instrument of chastise~
ment against the Democrals who had failed to support the Presidential proe-
gran.Sl But he made it plain that he had not forgotten his basic grievances.
wWhen the Democratic National Committee refused to finance Roosevelt's pro-
posed ®"purge® of recalcitrant Democrats in Congress, for example, Lewis was
asked to provide the necessary support.s2 As & matter of practical politics
he agreed to supply funds from the treasury of the Hiners' Union, and salso
to contribute heavily to the campaign fund of Senator Alban Barkley who was
hard pressed in Kmtucky.53 As a condition for granting aid, he demanded
and received a personal request from tim President so that there could be no
future equivocation concerning services rtndqrad.Sh

At the CIO's Convention of that year, Lewis set forth what he con-
sidered to be the proper scope of labor's political intaresta:ss

It is no longer simply a question of asking legislatures to

pass a few laws which are favorable to labor or stopping a few laws
which are hostile to labor., On the contrary, the entire legisla=-
tive program both federal and state in all its important aspects,
has become 3 aatter vitally affecting the interests of organized
labor,
But the results of the campaign did not indicate that the LNPL was an ade-
quate instrument for achieving his objectives. Tn the Pennsylvania primary,

the League made an all=out effort to secure the gubermatorial nomination for

1
The CIO News, October 1, 1938, p. 1.

528anl Alinsky, John L. Lewis:s An Unauthorized Biography (New York:
Go P. Putm‘s 30138, 19h§), po ibBQ

531bid., p. 169.

Shlbid., PPe 1689,

SsProceedigga of the First Constitutional Convention of the Congress

of Industrial Organizations, 1938 (washington, D. G.t 19308), D« 75
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Thomas Kemnedy--AUMd erfiml--, bﬁt despite polling an impressive 500,000

votes he failed to win the aloetd.oa.% Its successes in other primaries

were not outstanding. It opposed seven members of Coxm,ﬂ and one

governor, who were defeated, and supported nine semators, eleven representa-

tives and three governors who. 'imﬁ-aacamm.ss Msury Maverick of Texas

and Hnrry Joelson of Hew Jmu;f rmaa to be nominated for Congress even

59 The GM !@eetm revealed the flimsiness ai' the

with CID support.
Leagues's alliance with the :m mmmum The rural vote ac:m a
number of candidates who had am CIO support, including: Smtor Bulkley
of Ghio, Representative O Comwll of Hontans, and Uovernors mrpaar uf ¥ichigan,

Benon of Hinnesota, w&mm nr wuemin, and Sawyer of Ohlo. &)

- The
strong showing of Senator hagaw{ﬁ., K. Y.), Saith and Norton (D., Z!.ll.‘),
and Governors Lehaan (D., N. ¥.) and Olson (D., Calif.), however, was in

some measure attributable to ttm mm; a

Koreover, mawwmomwm&amm.mhw'
political effectiveness. In 1.93?, 1t had polled 483,000 votes for LaGuardia,
but in 1938 iw total vote for the State was 420,000 and it received only
' 62

341,000 votes in Kew York City. All five of the State Assemblymen whom it

had elected the previous year wers defeated, and only one new member was

565“ W {Jm 1’ 1.938)’ P 101.
57106 C10 Hews, avgust 29, 1938, p. 55 and October 8, 1938, p. 3.

Brvig,
. 59

Ibid. August 20, 1938, p. 53 and October 1, 1938, p. 8.
. Ihid. Novenber 14, 1938, p. 3.
Ibid., pp. 3~h.

&Putw, e Ci%., Pe 17
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elected to counterbalance the loss. Representative Vito Marcantonio and
Governor Herbert Lehman once agam had its anpport, tmt. thelr aargins of vic-
tory were saaller than belore. Ey f.h; fe{].owmg yaar the ALP's vote in munici-
pal elections was to drop to less than half of its 1936 smw.63 The rumor
of Communist domination helped to undermine the ALF, but in all sections of the
country the LEPL's strength declined in 1938,

At ite 1937 convention, the AFL had adopted a resolution urging the
member unions to oppose any candidate for public office, "who would in any way
favor, ancourage or support the CIO.* A mumber of AFL unions had ignored
Green's earlier warning against ocooperation with the "CIO dominated" L¥PL. In
Jamuary of 1938, he threatened them with immediate expulsion if they did not
wmmrau.&‘ The elections fourxi the AFL and the CIO deliberately trying to
undernine sach other's candidates., In a three-way mayoralty primary in Seattlu‘,
the two labor groups endorsed different candidates, When the AFL's choice was
defeated it joined with the third candidate in defeating the man endorsed by

the CIQ.65

In Detroit and other key industrial cities similar situations
dava}.oamd.éé 4 number of Federation groups in California, Feansylvania and
even Michigan, however, refused to follow the imstructions of the AiFL Executlve
Council, and contimued to cooperate with the LEPL and the 319.67

The division in the labor movement had long been a source of anxiety
to the President and he hacd repeatedly offered his good offices in bringing

68
about a reconciliation. khen Berry was LNPL Chairman, he had been

63
Ibid.

CI0 News, August 20, p. 5, and October 1, 1938, p. 6.

6
5Ibido, November lh' 1933) PPe 3"’-‘0

661 bid.
67 .
?utney, Op. C it., Pe 1%.

Letters by FDR, July 7, 1937, ete., FDR File OFfF 25L6, Box 1, are
typicll. ‘
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particularly aware of the political dangers inherent in the situation and
had tried diligently to work out an acceplable peace formula. Iin eceaber
1936, the AFL and the CIO had appointed a four-man comsittee to consider
bhis propesal that the CIQ should becone a permanent gommittee within the
AFL entrusted with the task of indmtrm: ang&:ﬁtatinn and guaranteed
against jurisdictional aquabbles.ﬁg The two CI0 negotiators, Lewis and
Hillman, and George Barrincm_. head of the AFL delegation, qulckly accepted
the plan, but william Hutcheson, of the Carpenter's Union, regortediy
blocked agremt.TO Even after leaving the LNPL in order to {inish out
the tera of the decessed Senator Bachman of Tennessee, Berry continued his
effforis to keep the unity talkxa alive, but in October 17237 he adaliied to
the Presldent that there was little chance for settlement,’®

The mounting Jealousies of the two groups proved a seriouvs embarras-
sment to the President in the 1933 election. Dan Tobin, President of the
AFL Teangters Union and a strong idusinlstration supporter, for exasple,
warned Jim Farley that the AFL would consider over-frieniliness to the CIO
as a hostile act, and gquestioned whether the Adainistration could afford to

72

alienate the stronger of the two labor organizations. The CIJ was no less

sensitive. Ihe election resulis indicated rather clearly tnat this rivalry

&7

Letter George L. Berry to Franklin D. Roosevelt, October 29, 1937,
FUR File UF L4U7, Box 1, and hhite iiouse Hemo to the Seeretary of Labor,
Qctober 29, 1937, File OFF 28h6, Box 1,

rpig,
71Lat‘wr Senator George L. derry to Franklin D, Hoosevell, Uctober
29, 1937, ruR File OF O7, Box i.

721.@%9: Daniel Tobin (President of AFL Teamster's Union) to James
Farley, Hoveaber 3, 1937, FDR Filas OFF 2546, Box 1.
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had undermined labor's ability to provide effective pelitieal support for
the Hew Deal,

On November 12, immediately following the election, ihe President
personally appealed to Lewis to leave the door open for a settlement of
outsianding differences within the labor movement, 3 Early in 1939,
Seoretary of Labor Perkins quletly began preliainary arrangements for a
peace conference bgtwsen the rival union gmupa.n‘ At the invitation of
the President, representatives of the AFL and the CI0 aet in wWashington
with Secretary Perkins on Harch 7, 1939. Roosevelt personally addressed
the opening session and ﬁrge&-‘ﬁhm to accept the responsibility for working
out an acceptable plan for re-establishing labor unit;r.75

Lewis immzedistely suggested that ss a measure of good faith both
he and m should disqualify themselves for office in any new labtor
organization that aight develop. In addition, he demanded that the Rail-
road Brotherhoed should be brought into the merger, and relied upon to
pravide a president. His r&asaning was that the Jealousies between the AFL
and the CIO were so intense that they could be resolved only by permitting
some neutral party to assume the lﬁﬁdership of the labor movement. 76 The
proposal met strenuous objection from the AFL, and Lewis was inclined to
feel that it had not been considerei inm good faith. The Conference next

bogged down in its preliminary discussion of the question of how Lo dispose

"3praft of Letter Pranklin D. Roosevelt to John L. Lewis, November
12, 1938, DR File PPF 56L0. :

?hLetm Frances Perkins to Franklin D. Roosevelt, February 16,
1939, Fu2 File OFF 2546, Box 2.

?51'?31&.
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of rival uniocns in the same industiry. The CIO tock the position that its
efforts had been directed touward the unorganised workers, and that it was

the AFL which had resorted to punitive rival nnions.77 The AFL Just as
veheaently imsisted upon 1ts own prior interests in the industrics where dual
unions existed, and with heated sharges and countercharges the conference
broke up.

After roundly damning the AFL for disrupting the peace laiks, Lewis
seexed gquite content to lat unification die a matural deatb. He was con=
vinced that the CI0 was still too weak to win favorable concessions from
the AL, and was unwilling to sacrifice its interests to the political con-
siderations which had trought the President into the unification picture.

Hillman was more optimistic counceraing the prospects of a setilement
and was particularly concerned over the political consequences of permitting
the lavor dispute to carry over into the presidential slection of the follow-
ing yesr. along with Tobin, o the AFL,he was reportedly behiixd Roosevelt's

78 Due in some measure O

continued efforts to prod lewis into making peace.
this influence, the 1937 convention of the CIU declded to continue negotia-
tions with the aFL, but Leuwis warned the FPreasident that Le foresaw aany

stumbling blocks in the road to auaaesa.w

"M1bid., april 1, 1937, s. l.
ﬂqm Pearson and Hovert 3. Allen, wWashington (D. C.) Times Herald,
February 2, 1940, in Sidney Hillman: The Statesman of the New Industrial
Urder (New York: Research Lepartasent, Lublganated ClOLDLLOZ worsers of
America), not published, VIII, p. 295. The ACW Research Department's collec-
tion of clippings pertaining to uillma, cited hereafter as Hillmasn Redbook.

19 : : ,
Letver John L. Lewis to Franklin D. Roosevelt, Uctober 13, 1939,
FDR File v¥P# S5640.
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By the end of the year the problem had become involved in tae
broader gueations raised by the beginning of the war in burope. Hesponsi-
ble decisions needed t0 be made concerning labor's proper role in lue
defense program that lay ahead, Hubt Lewis as an opponent of the “war policy"
of the Administration, was upwilling to subordinate the Cid's interests or
freedon of action to the necessities of economic mobilization., Hiilman and
other labor leaders in closer sgreeament with the President’s policies feared
that continued jurisdictional strife would not only waakaqxdefense preépara-
tions, oul also jeopardize the whole labor asovement in thé emergency ah@ud.sg
In 1940, Hillman pul the Amalgamaied Cloihing wWorkers on record as favoring
an earl]y sebtlesent of the lssuﬁa between the AFL and the ulo.al As guest
speaker at the Clothing wWorkers' convention Lewis maintained a seablance of
Psutlic parmony, by axgraasing‘disaépuintmant that AFL "unreasonableness" had
balked raunion.62 Nevertheless, difierences within the CIJ over unification
had becosme irreconcilable, and were a symbol of support for, or hostility
Lo, W@ policies of the Adainisiration,

Another prolonged controversy beiween Lewis and Roosevelt grew out
of federal contracting policies. As early as 1730, the L&FL had charged
that governmental agencies consistently gave a majorily oi iheir contracts

to labor law violators, or in effect subsidised the enemies of labor. It

Pe 192, and wrnes' Krﬁiew; TT.abor-F eac *eramla,g hasggggton iast, Lecem-
ber L, 1940, in Hillman Redbook, op. eit., VIiI, p. .
alﬂm&lggﬂateﬂ Clothing workers Comvention, op. oit., 13LU, p. 58L.
azlaiu. FPe 37u=5.
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campaigned unsuccessfully on behalf of corrective Mgislation.& In

January 1939, Lewis demanded an executive order denying federal contracts to
all violators of the Hational Labor Relations Ac’c.ah After consulting the
Comptroller General the President replied that he lacked the legal power to
issue such an order, and suggested a. legislative rwedy.ag In view of the
House Rules Committee’s repeated refusals to release the appropriate legis-
lation, the latter guggestion struck Lewis as somewhat fawtious.gé Horeover,
87

he was convinced that the legal opinions cited were guestionable, ¢ and bad

no other purpose than to provide Roosevelt with an alibi. 86 Angrily he re-

8

peated his demand. ? when executive intervention was still denied after

three successive bills had passed the Senate, only to be blocked in the
90

House, he took it as another sign of the insincerity of the President's

protestations of friendship for labor.

83Letm Gardner Jackson (LNPL) to James Howe (Presidential Assist-
ant), June 7, 1938, FDR File OFF 2546, Box 1.

a)"Lett«.m‘ John L. Lewis to Franklin U. Roosevelt, Jamuary 21, 1939,
FLUR Pile OFF 2546, Box 1.

Gsutter Franklin D. Roosevelt to John L. Lewis, January 30, 1939,
FOR File OFF 2546, Box 1.

861.&1&51' Gardner Jackson (LNPL) to James Rowe (Presidential Assist-
mLetter John L. Lewis to Franklin D. Roosevelt, February 2, 1739,
FDR File OFF 2546, Box 1.

88
Letter John L. Lewis to Franklin D. Roosevelt, February 2, 1939,
and succeeding letters on subject, FDR File OFF 2546, Box 1, also CIU News,
19150, Pe 5.
8

9
Letters John L. Lewis to Franklin . Roosevelt, darch 9, 16, 20,
1939, stec., throughout the remainder of the year, FDR File OFF 2546, Box 1.

9%5 G110 News, Jm 293 19140, Po 3.
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The beginning of large-scale rearsament gave the matter an added
importance and caused Lewis Lo harbor the suspicion that the sumergesuacy was
to be made an excuse for sacrificing labor's rights. In July, 194C, he
urged Hillman to use his position as a meaber of the Hational Defense Advisory
Council to persumie the President to disregard the opinion of his iegal
advisors.m Hillman's firm refusal was clearly govern«i by political cone
siderations, for as a aember of the Council he was to make demands in regard
to contracting procedures that were very similar to those of Lewis. But
Lewis's approach neemed at times deliberately impolitic, and Hillman refused
to be associated with any scheme to embarress the President politically.

Other sides of Lewis's estrangement were in evidence. Lven after
rearmanent spending began, the miners continued to be plagued with seasonal
nneaplomt. In May of 1939, Lewis charged that the President had defaulted
on & promise to allocate more federal relief funds to ithe miners in exchange
for their political support., Harry Hopkins made hasty inguiries at Lhe khite
House to make sure that there had been no such cmitnmt,gz ang then
quickly issued a denial. But Lewis's exploitation of the issue eabarrassed
the Adainistration with union members and the public.

There was a petulance gbout many of Lewis's complaints as though
he were deliberately picking a guarrel. Reasons other than the ones publicly
advanced did, in fact, motivate his increasing discontent. Repugnance against
war and further involvament in Europe's affalrs, a strong personal distrust of

W'Let.ter Sidney Hillman to John L. Lewis, July 30, 1940, FOR File
%ﬂam James Rowe, Jr., 1o Miss Grace LeHand, May 1L, 1939, FiR
¥ile OF h‘}?‘gg Box 2=b,
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the Fresident, and the conviction that labor should amake a bid for greater
political independence were rapidly bringing him to the goint of renouncing
bis declaration of January 1939, that the future of the LKPL atill lay
within the orbit of the Mew mspw.mw
Recognizing the danger signs, Hoosevelt consulted with Hillman sbout
prevailing sentiment at the CIO's 1939 convention. 9 Upon the advice of Amha
Rosenberg, he arranged a meetine with Lewis, in January of 1940, in an effort
to avert a further deterioration of their n&gcau.wm deverthelecus, on
January 2L, 1940, at the Miners' Convention at Columbus, Ohio, Lewis
declared:’®
As the current year opens, the Democratic Party 1s in default
to the American Feople. ifter seven years of power, it rinis ite
self without solutions for the major questions of unemployment, low
national income, amounting internal debt, increasing direct and con-

suser taxation uand restricted foreign markets., There still exists
the same nmational unhappiness that it faced seven years ago.

He predicted that the Preaident would be defeated if he ran for a Third wmﬁu.m&
The admiration which he had expressed for Senator Burton K. wheeler just prior
to the Columbus speech, suggests that the internationalistie tendencies of
the Adainistration's foreign policy may have prompted the attack.

On January 27, Hillman publicly attespted to refute the charges
which Lewis had made at Columbus, He recounted the New Usal record in order

to dumonstirate the iluportant bLesefits which labor bad received, ami warned

wuggn Mine Workers Journal, January 1, 1939, p. 6.

wwow»»ma Hemo, Oetober 31, 1939, FDR File OF 2546, Box 1.
wmgea House Memo,January 16, 1940, ¥DR File FPF 5640,
6

d United Mine Workers Journal, February 1, 1940, p. 7.

wuﬂgao
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that the CIO would jeopardize its own future if it attempted to underaine

the Administration.’C AFL leaders David Dubinsky, of the Ladies Garact

Workers, and Max Zaritsky, of the Hatters, supported Hillmen's poaition.”
Lewis was not easily deterrsd .t‘rm the course which he had chosen.

He was determined o exert an influence over national policy commensurate

with the importance of the CI0 or to abandon the alliance with the Kew Deal.

still unemployed and loftily daﬁlnred:lm

In event that the Democratic Party does not nominate a candi~-
date for president, or adopt a platfora, satisfactory to labor and
the Comaon Feople of this country, I shall, after the conventions of
the Uemocratic and Republican party, espouse amxl urge upon these
various organisations the assembling of a great delegate convention,
to be Wod of delegates from the Congress of Industrial Organi-
sations, Labor's Non-Partisan League, the old gge pension movements,
the national Hegro organisation, and liberal farmers organizations
10 meet in some central city and present their views, crystallise
thelr judgment into a progras that cach and every imerican can
support, and we will see whether mere machine politics in this
couniry is going to be aore powerful and more controlling than the
voice of the citizens of the land.

But these ominous tomes did not presage a final severance of relations,
During the primaries and up through convention time, the LiLPL, of which
Lewis was chairaman, stressed the lmportance of electing a liberal Congress
and continued to work largely within the Democratic Party. %l But Lewis
continued his criticisms of the Adnimsmtm, a fact that suggesis that

9“?:;%:1@3, op._cit., p. 1.

1bid., p. 2.

mﬂniw Hine workers Journal, April 15, 1940, p. 6.

100r¢ IO News, May 13, 1940, p. 65 and July 29, 1940, pe 3o
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his real quarrel was with the President and not the party.
There was some attempt to attribute his devious game of bluster to

personal ambitions, JSecretary Perkins reported that at an informal meeting

in the spring of 1940, also attended by Dan Tobin, the President said:laz

'I want to tell you two a very interesting thing,! . . . JAbout
two months ago John Lewis came o see me one evening, He was in a
most amiable mood, and he talked about the third term, too, Dan
/Tobin/, just the way you have, only much smoother.' Roosevelt
could not resist teasing a friend. 'When I told him what I told
you, that the people wouldn't like athird term and that it would
be very hard going politically, what do you think he said, Dan? He said
*Mr, President, I have thought of all that and I have a suggestion
to make for you to consider., If the vicee-presidential candidate
on your ticket should happen to be John L. Lewis, those objections
would disappear, A strong labor man would insure full support, not
only of all the labor people but cf all the liberals who worry about
such things as third terms. . . JHe didn't press me., He just asked
me to think it over and give it consideration.

Years later in an interview with Saul Alinsky, Lewis categorically denied

that the incident had occurred, declarins:lo}

If this happened as Madame Perkins stated it, and mind I
emphasigze if, then the President used his office to give credence
to a fantastic cockeand~bull tale he himself manufactured out of
the whole cloth, That would be a typical Roosevelt maneuver to
stir the antagonism of others against one whom he opposed, or else
typical Madame Perkins gossip.

Whatever the merits of the case, by his actions lLewis moved consiste
ently nearer a final break, In his formal policy statements as chairman of
the LNPL, he cited Roosevelt's behavior after the 1936 election as an object
lesson in the futility of basing labor's hopes upon the pledges and goodwill

of politicians.loh Repeatedly, he charged that the Administration was making

102Perkins, op. cit., pp. 126=7,
103

Alinsky, ope Cit., p. 19L.

lahThe CIO News, July 23, 1940, p. 3.




57

the emergency an excuse for reneging on labor's rights.los

On June 22, 1940, Eli Oliver, Executive Vice Chairman of thelNPL,
quit a3 a gesture of protest against Lewis's attacks upon the Administration,
In a letter of resignation which was released to the press before it was
sent to Lewisiggliver declared that an overwhelming majority of CI0 members
gave every indication of strongly favoring Rocsevelt. He identified the
opponents of the Third Term as an *infinitesimally" small group of "extre-
mists" who acted upon the instructions of foreign powers, By his public
utterances, he charged, Lewis had identified the LNPL with those "extre=

107

mists® against the wishes of the majority. Lewis was highly incensed at

the political character of the resignation, and personally visited the LKPL

offices to make sure that Oliver ®gleared out® immediately.lea Within a few

days he brought John T, Jones in fyrom the Miners'! Union to rum t.e Leagns.lo?
These developmentis in the LNPL closely paralleled a formal endorse=

ment of the "third term® by the Clothing Workers and other unions under

110
Hillman's direct influence. Many other groups and individuals in the CIO

followed suit. In the Miners® Union, Murray, Kennedy, and Bittner strongly

111

endorsed the President. With the LNPL completely .ader Lewis's domination

105744,

Bélnterview (tolephoné) with John T. Jones, Director of Labor's
Non-Partisan League, November 27, 1951,
107
Hew York Times, June 22, 19L0O, p. 17.
Interview with John T. Jones, op. cit.

109
Ibid.

1loﬂew York Times, June 22, 1940, p. 34.
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