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ABSTRACT

This study sees the 1900 strike on the Fraser River as
providing ﬁhe setting in which trade unions beganAin the fisheries
of British Columbia, and analyzes both the strike itself and its
background from that point of view.

In the two decades to 1890, the Fraser River salmon canning
industry gfew relatively slowly, limited by the problems of developing
techniéues for processing, finding labor for packing, and accummlating
capital from profits. In the 10 years to 1900, these difficulties had
.been mostly overcome, aﬁd fresh qapital, attraqted by sizeable profits,
nearly tripled the number of cannerieé. This boom ended in a crisis
of over-expansion, marked by strikes and éompany mergers,

One unforeseen effect of license limitation in the seasons
1889-1891 was a change from paying fishermen a daily wage to paying
theﬁ at so much per fish, and consequently the start of a series of
disputes between canners and fishermen over fish prices. Though in
general prices rose throughout the 1890's, the individual fishermen
failed to benefit, partly because of price cuts and limits on deliveries
during periods of a heavy supply of fish, and partly because of the
increasing number of fishermen-licensed in each succeeding year,

In an attempt to increase their bargaining strength, white
resident fishermen campaigned for changes in federal fishery regu-
lations to restrict competition from Japanese and American fishermen,

and to reduce the number of cannery licenses. The first fishermen's
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organization, formed in 1893 to further this end, did not survive
its unrelated involvement in a strike that year against price cuts.
The amendments to the fishery regulations in 1894 and, to an even
greater degree, in 1898 reflected the success of this group in
gaining their ends by political means, To try to redress the balance,
the canners created in 1898 their own clésely-knit organization, the
British Columbia Salmon Packers® Association.

The difficulties of the seasons of 1898 and 1899, basically
caused by 6ver-expansion, led the canners to tighten their organi-
zation further by creating in January, 1900, the Fraser River Canners®
Association, a cénnery combine with power to set maximum fish prices
and production quotas for each cannery, and to levy fines on violators
of its decisions. About the same time, and partly in reaction to the
canners’ m§ve, separate unions of fishermen were organized, first at
New Westminster, then at Vancouver, The Vancouver union tried and
failed to enroll Japanese fishermen who formed in June, 1900, the
Japanese Fishermeﬁ's Benevolent Society.

The Canners® Association refused to negotiate prices with
fishermen'é union representatives or to set a minimum price for
sockeye. When the sockeye season opened July 1 the fishermen struck,
demanding 25 cents a fish through the seaéon. By July 10, the strike
included all fishermen on the river--white, Japaneée and Indién.
After another week, the Canners' Association felt forced to negotiate
and in a series of meetings the two sides came close to settlement.

At this point, however, the canners broke off negotiations and made a
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separate agreement with the Japanese for 20 cents for the first
600 fish in a week and 15 cents thereafter, The canners then
provoked an "incident" as an excuse for three‘friendly justices
of the peace‘to call éut the militia to Steveston,

In spite of the Japanese defection and the presence of the
militia, the remaining strikers held out for another week., Mediation
by E. P, Bremner, Dominion Labor Commissioner, and Francis Carter-Cotton,

publisher of the Véncouver ﬁéws-Advertisgg, secured them a negotiated

settlement which, though not including any union recognition,
guaranteed 19 cents throughout the season.

This success led to the creation in Januvary, 1901, of the
Grand Lodge of British Columbia Fishermen's Unions, the first coast-
wide fishermen's organization in British Columbia, . The strike
marked the beginning of continuous union activity in‘the industry
and the start of-a tradition of radical leadership that persists

to the present day.
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PREFACE

The topic of the present study first became of interest to

me when, dﬁring the observance of the British Columbia centenary in

1958, The Fisherman, weekly newspaper of the United Fishermen and
Allied‘Wbrkers Union, asked me to contribute an article on some
aspect of the early history of fishermen®s unions in British Columbia.
The Fraser River salmon fishermen's strike of 1900 waé an obvious
éhoice of subject, both because of the dramatié events of the strike
and because it marked the effective beginning of unions in the
fishing induStry of British Columbia.‘

As part of the research on the topic,'I consulted the
pioneering articles on the history of unions in ﬁhe fishing industry
‘ by Stuart Jamieson and Percy Gladstone, and found myself particularly
| interested in their interpretation of the outcome of the‘l900 strike.l
Their view is that the strike ended when white and Indian‘strikers
i'c:;w.pii'.ula.ted." after the Japanese went back to fishing under protection

. . 2
of the militia. A careful collation of contemporary newspaper

1 Stuart Jamieson and Percy Gladstone collaborated in two articles
published as "Unionism in the Fishing Industry of British Columbia,"
Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science (hereafter cited
as CJEPS), vol. 16 (February 1950), pp. 1-11; and vol. 16 (May 1950),
pP. 1B6-17l. Gladstone wrote a further article "Native Indians and
the Fishing Industry of British Columbia," CJEPS, vol. 19 (February
1953), pp. 20-3k. ~

2 Percy Gladstone and Stuart Jamieson, "Unionism in the Fishing
Industry of British Columbia,"” CJEPS, vol. 16 (May 1950), p. 156.
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accounts, which reported the strike in great detail, seemed to me
to offer evidence for a different interpretation of the results of
the strike, and this evidence I presented in the article in

3

The Fisherman,

Subsequently, Mi. adstone allowed me to read the first
draft of his M.A. thesis, which presented in more detail the
historical evidence on which his articles written in collaboration
with Dr. Jamieson had been based, This evidence failed to alter my
impréésion that what Gladstone and Jamieson considered a majbr
defeat could not really have been sd, since on the very heels of
the strike came the creation of the first coast-wide fishermen's
union, the Grand Lodge of British Columbia Fishermen'®s Unions, whose
organization begaﬁ in September, 1900. It was also apparent to me
that the wide scope of Gladstone®s subject had compelled him to
limit the depth of treatment of any single part of it, and that,
therefore, a re-examination of at least a portion of the period
would be profifahle.

| In returning to this topic in the present study, I have
tried, before proceeding to an analysis of the strike itself, to
put the strike of 1900 in its historical setting. This has involved

an outline of the development of relevant features in the growth of

3 "Real Story of the 1900 Fraser Strlke," The Fisherman [yancouvei]
March 1%, 1958, pp. 9, 11. ,

li Percy Gladstone, "Industrial Disputes in the Commercial Fisheries
of British Columbia, ' unpublished M.A. thesis, University of British
Columbia, 1959.
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the canning industry; and a detailed examination of labor relations
in the industry in the decade following 1889, the year license
limitation began on the Fraser River, FEvents leading to the earlier
strike of 1893 have been re-examined in light of poéitive evidence

on the effects of license limitation, and changes in fish pfices and
fishery regulations in the years from 1893 to 1899 have been traced.
Only after what seems to me this essential clearing of the ground,
have I attempted to analyze the causes, the events and the results

of the 1900 strike.

The present sfudy, by examining in detail the beginnings of
trade unions in one of the chief resource industries of British
Columbia at a period when canned salmon was a principal export staple
of the provincial econbmy, also attempts to make a contiibution to
the analysis of the growth of the labor and socialist movement in
the province, The formative years of the radical movement in
British Columbié lie within the period of the foundation of the
province's economy from 1871 to 191k, and more especially within
the two decades froh 1890 to 1910, The roots of the radical tradition
must, therefore, be sought in this périod, and I am convinced that,
before any generalizations can be made with authority, detailed
studies must be undertaken of the environment in which militant
labor and socialist leaders rose to prominence in the basic
industries. Fishermen's unions have a history of left-wing leader-
ship which persists to the present day, and the present study seeks

to explain the specific context in which that leadership began.
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Committed as I am to this approach, I believe that
generalizations about the relative strength of the labor and
socialist movement in British Columbia before World War I are, in
the present state of research, of very limited value., An example
of such an effofb at generalization is set forth in an essay by
Paul F‘ox.5 Fox sees as the major factor in the gfowbhl in this
perioci of radicalism in British Columbia thé existence of relatively
large~scale industries, like coal and metal mining and lumbering,
with their large pools of semi-skilled and transient labor, which
had to compete with Orientals, in an area also receiving large
numbers of British and American immigrants. Other factors, he
thinks, were the lack of the stabilizing effects of large-scale
agriculture and the vulnerability of British Columbia to American
radical ideas.6

As Fox acknowledges, this explanation is not original:
his specific points are paraphrased from a étudy by Ronald (:‘-fra.n’c;ha.m..7
Grantham, however, offers none of the detailed documentation which,

8

in my view, is fundamental to such an analysis., Two other academic

5 Paul W. Fox, "Early Socialism in Canada," The Political Process in
Canada, ed. J. H. Aitchison, Toronto, University of Toromto Press,

1963, pp. 79-98.
6 Ibid., p. 85.

7 Ronald Grantham, "Some Aspects of the Socialist Movement in
British Columbia, 1898-1933," unpublished M,A. thesis, University
of British Columbia, 1942,

8 Ibid., pp. 7-8 (Introduction).
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studies in this field, by John T, Saywell and T. R, Ioosmore, add
nothing in the way of convincing general analyéis. éayweu applies
what he simply refers to, without elaboration or supporting evidence,
as "the frontier hypothesis" to explain the gains of the labor and
sociialist movements in British Columbia up to ].903.9 Ioosmore
provides detailed and solid documentation, but he makes a point of
a.vbid.ing general explanations, because he sees his ovn work as merely
complementary to studies of the Socialist movement like those of
Grantham and Saywell .lO

A working hypothesis superior to any of these explanations
seems to me to be that while unionism does not nécessarily lead to
socialism, trade unions do provide a fertile seed-bed for socialist
ideas. I incline to the view put forward by Stuart Jamieson in his
consideré.tion of a possible regional basis for indusﬁrial disputes
in this province.ll Jamieson offers a series of altefnative explanations

for the prevalence of strikes in British Columbia in the years before

1914, Some of these explana,tions‘parallel the ones offered by

9 John Tupper Saywell, "Labour and Socialism in British Columbia:
A survey of Historical Development before 1903, " British Columbia
Historical Quarterly, vol. 15 (July-October 1951), p. 149,

10 Thomas Robert Loosmore, "The British Columbia ILabor Movement
. and Political Action, 1879-1906,'" unpublished M,A, thesis, Univer-
sity of British Columbia, 1954, pp. 220-1, 22k,

11 Stuart Jamieson, “Regional Factors in Industrial Conflict: The
Case of British Columbia," CJEPS, vol. 28 (August 1962), pp. 405-U416.
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Grantham, Saywell and Fox: that the-frontier produces radical and
militant labor moveﬁents énd'political pérties, that the conditions
creating radical ideologies reflect the wide cleavage of interest
and viewpoint bhetween labor and management, and that the theories
of class conflict, which are an integral part of these ideologies,
provide a rationale for strike action.fl2 Another explanation he
advances is, however, of a different order, He points out that a
survey of dozens of in&ustries in eleven countries has shown that
certain industries are strike-prone, The authors of the survey list
the industries with a high incidence of strikes as mining, maritime,
longshoring, lumber and.textiles.l3 If "maritime"” is considered to
include fishing, these, with the excéption of teitile;, are among
the chief industries of British Columbia in the years under study,

As Jamieson says, if this line of réasoning is followed,
then the usuai argument about the place of radical ideoclogies in
industrial conflict in the province must be cormpletely reversed:
the ideology will be seen as a product, not a cause, of conflict.
But only through a detailed examination'industry by industry of

industrial conflicts during the period can this promising avenue

of approach be explored. The present study, as well as analyzing

12 Stuart Jamieson, "Regional Factors in Industrial Conflict:
The Case of British Columbia," CJEPS, vol. 28 (August 1962), P. o,

13 Clark Kerr and Abraham Siegel, "The Interindustry Propensity
to Strike--an International Comparison,"” Industrial Conflict, ed.
Arthur Kornhausen, Robert Dubin, and Arthur M, Ross, New York,
McGraw-Hill, 195k, pp. 189-212, cited in ibid., p. 410.
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and documenting the 1900 strike, is also an attempt, as far as the
Fraser River salmon canning industry is concerned, to provide a
basis for evaluating this hypothesis.

This study could not have been completed without the
facilities'for research and writing placed at my disposal by
Willard E, Ireland, Provincial Iibrarian and Archivist. My thanks
go to him aﬁd to members of the-staffs of the Provincial Library
and the Provincial Archives for their help, especially to—Christine
Fox and James Mitchell of the Library and to Inez Mitchell,

Dr, Doroﬁhy Blakey Smith and Frances Wbodward-of the Archives.

Anne Carson Yandle of the Special Collections Division, University
of British Columbia Library, was most generous_in making available
matérials on a long-éerm basis. I also wish to express my
appreciation to Dr. Margaret A, Ormsby of the Department of History,
whose editorial éuggestions did much to clarifj my often turgid
presentation, and to my wife who vowed she would never type another
thesis, but did.

Finally, I want to thank the family of John Stevens, a
pioneer Fraser River fisherman, for making available to me, and
later présenting to the Provincial Archives, a fishing license and
contract for the season of l889,lwhich are to my knowledge the only
such documents surviving from that period. Their sense of history
is, unfortunately, too rare among descendenté of the pioneers of

the salmon canning industry.



CHAPTER I
THE FRASER RIVER SALMON CANNING INDUSTRY--GROWIH PATTERNS

At the end of the fishing season of 1899, the salmon .
canning industry of the Fraser River had completed nearly thirty
years of operstion, during which time the canning;of salmon had
growh from an experimental novelty to the source of British Columbia's
second largest export.l When British Columbia entered Confed;ration,
its potentially rich salmon fisheries were practically undeveloped:
canning of salmon on a commercial scale had just begun, although
salting had been carried on since 1829 when it was undertaken at
Fort Langley by the Hudson's Bay Company.2 In 1899, on the Fraser
River“alone, 46 canneries packed 486,409 cases of salmon.3

Fundamental‘to the pattern of growth of the Fraser River
industry are the characteristics peculiar to the sockeye salmon
(Oncorhynchus nerka) of that river system, since the sockeye was,
in the period 1870-1900; canned almost to the exclusion of any of

the other species of salmon that spawn in its tributary streams

and lakes,

1 British Columbla Board of Trade (Victoria), Annual Report, 1900,
P. 53. _ ‘

2 E. O, S, Scholefield and F. W. Howay, British Columbia From the
Earliest Times to the Present, Vancouver, S. J. Clarke, 1914, vol. 2
(by F. W. Howay] pp. 5845.

3 Table I, p. 2 below.



TABLE 1

CANNERIES FRASER RIVER
a

NUMBER OPERATING, TOTAL PACK OF SOCKEYE SALMON BY YEARS 1876-1901

Year Canneries Pack Year Canneries Pack
1876 3 10,0kL7 1889 16 303,875 )
1877 5 6U, 347 1890 17 213,889
1878 8 105,101 1891 21 178,95k
1879 7 50, 490 1892 16 79,715
1880 7 42,155 1893 26 b 457,797
1881 8 142,516 1894 28 b 363,967
1882 13 199,104 1895 28 b 400, 368
1883 13 109, 701 1896 34 b 356,984
1884 6 38, 437 1897 b2 v 860, 459
1885 6 89,617 1898 L6 ¢ 256,101
1886 11 99,177 1899 46 c 486, Log
1887 12 130,088 1900 45 ¢ 170,889
1888 12 76,616 1901 b9 ¢ 974,911

a Bnnual Reports of the Inspector of Fisheries for British Columbia,
Canada,Parliament, Sessional Papers (hereafter cited as Canada, S.P.),
for relevant years.

b During these years, either fnglo-British Columbia Packing Company
or Victoria Canning Company, or both, lumped together the production
of all their Fraser River plants into a single production figure, It
is therefore uncertain whether in any given year they operated all of
their plants. Some of the plants involved were unquestionably "dummy’
canneries which put up no pack of their own, but enabled the owners to
get additional fishing licenses. (See Chapter II, p. 43 below).

These canneries have been eliminated where they are known not to have

packed.

¢ Total for canneries operating includes for the years 1898, 1899
one cannery located on English Bay, and for the years 1900, 1901 two
canneries on English Bay. The pack of these canneries was nearly all
Fraser River fish, '
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The average Fraser River sockeye matures at four years of
age. It spends from five to nine months in the gravel of the stream
where it is spawned, another year in a lake before migrating to the
sea, and two and a half years far out in the Pacific Ocean. When
mature, it migrates back to the coast, passes up the river to its
home stream again, spawns and dies. Because of the four-year life
span, the same spawning ground can, and often does, support four
relatively distinct families of sockeye, each with a separate line of
descent, called a cycle, The brood year of a generation of sockeye is
called the cycle year.

On thé Fraser River, one cycle year'out of the four tends to
become dominant, that is, the return of spawning fish for that year is
many times that of the return of the smallest year. A second cycle
year also is larger than the two remaining years and is referred to as
sub-dominant. This dominance is naturally established, and long
before the canning industry was established, was observed at Hudson's
Bay posts on the Fraser and its tributaries, During the period we are
concerned with, the dominant year (also and confusingly referred to as
the cycle year) was the year after leaf years, that is, 1873, 1877,
1881, 1885, 1889, ]5.893, 1897, 1901. Tne sub-dominant year followed

the dominant year.

4 Philip Gilhousen, Migratory Behaviour of Adult Fraser River Sockeye,
1960, International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission, Progress
Report [unnumbered] , pp. 2-6.

5 F. J. Ward and P, A, Larkin, Cyclic Dominance in Adams River
Sockeye Salmon, 1964, International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission,
Progress Report no. 11, pp. 4-12,
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Each annual return of spawners consists of a number of
individual runs or races which pass in succession up the river, Each
race has its own separate spawning period and each spawns in a partic-
ular stream (for example, the Early Stuart run and the Later Stuart
run), Although the differences in the individual runs are not visible
~ to the naked eye, scientists have devised a method of distinguishing
between races by examination of the scales of the fish. By this means,
it is possible to say that the average race of sockeye takes about'a
month to pass a given point, but that two-thirds of the fish pass the
point in from a week to twelve days.6

The cbnditions, therefore, governing the commercial sockeye
fishery on‘the Fraser River are a short season with sharp peaks of
intensive fishing effort and a wide variation between one year and
the next in numbers of sockeye returning to spawn.

The pattern of cyclic dominance is not fully reflected in
the catch statistics of the early years of the salmon canning industry.
Limitations on the pack, in most years of these first two decades,
were from causes other than lack of fish. Not until the industry
began to attain its full growth in the late 1890's did the phenomenon
of the one big catch every four years become pronounced.7

The growth of the industry on the Fraser River is marked by

two phases; the period from the beginning to 1890, marked by more. or

6 Gilhousen, Migratory Behaviour of Adult Fraser River Sockeye, p. 4.

T See Table I, p.2 above,
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less steady increases, as the industry refined its techniqueé and
consolidated its organization, and the period from 1890 to the turn
of the century, a boom that culminated in a series of strikes and
company mergers.

Limitations on the growth of the industry in the decades
1870-1890 were of several kinds. The technology was primitive; slow
and inefficient hand methods were used in most phases of the pro-
cessing. Workers were scarce and the canneries had to compete with
mining "rushes"'and railway construction. Many entrants into the
indnstr& did not have enough capital; they. could not survive the ups
and downs created by fluctuations in the sockeye run and changes in
~ market conditions.

Hand processes were generally recognized to be the "bottle
neck" in the industry. One of the chief limits on the packiﬁg
procéss was the necessity of making the tinplate containers by a
series of operations that involved a large amount of hand labor. In
the earliest canneries, each can had to be cut by hand out of sheet
tinplate, formed and soldered. By 1890, a series of machines had been
developed to punch out body-pieces and tops and bottoms, as well as to
apply the solder., But these machines were still basically aids to the

9

hand process, rather than an automatic manufacturing device, An

8 H. E. Gregory and Kathleen Barnes, North Pacific Fisheries, New
York, Institute of Pacific Relations, 1939, p. 90, n. 2.

9 J. N, Cobb, Pacific Salmon Fisheries, Uth ed., 1930, U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, Bureau of Fisheries, Fisheries Document No, 1092,

Pp. 516-7.
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automatic can-making machine was not introduced to British Columbia
until 1896.lo Even then many canners still believed that making their
own cans was no more expensive, besides giving a longer season's work
to the Chinese crew they needed for packing.ll Can-making involved
a nice calculation of the season®s prospects., A typical cannery, one
which in that period packed up to 13,000 cases, had to allow two
months for its crew to make the 650,000 to 700,000 cans requ:i.red..l2
Since cans were liable to rust, it was not considered advisable to
have too many on hand at the season®s end., On the other hand, if
the pack were larger than expected the cannery could be out of cans
with fish still running and with no means of quickly replenishing
its stock.13

A second limiting factor, this one in the canning process

itself, was the need to butcher the fish and fill the cans by hand.

10 J. C. Lawrence, "An Historical Account of the Early Salmon
Canning Industry in British Columbia 1870-1900," unpublished
graduating essay, University of British Columbia, 1951, p. 32, n. 78.

1l Canada, Royal Commission on-Chinese and Japanese Immigration,
"Report and Minutes of Evidence," 1902, Canada, S.P., 1902, no. 5ha,
p. 135. .

12 Alfred Carmichael, "Account of a Season's Work at a Salmon
Cannery [;] Windsor Cannery, Aberdeen, Skeena,' Provincial Archives
of British Columbia manuscript, p. 1. Pack figures for 1887-1890,
Canada, S.P., 1891, no. 8a, p. 179.

13 This eituation was somewhat relieved in the 1890*s by the trans-
fer of unused cans between canneries of the same company on the Fraser
and northern rivers (Victoria Colonist [hereafter cited as Colonisﬁ] ,

Aug. 10, 1893, p. 2; Aug. 11, D. 5).
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Once the fish landed on the cannery floor, a dressing crew of from
15 to 20 men was needid to cut off heads, tails and fins and to
remove the entrails.l An exceptionally fast worker was reported to
be able-to perform this operation at the rate of 2,000 fish in a
10-hour shift.l5 The speed of workegs filling the cans was estimated
at a dozen cans every four minutes,:L or from 1,200 to 1,400 cans per
shift.l7

Estimates of productivity are difficult to arrive at., One
authority estimates that, prior to the introduction of high-speed
machines, it tookAa‘crew of 300 to process 3,000 cases a day.l8 While
these figures are not exclusively based on British Columbia production,
all the canneries on the Pacific Coast from Puget Sound to Alaska used
thelsame techniques. Fragmentary materiai from British Columbia for
the year 1883 indicates productivity in the same range or slightly
lower; that is, 100 to 150 workers were required to process 1,000
cases a day.l9 At this time it was not possible to increase pro-

duction by speeding up the canning "lines." This could only be done

by adding more lines andvincreasing the crew in proportion. The

14 Cobb, Pacific Salmon Fisheries, p. 519.

15 Colonist, July 26, 1881, p. 3.
16 Carmichael, "Season's Work at Windsor Cannery," p. 7.

17 "Our Salmon and Salmon Canneries, " The Resources of British
Columbia, vol. 1 {(December 1883), p. k2..

18 Gregory and Barnes, North Pacific Fisheries, p. 112,

19 See Table II, p. 8 below.
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TABLE €I

a
B, C, CANNERIES 1883

SEASON'S PACK, DAILY CAPACITY, CANNERY CREW, FISHING BOATS, FISHERMEN
EFigurés in square brackets computed from data as ‘gi'venj '
Capacity (1)

Pack per day Cannery Fishing (2) b (3) (1+2+3)
1883 cases Crew Boats Fishermen Others Total

Fraser River c
Coquitlam 10,500 1,000 [55-130] 30 [ieo] = 175-250
E’ort Ma.nn]

Iﬁlagi tanétog 1_1,735c @,oooﬂ 150 L0 160 20 330
: er’'s ing ;

. ¢ ‘
Ewen & Co. 10,500 1,000 [Lko-160]  35-k0 [1ko-160) - 300
[ﬁew Westminstezf}

c

Richmond 8,900 600 - - - - -
[On Richmond Is.-
North Arm below

Marpole]
c

Wadham®s 11, 600 1 5000 - - - - 2h5
|Ladner's Landing]

Northern c
Rivers Inlet 10,780 1,000 120 40 160 [e0]
[mouth of Owikeno

River]

300

a "Our Salmon and Salmon Canneries," The Resources of British Columbia.,
vol. 1 (December 1883), pp. U2-44, This table brings together evidence on
productivity per cannery worker and on shift work by fishermen. Although
the data is fragmentary, it :.s still the most complete found for this
early period.

b Two men to a boat, two shifts per day.

c Pack figures for Delta and Rivers Inlet canneries are taken from Canada,
S.P., 1889, no. 8, p..235, which also records the pack of the other camneries
listed 4t with minor variations from Tigures in the table above: Coquitlam =
9,630 cases; Ewen & Co. - 10,438 cases, Richmond - 9,200 cases; Wadham's -

11,856 cases,
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"Iron Chink" and the automatic can-filler, which permitted a speed-
up of the processing and at the same time a reduced crew (75 for
3,000 cases a day),zodid not come into use until after the period
under consideration.

Efforts by the canners to expand their broduction were
bound, therefore, to create an increasing demand for seasonal labor.
This demand could not easily be supplied from the small population
of British Columbia during this period: 36,247 in 1871, 49,459 in
1881 and 98,173 in 1891.21 Especially was this true in the earlier
part of the three decades under study for in 1871 there were only
9,038 whites and negroes and i,5h8 Chinese in the new province. The
bulk of the population was native Indian, estimates of whose numbers
range from 25,661 to 40,000. Even allowing for a wide margin of
error in enumeration, the Indians were the largest single labor
force in 1871. In 1881 they still made up about half the population,
and in 1891, one-third. Their predominance in the population mad¢
them a poténtial source of labor for the infant'salmon canning
industry. Another group who could similarly bé expected to provide
labor were the Chinese. Their numbers in 1871 were given as l?5h8,
in 1881 as 4,350 and in 1891 as 8,910. On the other hand, there were

not many white laborers available in the 30-year period, and most

especially in the 1870%s and 1880's. Most white laborers were

20 Gregory and Barnes, North Pacific Fisheries, p. 112,

21 See Table III, p. 10 below.
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TABLE III

a
POPULATION OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 1871, 1881, 1891, 1901

All Others
Native Including
Year’ Indians Chinese Japanese Whites Total
b b b , b
1871 25,661 1,548 - 9,038 36,247
Cc (] C
1881 25,661 k, 350 - (19, 4sg] 49, 459
a e f
1891 35,202 8,910 - [54,061] 98,173
' g g g . g
1901 25, 488 14,576 - k4,515 [13%,078) 178,657

a Figures in square brackets are computed from data as given,

b Census of Canada, 1891, vol. 1, p. 366; British Columbla Blue Book,
1870, cited in Langevin, H. L. "Report on British Columbia," Canada, S,P.,
1872, no. 10, pp. 22-3 gives.white 8,576, negro 462, Chinese 1,548 -
total 10,586. Indians estimated as 35,ooo-ho 000,

¢ Census of Canada, 1881, vol. 1, pp. 298-9 (Table III - Origins of the
People ); Canada, Department of Indian Affairs,.Annual Report," 1881,
Canada, S,P., 1882 no. 6, pp. 221-3, gives Indian total as 35,052
(partly estlmated)

" d Canada, Department of Indian Affairs, "Annual Report," 1891, Canada,
S.P., 1892, no. 1k, part 1, p. 253, total 35,202 (partly estimated).

e Census of Canada, 1891, vol. 8, p. 332 (Table II - Places of Birth).

f Ibid,, 1891, vol. 1, p. 366 (Table VI - Ebpulatlon of 1871, 1881
1891 compared by Electoral Districts).

g Ibid., 1901, vol. 1, pp. 2, 5,416; Royal Commission on Chinese and
Japanese Immigration, "Report,” 1902; Canada, S.P., 1902, no. 54, p. 8,
gives the .figures as Chinese 14,376, Japanese k,578, Wnites and Indians
157,815; Census _of Canada, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 73L-2 (Table 35 - Racial
Origins of the population, rural and urban, Canada and provinces, 1871,
1881, 1901 - 1931) gives Tigures as Indian 28,949, Chinese 14,985,
Japanese 4,597; Canada, Department of Indian Affairs, "Annual Report,"
1901, Canada, S.P., 1902 no, 27, part 2, p. 180, estimates the Indlan
total as 24, 5767— .
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laborers from necessity. They waited only for news of a fresh "strike"

to leave their jobs and join the rush to the new diggings.22

A shortage of labor plagued the canneries throughout their
early years. This shortage was mostly in the canning process--with
2 limited number of canneries and a relative abundance of fish, a
very few fishermen were easily able to keep the slow-moving cannery
lines busy. Their effectiveness was increased by the practice of
working two lé—hour shifts of two men per boat.23 The labor shortage
was in relatively skilled cannery processes of can-making, butchering,
filling, testing and labelling.

The canneries did draw on the largest labor pool in the
province--ﬁhe native Indians. With their skill as boatmen and their
age-old traditions as salmon fishermen, the Indians were quick to
adapt to the gillnet skiffs used in the commercial fishery. In the
earliest yzzrs they provided the bulk--if not all--of the actual

fishermen, The transition to the factory-type work involved in

22 Canada, House of Commons, Select Committee on -Chinese Labor:and
Immigration, "Report," Journals, 1879, app. 4, p. 38 (testimony of
F. J. Barnard). .

23 "Our Salmon and Salmon Canneries," The Resources of British
Columbia, vol. 1 (December 1883), pp. 42, L3.

2 Henry Doyle asserted that before 1882 practically all the fisher-
men were Indians (George A. Rounsefell and George B. Kelez, The Salmon
and Salmon Fisheries of Swiftsure Bank, Puget Sound and the Fraser
River, 1938, U,S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Fisheries, Bulletin
No. 27, p. 705). Henry Doyle (1874-1961) was a life-long participant
in and a student of the Pacific Coast salmon fisheries. He must have
given this information directly to Rounsefell and Kelez, since his
help "for valuable information and statistics of early fishing on the
Fraser River" is acknowledged (p. 701) and the assertion does not
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cannery processing was more difficult for them, which is one reason
for the predominance in this phase of the industry of another ethnic
group, the Chinese,

Although there appears to have been an attempt by the
operators at first to use white la.bor,25 the Chinese had for.most of
the 1870's and 1880's, a virtual monopoly of the semi-skilled labor
needed in the canning process, Whites were either mechanics or
supervisors., The initial entry of the Chinese into the canneries
could have been expected from the size of that ethnic group in a

~small population--other provincial industries, like goid and coal
mining, also depended on Chinese labor. Chinese entry may also have
been made easier by their previous experience on the Sacramento and
Columbia River. industries. Certainly they migrated freely up and

26
down the Pacific Coast from one salmon river to another, until the

appear in the only work by Doyle listed in the bibliography. Doyle's
work for years of which he did not himself have knowledge often does

not check with other sources., In this case, however, Doyle is sup-
ported by John Buie, Fishery Guardian on the Fraser River, who reported
in 1887 that the gillnet boats were "nearly all manned by natives'still
(Canada, S.P., 1888, no. 6, p. 257). On the other hand, A, C. Anderson,
Inspector of Fisheries for British Columbia from 1876 to 188L, implies
that only a proportion (not stated) of the fishermen were Indians
("Annual Report," 1878, Canada, S.P., 1879, no. 3, app. 1, pp. 293, 297).
Cf. "Our Salmon and Salmon Canneries," The Resources of British Columbia,
vol, 1 (December 1883), p. 43 which indicates that there were a number
of white fishermen.

25 Canada, Royal Commission on Chinese Immigration, "Evidence," 1885,
Canada, S.P., 1885, no. 5k4a, p. 56 (evidence of J. S. Helmcken). .

26 Canada, House of Commons, Select Committee on Chinese labor and
Immigration, "Report," Journals, 1879, app. 4, pp. 16, 31, hh, Sk;
Colonist, Aug. 2, 188I; p. 2; Aug. 7, p. 3; BAug. 9, p. 3.
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operation of United States' Chinese Restriction acts in the early
1880's cut their freedom of movement between the two countries,27

In any case, they soon became an indispensable source of
relatively skilled labor--so much8so that the proprietors felt they
could not carry on without them.2 The contract system of hiring
Chinese énsured to the canners a supply of skilled labor. That was
its chief advantage to the owners and its provision of labor at low
rates was only secondary.29

The proportion of Indians to Chinese seems to have risen l
during the 1880's, partly as a result of restrictions on the Chinese ‘
at a time when the demands of the canning industry were increasing.

In the late 1870%s the Chinese appear to have had an almost complete
monopoly of the canning.process, even in the northern canneries which,
because of their distance from the main population centres, were, and

30
are, more dependent on Indian labor. On the Fraser River the

27 Canada, Royal Commission on Chinese Immigration, "Report of
Commissioner J. A. Chapleau," Canada, S.P., 1885, no. Skha, p. cvi.

-+ 28 Ibid., pp. 85, 97, ll3,‘llh (evidence of cannery agents and
owners Robert Ward, Thomas E. Ladner, W. B. Adair, D. R. Lord).

29 But see Lawrence, "Salmon Canning Industry," pp. 61-65, where he
argues that the chief reason for the contract system was to obtain
cheap labor, Another attractive feature of the contract, which was
in terms of so many cents per case, appears to be that it readily
related the cost of packing to the selling price per case, a distinct
advantage in the days before highly-developed cost accounting
procedures.

30 "Annual Report of the Inspector of Fisheries for British Columbia,"
1878, Canada, S,P., 1879, no. 3, app. 1, p. 297; "Annual Report of the
Inspector of Fisheries for British Columbia," 1879, Canada, S.P., 1880,
no. 9, app. 1, pp. 283-4, .



-1k -
employment of Indian labor in canning processes is mentioned as a
novelty in the season of 188L. It appears to have resulted from
- Chinese attempts to prevent intrdduction of a soldering machine,
which would cut the hand work in can-making, then being done by the
Chinese.3l By 1883 canneries along the northern coast are reported
as employing‘ Indian men and women in 'processing.sz But a similar
i'eport on the‘Fraser River canneries mentions Indian women only as
net makers and indicates that the men were fishermen.33 A tabular

statement for the season of 1884, covering the whole coast, gives

totals as follows:

Whites 273
Indians (men and women) 1,280
Chinamen [sic] . 1,157

2,710

The statement goes on to say that the Indians "fish for and clean

salmon and Chinamen make the cans (with the aid of machinery), fill
34 .

them and solder them up, etc." After the head tax of 1885 and the

35

application of other restrictions against Chinese immigrants,

a prominent canner could argue in 1892 that his cannery

31 Colonist, July 26, 1881, p. 3; July 30, p. 3; Aug. 2, p. 2.

32 "The North-West Coast,'" The Resources of British Columbia,
vol, 1 (June 1883), p. 13.

33 "Our Salmon and Salmon Canneries," The Resources of British
Columbia, vol, 1 (December 1883), p. 43..

31+ T. Revely, Aéent, Department of Marine and Fisheries, Victoria
to N. F. Davin, Secretary, Royal Commission on Chinese Immigration,
Mg, 22, 1884, Canada, S,P., 1885, no. 54a, p. 395.

35 The Chinese Immigration Act, 1885, 48-49 Vic, Chap. Tl.
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needed its own boats and licenses to attract and hold Indian fishermen

with their families, because "there are not so many Chinamen as there

1

were." In addition to the laﬁor regularly provided by women, boys

and men who were not fishermen, the fishermen were needed to help
36

inside the cannery in case of any rush.
With all the Chinese and Indian help they could get, the
canneries were still limited in their pack by a labor shortage in

cycle years throughout the 1880's. In 1881, the Inspector of

Fisheries for British Columbia reported that the canneries 'were not

worked up to their full capacity, owing to the deficiency of Jabor,
37

arising from the increased demand for railway and other purposes."
The Colonist said, "Never in the history of the province has labof,
38

both white and Chinése, been so difficult to procure as at present.'

The steamer Princess Louise made trips to Tacoma hoping to embark

Chinese from the Columbia River canneries where the season was ending,

but with indifferent success.39 In the next cycle year, 1885, the
usual iabor shortage did not materialize. Because of the large
carry-over of canned salmon igd the depressed state of the market,
only six canneries operated. But in 1889 the story of labor

shortages was again repeated, with the Inspector of Fisheries

36 Canada, British Columbia Fishery Commission, "Evidence," 1892,
Canada, S.P., 1893, no. 10c, p. 117 (evidence of Alexander Ewen).

37 Canada, S.P., 1882, no. 5, supp. 2, p. 202,
38 Aug. 14, 1881, p. 3.
39 Colonist, Aug. 7, 1881, p. 3; Aug. 9, p. 3.

4O Canada, S.P., 1886, no. 11 (Fisheries), p. 273.
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estimating that an additional 15,000,000 one-pound cans could have
been put up if enough labor had been available.ul

Besides mastering the techniques of a new industry and
finding sufficient labor to perform thelcanning processes, the first
canners haa the twin problems of finding markets to absorb their
product and capital to finance their operations. These proplems did
not bromise to be easy of solution in British Colﬁmbia, a region
thinly-populated and located at the outermost edge of European
expansion. The community, moreover, was suffering from a depression
associated with the rapid decline in returns from placer mining and
had yet to find a solid base for future growth.

Fortunately for the first canners on the Fraser River, they
did not have to pioneer a neﬁ product in markets as yet undeveloped,
but were able to follow the path blazed by the canning industry of the
United States Pacific coast. By the time the Fraser River industry
waé looking for markets, canned salmon from the Columbia River had
already established itself in the English market. The only resistance
faced by Fraser River canners, and this was soon ovércome, was to
gain the same acceptance for the redder, oilier sockeye as for the
pinker and drier flesh of the Columbia River chinook. A secondary
market existed in Australasia; this one likewise was already partially
opened by shipments of salted salmon in barrels from British Columbia

and tinned salmon from the United States.

i1 Canada, S.P., 1890, no. 17, p. 2u7.
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The provision of sufficient capital for the expansion of
the industfy was a much more difficult problem to solve. The
industry could grow only by an infusion of outside‘capital'of'b&
generating its own capital from profits. The men who first entered
into the canning industry had little capitél or their own and were
not in the established position that would have enabled them to
borrow large amounts of money.hz Although Great Britain exported
large amounts of capital in the period 1870-1900, the flow to Canada
had hardly begun in 1870 and was not directed to British Columbia.h3

This lack of capital is one reason for the continued pro-
cessing of'salt salmon on the Fraser River in the late 1860%'s, after
canning had proven feasible. The salting of salwmon, although less
profitable than canning, was a.less difficult process, and the trade

in it was an adjunct to the export of lumber from Burrard Inlet., It

seems probable that the barrels and half-barrels were sold to ships?®

42 Henry Doyle remarked, "I do not know of a single one of these
pioneers who could be classed as a man of substance in the financial
sense at the time he first engaged in the industry"” ("Rise and Decline
of the Pacific Salmon Fisheries," University of British Columbia
manuscript, vol. 1, p. 22)., Cf. Kenneth Buckley on pioneers in the
wheat economy of the Canadian prairies: "At the outset investment
was largely the expenditure of personal effort and savings upon
opportunities recognized by those close at hand. Most of the first
arrivals on the frontier were North Americans. Their expenditures
embodied knowledge gained from experience in a similar environment,
Outside capital was not attracted on a significant scale until the
boom was well under way." (Capital Formation in Canada, 1896-1930,
Toronto, University of Toronto Press, 1955, p. 5).

43 A, K, Cairncross, Home and Foreign Investment 1870-1013: Studies
in Capital Accumulation, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1953,
pp. 2-3.
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Ly
captains, who in those days customarily traded on their own account.
An immediate cash sale for the product, a strong consideration for a
packer with small capital, could thereby be procured.

Obtaining entry into the English market, whether for canned
or salted salmon, presented difficulties to the man without much
capital. In the instance of canned salmon, a cycle of about 18 months
elapsed from the time the tinplate was ordered in England until the
next season's pack was sold. The need therefore was for long-term
finggcing, which, at that period, was unlikely to come from the banks,
In the late 1860's the Bank of British Columbia, for instance, had
suffered heavy losses amounting to £80,003——from advances to mer-
chants in the colony on goods in transit. ? There was, however,
another source of finance for the canners--the commission merchants.
The commercial practice on the Pacific Coast was for commission

merchants to make advances in the form of overdrawn accounts on

goods in-transit. This practice, followed by the Victoria manager

44 The single detailed example of the mechanics of this trade which
has been found involves a shipment to Sydney, N.S.W. by James Syme,
(See letter from Captain Alex. Barrack to Syme, Sydney, Feb., 21, 1868,
New Westminster, British Columbian [bereafter cited as Columbia@]

May 9, 1868, p. 2). In addition to half-barrels of salt salmon,
Barrack had for trade two dozen two-pound tins of salmon. One dozen
he gave away "to make them known," the other dozen he sold at 2s. 3d.
a tin.  The built-in limitations on this method in which the salmon
had to be sold at once, were underlined by Barrack, who warned against
importing too large a quantity "say not over 200 half-barrels” [which
would sell for about $7.00 a barrel] . ,

45 Victor Ross, "The Bank of British Columbia," The History of the
Canadian Bank of Commerce, Toronto, Oxford University Press, 1920,
vol., 1, p. 315.
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L6
of the Bank of British Columbia, had caused the Bank's losses,
From the very start of the canning industry the commission merchants
of Victoria (later also of San Francisco) provided the finances;
the growth of the industry, in fact, depénded on their ability to
carry the producer until the pack was sold.lﬁ At a later period,
their advances were secured by chattel mortgages on the pack and
ca.nne:z'y.h8

The names of two firms of Victoria commission merchants
and a parhhership of two New Westminster general merchants are
identified with the earliest b‘eginnings of Fraser River salmon
canning. Iowe, Stahlschmidt and Co., first advertised in 1871 as
agents for Alexander Ewen, a Scottish-born fisherman who turned to
canning after first building up a business in the export of salt

b9
salmon, Findlay, Durham and Brodie were by 1873 exporting salmon

46 Ross, "The Bank of British Columbia,” The History of the Can-
adian Bank of Commerce, vol. 1, pp. 309-31kL.

47 No direct evidence could be found on this point. Assessments
for trade licenses in Victoria for 1866 show none of the firms out-
side the Hudson's Bay Company with a value of more than $77,525. It
is unlikely in the economic conditions prevailing up to 1871, that .
they increased their capital (Vancouver Island, Gazette, vol. 3
(February 28, 1866), pp. 3-17).

48 Doyle, "Pacific Salmon Fisheries," vol. 1, p. 24; Colonist, July
29, 1894, p..5. No direct evidence of these chattel mortgages could
be found for the earliest days of the industry.

49 Victoria Standard, Jan. 16, 1871, p. 2. In 1876, the firm, then
Stahlschmidt and Co,, became Stahlschmidt and Ward. In 1881, Ward
bought out Stahlschmidt, his father-in-law, and the firm emerged as
Robert A. Ward and Co. In 1891, it was said of the firm that "they
had seen the full career [of the salmon fisheries] " (Vlctor:.a. Tllustrated,
Victoria, Ellis & Co., 1891, p. 88) . i
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as the agents for John Sullivan Deas, who had his cannery on Deas
Island.50 Henry Hblbrook and dJames Cunningham acquired the cannery
étarted in 1871 by Captain Edward Stamp., Stamp died after operating
for one season and by 1873 the premiées were under the control of
Holbrook and Cunningham.51 |

Neither Ewen, a fisherman, nor Deas, a tinsmith, was likely
£o have iarge amounts of capital, and Stamp was basically a promoter;
so it is not surprising that two of the three canneries that survived
the first years should have passed into the hands of merchants, Ewen
provides the exception, perhaps bécause he continued to run his own
salting enterprise, even after entering into a canning partnership.
This enterprise‘may have been the source of the capital needed to

. 52
buy out his partners, which he had succeeded in doing by 1878,

50 The relations between Findlay, Durham and Brodie and dJohn
Sullivan Deas were obscure even in the minds of contemporaries,
Reports of the pack of the Deas Island cannery are often given under
the name of Findlay, Durham and Brodie (Canada, S.P., 187k, no. &,
app. 5, P. 205; ibid., 1877, no, 5, Fisheries Appendices, p. 340).
But Deas was certainly the cannery owner, until he sold out his .
interest to Findlay, Durham and Brodie in 1878 (New Westminster
Mainland Guardian giereafter cited as Mainland Guardian] s Aug. 21,

1878, Pe 2; Aug. 20, Do 2)°

51 For Stamp's canning efforts see Mpinland Guardian, June 20, 1871,
p. 3; H, L. Langevin, "Report on British Columbia, Canada, S.P., 1872,
no. 10, p. 15; Colonist, Nov, 2, 1871, p. 3; Jan. 27, 1872, p.3
Efeport of his death] .

52 Mainland Guardian, Nov. 20, 1875, p. 2; June 8, 1879, p. 2.
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These three canneries represent the fifst efforts. The
firms named had all accumulated their capital from dealings in
British Columbia. The second stage of the growth of the Fraser River
canning industry beéan in 1877. New canneries were financed by
capital from the United States, specifically from California and the
Columbia River.v These operators did their selling and its attendant
financing through'the San Francisco firm of William T, Coleman and Co,,
which was the largest in the business on the P'acific‘Coa.st.53 More
local entrants were also attracted into the industry and the number of
canneries rose to eight in 1881,
A survey in that year by the Inspector of Fisheries for

British Columbia estimated the value of plant for the eight cénneries
to be $188,000 and the amount of operating capital needed for the
season‘at $540,000, Of this total, canneries backed by local capital,
rather than United States capital, had a value of $111,000 in plant
and were able to call on $311,000 for their operating needs. The local
capital involved in'salmoﬁ canning, therefore, amounted to $h2é,000.
This sum had been accumulated in two ways: by iocal busineéses
6perating in Britiéh Columbia, and in somé cases, down the Paciﬁic
Coast, and by the cannery operators themselves out of profits.5

The 1880's were years of comparative doldrums for the

canneries, After the profitable cycle year of 188lL, the number of

53 Doyle, "Pacific Salmon Fisheries," vol. 1, p. 25.

54 éanada,‘§ag., 1882, supp. 2, p. 223,
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canneries rose to 13 in 1882, but the figure dropped to six in 1884
and did not reach and pass the 13 mark again until 1889‘.55 Reasons
for this slump are varied, The Pacific Coast was booming, and
British Columbia was experiencing a labor shortage associated with
railway constructioﬁ. In addition many of the operators could pack
only in years of strong ‘ma.rket demand, In the middle 80's prices
were depressed by large packs of Columbié. River salmon that clogged
the English ma.rke’c.56 Those operators whose backer was William T,
Coleman of San Francisco had their canmeries tied up in the litigation
caused by ﬁis double-dealing and suffered losses when he was declared
ba.nkrupt.57

The change of pace in the industry in the decade of the
- 1890's was startling. In 1889, 16 canneries operated on the Fraser
River; in 1899, k46 pla.n’t;s packed sza.'l.mon.58 This boom brought the
industry to the crisis of 1900-1901. The influx of new capital into
the industry seems to have been decisive in cauéing its growth. Both
new canneries and new operators marked the pattern of the 1890's |
and gave the decade some of its feverish character. The ambitions

of new operations doomed attempts at limitations Which wight have

produced a more orderly expansion and perhaps have avoided the "bust”

55 See Table I, page 2 above,
56 Canada, S.P., 1885, no. 9 (Fisheries), p. 258.
57 Doyle, "Pacific Salmon Fisheries," vol. 1, pp. 156-180.

58 See Table I, page 2 above.
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that fallowed the "boom." The origins of the new capital in the
industry are therefore wﬁrth‘examining.

The first expansion was undertaken by the established
operators in the business. In 1889, a new limited company, British
Columbia Canning Company, Iimited, was incorporated in ILondon,
England, by a group in whiéh the principals of Findlay,-Durham and
Brodie were prominent. Authorized capital was £100,000 in £1 Shares;
35,000 preference and 35,000 ordinary shares were offered to the
public and were reported to have found ready acceptance. The new
company acquired four canneries for £3M,OOO; the plant on Deas
Island operated previously by Findlay, Durham and Brodie, énd three
northern canneries, one each on Rivers ihlet, the Skeena River and

29
the Nass River.

The profitability of this enterprise can be followed in
the reporté of the directors. After their first season in 1889, the
directors reported that they had bought a second property on Riveis
Inlet for £6,065.6O But in spite of this expense, they were able to
report a net profit of nearly £19,000 on operations of the first two
sea.sons.6l This represents a return of over 50 percent on the original
purchase cosf of the four canneries. The fact that this rate was not

62

maintained into the third year did not alter the general impression

59 Colonist, March 24, 1889, p. k.
60 Ibid., July 22, 1890, p. 8. |
61 Ibid., Aug. 14, 1890, p. 2.
62 Ioid.,Nov:6,1892, p. 8.
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that the company was very successful and that its example was one
to be emulated,
Another pioneer canner, Alexander Ewen, who in 1889 had
the largest cannery on the river, aiso expanded his operations, By
this time, Ewen had other interests, including agriculbural land and

shares in the New Westminster Southern Railway and the New Westminster
63
Gas company, and was apparently able to finance both himself and

others in the canning business. In partnership with‘ D, J. Munn in

the Bon Accord Fishing Company, hé added a plant on Se;a Island to
64
the plant already in operation near present-day Port Ma.nn. A second
65

Ewen cannery was built on Lion Island near Ewen's first one. Ewen
claimed he lost §16,000 ongbuild'.ing this pldnt, a plant which does

seem to have been constructeg. solely to get fishing licenses at a
6
time when they were limited. Nevertheless, he joined in a partner-
‘ 67
ship in 1893 to build the Canadian Pacific cannery on Iamlu Island,

63 J. B. Kerr, Biographical Dictionary of Well-Known British
Columbians, Vancouver, Kerr and Begg, 1890, pp. 163-k,

64 Canada, S,P., 1890, no. 17, p. 249. Bon Accord first packed
in 1886 and Sea Island in 1889, .

65 Ibid., 1892, no. lla, p. 168.

66 Canada British Columbia Fishery Commission, "Minutes," 1892,
Canada, S, P., 1893, no. 10c, pp. 116-120 (evidence of A, Ewen),
see page 43 below, . :

67 Canada, S,P., 189)4, no. 11%, p, 286; Doyle, "Pacific Salmon
Fisheries,” vol. 1, pp. 217-8. - ‘



- 25 -

These years were good years for the established canners,
The Inspecfor of Fisheries for British Columbia reported that operators
ﬁold'him>they6gad returns of from $15,000 to $75,000 over the years
1887 to 1890, Ewen fixed the reﬁurn in the'industry during the
five to six years ending in 1891 at 10 to 20 percent.69 The rush
to. get into the canning business showé that others thoughf good
profits were to be made,

One of the most important entrants into the canning
industry was another new English company, incorporated in England in
April, 1891 under the name of Anglo-British Columbia Packing Company,
Liﬁited. It had an authorized capital of £200,000 in 20,000 shares
of £10 each, 10,000 preference and 10,000 ordinary. The moving
spirit.in the company was Henry Ogle Bell-Irving, whoAhad acquired
options on nine canneries which he sold to the new company on its
formation for a total of $330,000. Two of these premises were on
the Skeena River, the resﬁ_on the Fréser River.7o Acquisition of
two other plants made the compagg at that time the largest producer

of sockeye salmon in the world.

68 Canada, S.P., 1891, no, 8a, p. 175.

69 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Report " 1892, Canada, S.P., 1893,
no. 10c, p. 120, .

70 British Columbia, Attorney-General, Companies Office, Company ‘
Registration Files (hereafter cited as B.C. Reg. of Cos. ), File 35
(Lic. ) [office files] .

n Cenada, S.P., 1892, no, 1la, p. 168; "Foundations First," Pacific
Fisherman (50th Anniversary Number), vol. 50 (ﬂugust 1952), p. 15.
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Since oﬁtions on that scale could not be sought or granted
without causing a stir in the canning community, the next merger
was probably in feaction to the negotiations leading to the formation
of Anglo~British Columbia Packing. A group of eétablished canneyry-
men incorﬁorated themselves in Februéry, 1891 as the Victoria
Canning Company of British Columbia, Limited Liability, with an
authorized.capital of $500, 000, Thisagroup included many of the
operators who had started in the late 1870%s and early 1880's.
R, P, Rithet and Compény had acted as agent for each of the component
canneries, and Rithet was prominent in the new company.72

The only firm outside these mergers and these new companies
was J. H. Todd'and Son, who had two canneries on the Fraser River,
Todds were a well-financed Victoria firm, their canning interests
ﬁeing only part of their business as wholesale merchants.73

At the beginning of the season of 1891, therefore, all the
canneries on the Fraser River were included in one or other of the

T

five groups enumefated. Three of the groups-~B, C., Canning Company

72 B.C. Reg. of Cos., File 35 (1890), [microfilm] .

73 When Jacob Hunter Todd died in 1899, he left an estate valued at
$508,506.19. His three-quarter interest in the partnership of J, H.
Todd and Son was valued at $338,330.00, after trusts had been created
for his widow and two daughters, partly from assets of the firm,
(British Columbia, Attorney-General, Victoria Law Courts Registry,
Probate Court File No. 223k),

74 Canada, S.P., 1892, no. 1la, p. 168, There were still a number
of individual operators in northern canneries.
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Limited, Victoria Canning Company, Limited Iiability, and J. H., Todd
and Son were based in Victoria, and“the foufth, the Ewen group, had
ties with that city through their agent, Robert Ward and Company.
Only Anglo-British Columbia Packing represented the new centre of
Vancouver.

Before the boom in the canning industry could get under way,
conflicting views on the permissible limit of fishing licenses, and
consequently of the number of fishing‘boats, on the Frasér River
had to be resolved., A many-sided struggle over license limitation
raged for over three and a half years, from late 1888 until the
middle of 1892, when the attempt to restrict the total of licenses
on the river to 500 was abandoned., DProposals for restriction of the
number of fishing licenses originated in a genuine fear of "over-
fishing" among conservation-minded officials of the Fisheries Depart-
ment, aﬁd among thoughtful spokesmen for the industry itself.'"A
hatchery had been started in 188475and as a conservation measure the
restrigtion of fishing effort on the river seemed the logical next
step.7 Catch records were employed in arguments for restriction of

fishing and the example of the Columbia River was often cited.

75 Canada, S.P., 1885, no. 9, supp. 2, pp. 457,

76 Thomas Mowat, Inspector of Fisheries for British Columbia from
1886 until his death in 1891, first superintended the hatchery. He
was from New Brunswick where he had witnessed the depletion of salmon
stocks on the rivers there., He argued at one and the same time that
"over-fishing" existed and that the hatchery was increasing the supply.
See his reports in this period: 1885 (Canada, S.P., 1886, no. 11,
Fisheries, p. 248) - "the falling off in the run is due to over
netting in the estuaries and by Indians in the headwaters;'" (Canada,
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Catches on the Columbia were less in the late 1880%'s than they had
7 - 78
been, and the pack on the Fraser River had also fallen. Federal
9

fisheries men in British Columbia favoured limiting licenses. The

S.P., 1887, no. 16, p. 240) - "the failure . . , they had been over-
fished;" "an improvement in the run of S3wquai; which may be accounted
for by the returns from artificial hatching;" 1889 (Canada, S.P.,
1890, no. 17, p. 248) - "an exceptional run . . . the success of

the Fraser River hatchery;" 1890 (Canada, S.P., 1891, no. 8a, p. 17h)
- "What, then, is the cause of such a large increase during the past .
four years., It is, I claim, solely attributable to artificial
stocking and better protective regulations,"”

T7 One set of statistics purporting to shaw the depletion of the
Columbia River gives the catch for that stream as follows:

1880 :_ 530,000 1885 - 554,000
1881 - 550,000 1886 - Lh8,500
1882 - 541,000 1887 - 354,055
1883 - 629,000 1888 - 379,000

1884 - 620,000

Canada, S.P., 1889, no, 8, p. 236. These figures do not prove the
existence of depletion--the largest pack on the Columbia was still
to. come--634,606 cases in 1895 (Cobb, Pacific Salmon Fisheries,

P. 553). Those citing smaller Columbia catches as evidence of over-
fishing ignored the effect of the transfer of efforts to more profit-
able streams in Alaska, where the pack rose from 6,539 cases in 1880
to 412,115 cases in 1888, They also ignored poor market conditions
in the mid-1880%'s, cited in.previous Federal reports, as a cause of
decline in Pacific Coast packs (Canada, S.P., 1885, no. 9, p. 259).

78 See Table I, p. 2 above, As with the Columbia, arguments about
depletion. are not justified in light of the increased packs of sub-
sequent years.

79 1887 (Canada, S.P., 1888, no. 6, pp. 256-7) - Chas. F, Green,
Fishery Guardian, Fraser River: "I would suggest . . . in future
only a limited number of licenses.. . . no cannery be allowed more
than 40 boats . . « ." John Buie, Fishery Guardian, Fraser River:
"Some 1imit should be placed on the number of nets." 1888 (Canada,
S.P., 1889, no. 8, p. 245) - C. H, Green: "I have spoken to several
owners . . » they would be satisfied with 30 boats provided they
were all to ‘take the same number,"
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British Columbia Board of Trade (Victoria), which had an active
section of cannery and allied inferests iﬁ its membership, proposed
limiting licenses to 40 per cannery with a total of 500 for the
river.8o

V‘The first machinery for license limitation was contained in
a new set of general fishery regulations for the Province of British
Columbia promglgated by the federal Department of Fisheries in the
fall of 1888, * Prior to this time,‘federal regulation had sat very
| lightly on the industry, Although the Fisheries Act (31 Vict.
Cap. 60) had been extended to British Columbia in 1876, the year
that the first federal Inspector of Fisheries was appointed, regu-
lations bad not ﬁeen issued until 1878.82 They were minimal, and in
any case, argument between the leaders of the infant industry and the
federal authorities about their effectiveness resulted in their being

83
partially suspended, No licensing of any kind was undertaken until

80 British Columbia Board of Trade (Victoria), "Minutes of Council
re Regulations of Salmon Fisheries, March 22, 1888," Ninth Annual

Report, 1888, pp. 52-53.

81 Canada, Privy Council, "Order in Council, November 26, 1888,"
[Fishery Regulations for the .Province of British ColunbiéJ » Canada
Gazette, vol. 22 (December 1, 1888), pp. 956-7.

82 Canada, Privy—Council, "Order in Council, May 30, 1878," [?almon
Fishery Regulations for the Province of British Columbié] s Canada
Gazette, vol., 11 (June 1, 1878), p. 1258,

83 William Smith, "Paper on The Fisheries of Canada," Sept. 19, 1893,
Canada, S.P., 1894, no. 11%, pp. cx-cxvii. The Annual ,Report repro-
duces a number of documents from Fisheries departmental files. They
formed part of a paper read at a fishermen's convention held at the
Chicago Columbia Exhibition, See also Canada, S,P., 1886, no. 11,
Fisheries, p. xi where it is stated that "the fishery laws are only
partially extended to British Columbia and Manitoba,"
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the season of 1882, when it seems to have taken the form of licensing
each cannery. Individua% licenses for each fishing boat are first
recorded in the yéar 1887. g The regulations of 1888, however, not
only laid down a licensing proéedure in considerable detail, but

1

gave the Minister power ", . . from time to time, [%o determine

the number of boats, seiﬁes,_or nets or other fishing apparatus."86

Acting under the power granted in these regulations, tﬁe
government proposed Yo limit the total number of licenses on the
Fraser River for 1889 to 450. Such an outcry was raised about this
and other restrictions in the proposed regulations, both by the
canners as a group and by the Board of Trade, that enforcement was
partially suspended for the fishery season of 1889 éwhich happened
to be the big year in the four-year sockeye cycle). ! The limitatioﬁ
of licenses seems to have proceeded nevertheless,‘with ﬁot more than
500 licenses being issued, 366 to the canneries and upwards of a

88

hundred to independent fishermen, The plan was to set the year

84 Canada, S.P., 1883, no. 7, supp. 2, p. 190,

85 Canada, S.P., 1888, no. 6, p. 257. The jump in license revenue
from $943.50 in the year ending June 30, 1887 to $6,934.35 in the
next fiscal year makes it likely that some change.in system was
effected for the season of 1887 (Canada, S.P., 1888, no. 6, p. x;
ibid., 1889, no. 8, p. xix).

86 Canada, Gaietgg, vol. 22 (Deceﬁber 1, 1888), p.\957.

87 Canada, S.P., 1890, no. 17, p. xii.

88 Inid., pp. xii, 254; ibid., 1891, no. 8a, pp. 180-1 shows the
licenses issued to each cannery in 1889. The total for cannery
licenses is at variance, for reasons that are not clear, with the
total of 350 which was supposed to be the quota for the canneries
(see p. 42 bvelow).
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1889 as a standard one and to issue only 500 licenses in each sub-
sequent year.

This form of conservation soon broke down under pressure
from the cénners, the independent fishermen and the politicians
friendly to their interests. On the recommendation of a Royal
Commission set up to investigate complaints about British Columbia
Fishery regulations the government abandoned the total limit of 500
licenses. Instead, while the number of cannery licenses was limited,
an unlimited issue of individual licenseg could be granted to "pona
fide fishermen, being British subjects."” ° Cannery licenses were
granted on pro rata basis, according to‘canning capacity, for the
season of 1893.90 This practice was abandoned in 1894 when new
fishery‘regulations'were adopted limiting cannery licenses to 20

oL . .
per plant. In 1898, the limit was lowered to 10 per cannery,

g2
effective for the season of 1899,
The effect of this battle, which the canners both won and

lost, was to produce a shift in the predominant type of relationship

between the canner and the fishermen who caught his fish., Prior to

89 Canada, British Columbia Fishery Commission, "Report," 1892,
Canada, S.P., 1893, no. 10c, pp. xi=-xii. ‘ ,

90 Rounsefell and Kelez, Fraser River Salmon Fisheries, p. TO4.

91 Canada, Privy Cbuncil, "Order in Council, March 3, 1894"
Eﬁishery Regulations for the Province of British Columbié], Canada
Gazette, vol. 27 (March 17, 1894), pp. 1579-80.

92 Canada, Privy Council, "order in Council, August 3, 1898"
Emmndment to Fishery Regulations for the Province of British,Colunmié),
Canada Gazette, vol. 32 (August 13, 1898), pp. 280-1,
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this time, the majority of fishermen had been employees of the
canneries. They worked for wages with the company providing a boat
and a net. The independent fisherman, owning both his own boat and
net, and usuélly selling to the cannery on a contract, was in a
distinct minority on the Fraser River, The limitation of cannery
licenses, in the circumstances of an incfeasing number of canneries
and thus of increased competition for fish, produced a rapid rise in
the number of licensed fishermen, fishing on contract or shares.

The proportion of licenées held by the canneries, however, dropped
: 93
sharply.

The degree of real independence of these so-called "indepen~-
dent" fishermen varied. In many cases, their stake was only in their
liceﬁse, the company renting them both bdat and gear, But whether or
pot their "iﬁdependence" was a fiction, their relationship with the
cannery opérator had chénged. The wage system was replaced with a
contract and share system based'on the price of fish, being calculated
in this period on a rate of so many cents per fish. Once this
arrangement became dominant, negotiations over the price of fish
became siénificant in the relations between a canner and his
fishermen. First each party to the negotiations bargained as an
individual. Then bargaining groups were organized by both sides,

The changeovef from the predominance of the wage relationship to the

ﬁredominance of the contract relationship took place after the

93 See Table IV, p. 33 below.
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TABLE IV

CANNERY SHARE OF TOTAL LICENSES ISSUED

FRASER RIVER 1893, 1897 - 1900

Year Cannery Licenses Total
. a a

1893 909 1,17k
b c

1897 821 2,318
b c

1898 925 2,642
b c

1899 460 2,722
b c

1900 450 3,683

a 1893 - Rounsefell and Kelez, Fraser River Salmon Fisheries,
p. TOkL.

b Figures for cannery licenses for 1897-1900 are computed from
pack records published by the Department of Marine and TFisheries
for the following years: 1897 - Canada, S.P., 1899, no. lla,

p. 226; 1898 - Canada, S.P., 1900, no, 1lla, p. 202; 1899 - Canada,
S.P., 1901, no. 22, p. 159; 1900 - Canada, S.P., 1902, no. 22,
p. 175.

¢ 1897-1900 totals are taken from Rounsefell and Kelez, Fraser
River Salmon Fisheries, p. 706 (Table 2).
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abandonment of license limitation in 1892, This changeover set the
stage for the emergence of organization amoné the fishermen, and also
 for the transformation of the canners® association into a group as:much
concerned with negotiations on fish prices and the orderly disposal
of the product, as with lobbying government and presenting the views
of the industry to the business community.

In adaptiné té this changed role, the canners found it
difficult fo subordinate their conflicting interests as competitors
to the reguirements of theif interests as a group, License limitation
provides a case in point. The limitation in 1889 to—SOO licenses on
the Fraser followed lines pfoposed by the cannery committee of the
British Columbia Board of Trade in Victoria., But this limitation
ﬁas not ip the interests of those, like,Anglo—British Columbia
Packing Company, newly entered into the business and anxious to
expand their undertaking, Apparently the differences within the
industry caused the tenmporary breék—up of an association maintained
by the ca.nners.gl+ When in 1892 a Royal Commission held hearings on
licenses all canners'expressed opposition. in principle to any
restriction én licenses. But some of the long-established group--

Ewen among theme-indicated‘their willingness to go élong with some

9l Canada, British Columbia Fishery Commission, "Minutes,"
1892, Canada, S.P., 1893, no.l0c,p. 113 (evidence of Alexander
Ewen ). .
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95

form of restriction, Henry Bell-Irving of Anglo-British Columbia
Packing on the other hand was 6utsp6ken in his demand for the right
to license ZS many boats per cannery as each one needed, under any
condition.9 This difference is symptomatic of the conflicting needs
of individual firms, a fact which continued throughout the decade to
make it difficult to reach agreement on a common front on matters
such as prices and orderly marketing practices.

>It is tempting to see this conflict as part of a wider
battle for.dominance in the province between the older established
business commuﬁity of Victoria and the new thrusting men in rapidly
growing Vancouver, and that is how at least some contemporaries saw
it. Commenting on the formation of Anglo-British Columbia Packing
Company Itd., the Vancouver Board of Trade said, "The purchase by
English capitalists of the sélmon canﬁeries previéﬁsly financed
and supplied by other cities Eﬁctoria and San Franciscé] , has

resulted in making Vancouver the centre of finance, supply and

distribution for the canning industries, which are very important,

95 Canada, British Columbia Fishery Commission, "Minutes," 1892,
Canada, S.P., 1893, no.lOc,p. 100 (evidence of Peter Birrell); p. 119
(evidence of Alexander Ewen); p. 194 (evidence of J. A, Laidlaw);
p. 106 (evidence of Thomas E, Ladner); p. 273 (evidence of R. P,
Rithet); pp. 275-6 (memorandum_submitted to members of the Canners!
Association). One problem that faced existing canneries was that
the 350 licenses set aside for canneries were re-allotted each time
a new cannery was built., Rather than face this uncertainty, some
canners were reconciled to a limitation of canmnery licenses, pro-
vided there was a fixed and known number of licenses available to
each cannery. '

96 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Minutes," 1892, Canada, S.P., 1893,
no. 10c, p. 328. : :
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the Fraser River brands being among the best on the market," In

1893, the Vancouver News-Advertiser boasted, "Three years ago only

two canneries were owned in Vancouver. Today no less than 17

98

canneries are either owned here, or operéted from this City."

This included 15 of the 26 canneries dn the Fraser River, of‘which
éight weré operated by Anglo-British Columbia., All the new plants,
seven in number, erected on the river in 1892 and 1893, were con-
trolled from V'ancouver.99 The Victoria-based canneries represented
the pattern of doing busineés that had previously prevailed in
salmon canning. Until this time canneries had been separate units
which for the most part were operated either by individuals or
partnerships. They had mostly grown through the re-investment of
profits made inlcanning. Their operating capital came from their
agents in the form of advaﬁce; covered by chattel mortgages.

By 1890, these canners were substantial men and their agents
had also dbne well. The leading cannery agents were well able to
finance the expansion‘of the industry. The largest of these

financial houses was headed by R. P, Rithet, who had just re-organized

97 Annual Report, 1892, p. 22.

98 June 20, 1893, p. 8.

99 Canada, S,P., 1894, no, 11%, p, 286, The new plants were Terra
Nova (1892), Iulu Island, Pacific Coast, Steveston, Imperial, Brun-
swick, and Canadian Pacific (1893). This last was a partnership
involving Alex Ewen of New Westminster, but was managed by
R, V, Winch of Vancouver,
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100
his firm on the death of his partner, Andrew Welch. ¥hen he incor-

porated -R. P, Rithet ILtd., in 1891, the authorized capital was
$500,000, This amount was paid up by 1898, the date of the oldest
éurviving réport on the company's shares, Rithet drew his financial
resources from a wide variety of interests, including Hawaiian sugar
plantations and lumber and grist mills.lol Robert Ward and Company
was a smaller firm, which had existed under a series of names and
had been associated with the canning enterprises of Alexander Ewen
since his first cannery da.ys.lo‘2 When it wasiiﬁcorporated it had an
authorized capital of $300,000, though only $61,500 was paid up in
1900.:LO3 Ward's spec1a.l strength, however, lay in his close family
ties with the Bank of British Columbia, where his brother W. C, Ward
was manager of the most important British Columbia branch, that of

104
Victoria, from 1867 to 1897. Together with other smaller Victoria

100 Welch's obituary said he had "acquired his wealth on the Pacific
Coast, having come to Victoria as a . book-keeper in Anderson and
Anderson s” (Colonist, July 26, 1889, p. 4).

10L B.C.. Reg. of Cos., File 30 (1890) [microfilm] .

102 Under the firm name of Lowe, Stahlschmldt they were listed as
agents for A, Bwen and Co. in 1871 (Victoria- Standard, Jan. 16, 1871,»,2).
When Ward married Thomas Stahlschmidt®s daughter in 1876 (Colonlst
Mg, 29, 1948, Mag. Sect., p. 6) the firm became Stahlschmidt and
Ward, and in 1881 Robert Ward and Company (Victorla Illustrated,

Ellls and Co., 1891 p. 88). .

103 B.C. Reg. of Cos., File 76 (1890) [éicrofil@] .

104 See Henry Doyle on this point. "It was generally recognized
that if Ward and Company had the selling agency of a canning company
the Bank of British Columbia handled its financial affairs . . ."
("Pacific Salmon Fisheries," vol. 1, p. 216). ,
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105 106
firms like Turner, Beeton and Company, Walter Morris and Company,
they financéd part of the expansion of the 1890t's on the Fraser River.

The new entrant into the industry was, however, not set up
6r financed in the traditional way. Typically, a limited company
was formed, most new entrants having ﬁheir headquarters in Vancouver
or, in fewer casés, in New Westminster. Where they had agents, they
were in Vancouver and new names like Farreil, Iregent and Company,
and George I, Wilson are prominent by the end 6f the decade.lo7 The
largest agent was Evans, Coleman and Evans, who were backed by the
English firm of Balfour, Williamson and their Pacific.Coast sub-
sidiary, Balfour; Guthrie.108 Financing was increasingly done through
banks--Canadian banks came into the province in numbers in the 1890°'s,
When the crisis of 1901 hit the industry, it was to the Bank of
Montreal and the Canadian Bank of Commerce, then the principal
backers of the industry, that‘Henry Doyle turned in his efforts to

organize a new syndicate. The role of the agents was confined to

105 Turner, Beeton and Co., were first interested in northern canneries,
but by 1898 they were agents for three Fraser River canneries, at least
one .of which they owned (Canada, S.P., 1900, no, ll&, p. 202; B.C.

Reg. of Cos., File 434 (1862) [microfilm] ). :

106 Walter Morris and Co., were agents and shareholders in Federation
Brand Salmon Canning Company, Limited Liability, which by 1898 operated
Lighthouse Cannery on the Fraser (Canada, S.P., 1900, no. lla, p. 202;
B.C., Reg. of Cos., File 118 (1890) [microfilm] ).

107 Henderson'®s British Coiumbié Gazetteer and Directory, 1900-1901,
. pp. 159-160. .

108 Doyle, "Pacific Salmon Fisheries," vol. 1, p. 19k,
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persuading the canneries for whom they acted to join the syndicate,
not in providing finance~-an indication of their lesser role in

109
that area,

The strike of 1900, the major topic of the present study,
was only the culmination of a series of disputes between cannery
operators and fishermen during the 1890's, To the understanding of
these disputes, certain facts of the growth of the salmon canning
industry on the Fraser River have been found relevant., The factory
methods developed for large-scale processing created an éver-growing
demand for labor. This demand was difficult to satisfy from among
the small populatioh of British Columbia, and labor remained in short
supply, in spite of the recruitment of native Indians and immigrant
Chinese, Finding markets was relatively easy,'since canned salmon
from the Fraser River simply followed in the British market where the
similar product of the Columbia River had led. More of a hindrance
to growth in the first 20 years was a lack of capital, which accumu-
lated but slowly from the profits of the industry and the limited
financial resources of the Pacific Coast. The method of accumuiation
produced, in turn, the close relationship between the operators and

their financial and selling agents, that characterized the corporate

structure of the industry up to 1890.

109 Doyle, "Pacific Salmon Fisheries,” vol. 1, pp. 21L4, 237.



CHAPTER 1II

THE FRASER RIVER SALMON CANNING INDUSTRY--LICENSE

LIMITATION AND PRICE CHANGES IN THE 1890'S

The first trade union of fishermen on the Fraser River was
organized in the spring of 1893, and led a short and unsuccessful
strike at the start of the sockeye season of that year. In analysing
the beginnings of trade unionism among these fishermen, Pércy
Gladstone and Stuart Jamieson argue that '"the major motive impelling
the Fraser River fishérmen to unionize waé not so much to achieve
wage or price increases as such, as to protect themselves against
growing competition from outside sources."l They identify three of
these outside sources: American fishermeﬁ coﬁing from the Columbia
and Sacramento Rivers; Indians migrating from northern coastal
communities, and Japanese arriving from their homeland. In the
conditions of economic depression and mass unemployment existing in
1893, so runs their argument, sharpened group antagonisms produced
an attempt to reduce the number of licenses to Orientals, The
union organized out of this struggle, the Fraser River Fishérmen’s

Protective Union, led a strike of fishermen for a 50-cent-a-day

wage increase,

1 Percy Gladstone and Stuart Jamieson, "Unionism in the Fishing
Industry of British Columbia," CJEPS, vol. 16 (May 1950), p. 153.
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According to Gladstone and Jamieson, "A pattern of
organized conflict that was familiar in a nﬁmbef of subsequent dis-
putes in the Fraser River fishing industry immediately developed in
the 1893 strike."2 The elements tﬁat they isolate in the pattern
include: attemp%s by the cannery operators to use Japanese and
Indians as strikebreakers against white fishermen; violence by
ﬁnionists in response to these attempts; use of special police and
the arrest of unionists; and a solidarity among the Indians in
opposition to the Japanesé, not matched by the whife-fishermen.

An examination of disputes between cannery operators and
fishermen during the 1890's will enable an assessment of the merits
of this view, as well as providing data on the circumstances in which
fishermen's unions were organized,

Prior to the beginning of license limitation in 1889, the
great majority of fishermen for the salmon canneries were Indians
who worked only during the sockeye season in.July and Auguét.3, Pay-
ment to them by the canneries was somebtimes by the fish--prices per

100 were reported--but generally they worked for wages. The rate at

the end of the 1880's was $2.25 a day for the fisherman and $2.00

2 Gladstone and Jamieson, "Unionism in the Fishing Industry of
British Columbia,"” CJEPS, vol. 16 (May 1950), p. 154,

3 Canada, S.P., 1888, no. 6, p. 257; Table V, p. 48 below [Gillnet
license%] .

4 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Minutes," 1892, S,P., 1893, no, 10%,
p. 129 (evidence of Miusquam Charlie),
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for his partner in the gillnet boat, the boatépuller. Fishermen of
Buropean descent were‘in a distinct minority, but most of them also
fished in the spring and fall to supply the fresh fish market.7 With
completion of the Canadian Pacific Railway to Vancouver in 1887, a -
market for fish shipped in ice began to open ﬁp in Bastern Canada
and the United States, and the number of men employed in this
fishery increased.

Iicense regulations in the season from 1889 to 1891 fixed
the total number of licenses allowed on the Fraser River first at
450, and then at 500. Of these, 350 were alloted to canneries and
100 (increased in 1890 to 150) were reserved for "outside" fishermen,
inclﬁding those fishing for the local and export ﬁarkets in fresh
fish.9 However, no control was exercised over the erection of new
canneries on the river, and the cannery licenses had to be redis-
tributed to provide for the newcomers, TFive new canneries operated

10
in 1890 and a sixth opened in 1891, This pressure on a limited

5 Vancouver News-Advertiser (hereafter cited as News-Advertiser),
Aug. 2, 1891, p. 2.

6 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Minutes," 1892, S.P., 1893, no. 1lOc,
P‘. XX. .

7 I personally dislike the use of the word '"white" but it is invariably
used .in contemporary sources and is hereafter .substituted for the more
cumbersome "of Buropean descent" or 'of FEuropean birth."

8 For repérts of the increased activities in the spriﬁg of 1893, see
Colonist, March 24, 1893, p. 2; March 28, p. 2.

9 See above p. 3k.

10 Canada, S.P., 1892, no. lla, p. 168; ibid., 1893, no. 10a, p. 155.
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number of licenses was increased by certain established firms, who,
in order to get a larger quota of the licenses, erected "dummy"
canneries with no intention of operating them, Four plaﬁfs of‘this
type were reported in existence by the season of 1891.ll The number
of licenses available to each cannery therefore shrank; it was said
to be L4O in the season of 1889, 25 in 1890, and only 20 in 1891.12

In an attempt to ensure a large enough supply of fish, the
cannery operators began to bid for the services of the holders of
"outside” licenses and entered into contracts for the delivery of
fhe catcﬁ of individual license holders. The cost to the canneries
of fish bought from.contract fishermen Was'higher than the cost of
fish caught on their own licenseé—-both canners and fishermen agreed
on that, but how much higher is difficult:to‘say, since prices varied
from season to season, as well as from day to day, and from cannery

13
to cannery. But by 1893 ten cents per sockeye was regarded as

11 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Minutes," 1892, S.P., 1893, no. 10Oc,
pp. 92, LOT. . ‘

12 News-Advertiser, Aug. 2, 1893, p. 2.

13 Henry O, Bell-Irving of Anglo-British Columbia Packing Company,
Itd. said that fish from "outside" fishermen cost three times the
average of that from the canneries' own boats. (News-Advertiser,
July 15, 1893, p. 3). Capt. Alex Anderson, president of the Fraser
River Fighermen's Protective and Benevolent Association, placed the
cost of fish from a cannery boat at one to two cents, at a time
when his organization was asking 10 cents (News-Advertiser, July 25,
1893, p. 7).  Evidence was given to the Royal Commission in 1892
that the piece rate for fish prior to license limitation was one and
a half to two cents (Canada, S.P., 1893, no. 10c¢c, p. 29 - evidence of
Bernard Buck).
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the customary price .. Higher prices than this were paid to indiv-
idual license holders to persuade tﬁem to deliver fish to a particular
cannery, In the season of 1891 Alexander Ewen and Company paid up
to 20 centé though their competitors were paying only 10, 12-1/2 or
15 cen‘t',s.l5

Another kind of arrangement between company and fishermen
is also recorded for the first time in this period: a share or "ay"
plan, It had featurés of both the contract system and the daily‘
wage. The company supplied boat and net as it did for wage-earners,
but in fhis instance it paid fér the catch by the fish and deducted
approximately one-third as its share. When the price paid was 10
cents per sockeye the cannery share was three and a half cents,
The six and a half cents received by the fgshermen had to be divided
5etween the two men who manned each boa.t.l Fishing on shares appears
to have begun because of license limitation; a man who could not get

a license was forced to take a cannery boat. For new entrants to

the industry, fishing on shares in a cannery boat was a way of getting

14 Ten cents had been widely paid in two of the previous three
seasons, (Columbian, July 15, 1893, p. 1; Canada, S.P., 1893, no. 10c,
p. 95).

15 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Minutes," 1892, S.P., 1893, no. 10c,
pp. 1k, 29, W1, 143, 151, LO2, The high prices paid by Ewen appear to
be the result of sales commitments he made before the season opened
(ibid., p. 15). In his own testimony, he speaks of being under a
bond for $40,000 (ibid., p. 120). ‘

16 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Minutes," 1892, 8,P., 1893, no. 1lOc,
pp. 21, 2)*: 66: 70, 79, 89, 95. .
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the experience to qualify for an individual license, The companies,
for their part, were anxious to get the maximum productién from a
limited number of licenses. Substituting piece-work for daily wages
was an attempt to produce a larger catch per boat. Share or "Lay"
arrangements were generally made with white men, but Ihdians,.becéuse 8
they were considered to be less productive, stayed onAthe‘daily wage.l

Contract fishermen became a privileged group among fisher-
men; they received higher prices and, in times of an over-supply of
fish, they continued to deliver when the cannery's own boats were
taken off.l9 As Henry O, Bell-IrQing succinctly put it, "a fishing
license was a valuable docﬁment."zo These privileges excited the
envy of the fishermen on shares 6r daily wages. When the British
Columbia Fishery Commission held its public hearings in New West-
minster and Vancouver in February and March, 1892, a parade of
fishermen, both white and Indian, appeared before it to complain

, 21
that they could not get licenses, Their complaints apparently

17 The regulations in force at the time did not specify the qualifi-
cations of an applicant for an individual license. This gave con-
siderable discretionary powers to the Inspector of Fisheries. Thomas
Mowat, the incumbent in the position during 1889-1891, made it clear
that he gave preference to what he termed "bona fide fishermen, " the
criteria being previous experience plus a previous individual license,
(Canada, S.P., 1890, no. 17, p. 254).

' 18 Canada, Fishery Commission, “Minutes, " 1892, S,P., 1893, no. 10c,
pp. 12, 108, 417; Rounsefell and Kelez, Fraser River Salmon Fisheries,
PP. 705-T7; and Table VI, p. 75 below.

19 Canada, Fiéhery Cdmmission, "Minutes, " 1892, S.P., 1893, no, 10c,
passim, . . .

20 News-Advertiser, July 21, 1893, p. 1.

21 Canada, Royal Commission, "Minutes," 1892, S,P., 1893, no. 10c,
PP. 60.'6l: 6”"5: 68"9, 70"7]-: 76> 78: 89: 1813 3653 367: 381-: 385:
388, Lhoi, 4oz, L03.
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overshadowed in the commissioners! minds those of the canners and
their agents who argued that they needed a greater number of
licenses than the 20 which most canneries were then getting.22

The commissioners had to adjudicate between the charge
laid by the fishermen that the canners were monopolizing the river,
and the claims of the canners that more licenses of their own were
ﬁeeded to protect them against demands made by the contract fisher-
men for higher prices. The canpers lost this argument: all the
commissioners agreed that restrictions on the number of cannery
licenses should’be continued. The majority report recommended the
issuing of 18 licenses to each 6perating cannery.23 The minority
réport favored 25, the figure suggested by a number of cannery
spokesmeﬁ.zh

An inﬁerim arrangement had to be adopted for the season of
1892, since regulations to enforce the recommendations were not
ready at the opening of the fishing season. Accordingly, in June,

1892, further regulations were added to those which had been enacted

in 1890 and the industry operated under these amended rules for two

22 Canada, Royal Commission, "Minutes," 1892, 8,P., 1893, no. 10c,
pp. 35, 96, 111, 138, 189, 261, 269, 297, 399.

23 The majority report was signed by the chairman, Samuel Wilmot,
Superintendent of Fish Culture for the Department of Msrine and
Fisheries, and Sheriff W, J, Armstrong of New Westminster (Canada,
Fishery Commission, "Report," 1892, S.P., 1893, no. 10c, pp. 429-31).
Theminerily report was signed by D. W, Higgins, Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly of British Columbia (ibid., pp. 431-3),

2l Canada, Royal Commission, "Minutes," 1892, S.P., 1893, no. 10c,
pp. 415, 427, U433, .
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seasons. The interim regulations provided that "all bona fide
fishermen,'being British subjects and actual residents of the
province" were to qualify for one license. Provision was made for
20 licenées for each operating cannery and additional licenses for
‘cﬁld storage plants, exporters of iced fish and fresh fish d.ealers.25
The 1892 changes were announced too close to the opening

of the season for their full effect to be felt that year; yet. the
number of licenses rose sharply from 500 to 721, with the canneries
obtaining 417 licenses instead of 350, and individual fishermen
270 instead of 150. Though the number of licenses granted to both
whites and Indians waé higher, the largest percentage increase was
obtained by Japanese who had firét entered the industry about 1888.
In their case the number was more than doubled. The approach of
1893, a "big" cycle year, promised an accentuation of these trends.26

. Thé increase in the number of licenses, both to canneries
and to individuals, presented the contract fishermen with a new
situation in which their privileged position was threatened, Mre
individual licenses meént more fishermen offering their catches to
the canneries, and in a cycle year this threatened, at the very

least, the elimination of premium prices or, even worse, a cut in

the usual prices; The contract fishermen reacted to this threat

25 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Report," 1892, S.P., 1893, no. 10c;
Pp. X-xi. , .

26 See Table V, p.48 bvelow; Canada, S.P., 1893, no. 10a, p. 153.



TABLE V

GILLNET LICENSES ON THE FRASER RIVER, 1887 - 1900,
" BY MAJOR ETHNIC GROUPS

Between- =
Individual bridge
Year Company Japanese Indian White Licenses Total
1887 - -- 615 320 - 935
1888 - 10 323 167 - 500
1889 - 25 308 167 - 500
1890 - 25 308 167 - 500
1891 - 50 283 167 - 500
1892 - 108 373 240 - 721
1893 - 235 558 381 - 1,174
1894 - a7 skg 701 - 1,667
1895 - L34 539 731 30 1,73k
1896 - 926 530 1,130 60 2,646
1897 - 928 520 780 90 2,318 -.
1898 - 1,321 511 690 120 2,642
1899 - 1,361 501 L0 150 2,722
1900 393 1,659 555 1,076 - 3,683

. a Rounsefell and Kelez, Fraser River Salmon Fisheries, p. 706
(Table 2 - Gillnet licenses of the Puget Sound - Fraser River
region, 1877-1934). The authors' note to this table says in
part : , :

"From 1877 to 1899 the nationalities [sié] have been esti-
mated from various notes. The company licenses before 1900 are
not separated from the total, and so are allocated amongst the
other types. There were no special 'between bridges [i.e.,‘
between New Westminster and Mission railway_bridgeé] ' licenses
prior to 1908, so the figures from 1895 to 1899 merely represent
a rough estimate of the number of this type of resident up-river
fishermen before 1900," ‘

Rounsefell and Kelez estimated the proportions of Japanese,
Indian and white fishermen while attempting to measure fishing
intensity. The totals, it should be noted, are from Fisheries
Department records, '
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by banding together to ask for further changes in licensing regu-
lations and by organizing a '"Fishermen's Association.”
The petition prepared and circulated by this Association
urged chanées in the licensing regulations, in order "to save trouble
on our rivers by desperate men whose rights are being'trampled under

" The Association demanded

foot to satisfy the greed of monopolists.,
that Japanese be refused licenses, and thét fhe number of cannery
licenses be greatly reduced. At the same time, they asked for an
unlimited number of individual licenses, these to cost $5.00 each,
to be issued only one per person, and to be non-transfera.ble.27

Th¢ proposal to withhold licenses from Japanese attracted
most attenfion in the press; since it lent supporf to the general
anti-Oriental agitation then current in the province, Editorials
discussing the Association's petition chiefly contented themselves
with either supporting or attacking the anti-Japanese demands of the
fishermen.29 Actually, however, the main concern of the petitioners
was for further restrictions of all competitors, be they Japanese,
canners or fish dealers. What relative importance the fishermen

attached to the anti-Japanese campaign is hard to determine; most

labor-sponsored political programs of the time contained anti-

27 Colonist, May 28, 1893, p. 2.

28 The British Columbia Legislative -Assembly had a number of anti-
Chinese resolutions before it in the spring of 1893 (Jburnals 1893,

pp. 77, 85-6, 95, 138, 1L6).

29 Toronto Monetary Times, n.d., n.p., cited in Colonist, June 15,
1893, p. 4; Colonist, June 17, p. 4; News-Advertiser, July 15, p. L.
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30
Oriental clauses. The emphasis given by the press to the fisher-
men's anti-Japanese séntimentlwas out of all proportion to the size
of the problem in 1892-3, when not more than one-seventh of the
fishermen were Jépanese.sl By distorting the campaign for license
reforms, the anti-Oriental emphasis certainly reduced its
 effectiveness.

Why, then, was such prominence given by the Fishermen's
Association to the attack on the Japanese? Undoubtedly, it reflects
their reaction to the gfanting of.individuél licenses to Japanese,
which first occurred in the season of 1892. When the first 10
Japanese entered the industry in 1888, they fished for English and
Company's Steveston cannery, presumably on cannery licenses.32
During the seasons of 1889 to 1891, when individual licenses were
iimited largely fo previous license holders, the growing number of
Japanese was prevented from taking out their own licenses. With the
ending in 1892 of the limitation on their numbers, individual
licenses were issued to Japanese, bringiné them as contract fisher-
men for the first time into direct competition with the white group.

This occasioned the angry outburst among the whites that we have

discussed.

30 See T, R, Ioosmore, "The British Columbia Labor Movement and
Political Action, 1879-1908," unpublished M.A. thesis, University of
British Columbia, Oct., 1954, appendices, pp. iv, xiii, xv.

31 See Table V, p. 48 above,

32 Rounéeféll and Kelez, Fraser River Salmon Fisheries, p. TOS.
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The charges, stressed in the preamble to the petition,
that Chineée and Japanese were fraudulently getting naturalization
papers to qualify for fishing.licenses, are another instance of
the Association's gttempt to preserve the privileged position
of its members. On the recommendation of the Royal Commission,

a new requirement that fishermen be British subjects and resident
in the province had been inserted into the intérim regulations
of 1892, If it could be enforced, it would strengthen the bar-
gaining poéition of the resident fishermen for whom the
Association spoke. The Association cﬁose to concentrate on a
politically popular éttack on the Japanese, rather than on the
United States fishermen who ‘also came and went freely.33 X may
have felt that the emotional fervor of anti-Orientalism provided
its best defence égainst the charge that it wanted these
regulations enfqrced to create a monopoly for its members.

Té get support for their demands and to recruit members
the fishermen held meetings in New Westminster and Steveston.
Finally, an organization, the "Fraser River Fishermen's Protective
and Benevolent Association™ with Alex W. Anderson, President;
Thomas Steffensen, Vice-PTésident; William Crawford, secretary;

and Edward Johnson, treasurer, was incorporated under the provisions

33 Columbian, Sept. 5, 1893, p. k.
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of the provincial "Benevolent Societies Act” of 1891 (54 Vict.,
Chap. hl).3 . ‘ ‘

While the fishermen were attempting fo bring public
pressure on the government, the‘canners were Quietly planning a
counter-offensive against the privileged group of contract
fishermen. A meeting of Fraser River canners held on July 8, 1893,
fixed the price to be paid for sockeye in the coming séason at
six cents.35 Newspaper reports of this meeting of the "Canners!
Association" reveal a division in its ranks. Alexander.Ewen, the
longest estéblished of the canngrs and one of the largest operators,
refused to join the "combine."3 Henry O. Bell-Irving, manager of
the Anglo-British Columbia Packing Company, Iimited, the newly-
formed English syndicate which had seven canneries on the river,

favored the price-cut. His attitude underlines the determination

of the newly-formed company to establish a firm position for

34 B.C., Reg., of Cos., File 20 (Soc.) {@icrofilnﬂ . The name repro-
duces. the style of that of the '"Columbia River Fishermen®s Protective
Association'-~the only change being dictated by the necessity of reg-
istering as .a benevolent society--so closely as to suggest that the
o0lder organization was used as a model.

35 This was reported to be a drop from "the usual price--ten cents"
which. suggests that over the period of license limitation that figure
had come to be regarded as the customary one (Columbian, July 15, 1893,
p. 1). No evidence on prices during the season of 1892 could be found.
That year was a small one for sockeye and if it followed the pattern
of 1801, prices would have ranged up to 20 cents (see page ULk above),
The fact that 15 cents was mentioned in 1893 by union spokesmen in
connection with the fishermen's demands, may indicate that this price
had been paid in at least part of the previous season (News-Advertiser,
July 18, 1893, p. 8).

36 He wished to continue to pay 10 cents, and was still paying
eight cents (Columbian, July 15, 1893, p. 1).
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itself in competition with the older firms in the industry.
During the subsequent dispute, Bell-Irving outlined the
objective of those canners who had agreed to cut the prices:

In previous years, he said, part of the licenses were
assigned to the canners and part to the free fishers. The
canners did not get sufficient to assure them as many fish
as they might need. They engaged men by the day for their
own boats and licenses but for fear they should not get
enough fish they contracted at the beginning of the season
with outside men by the fish for their catch of the season.
To guarantee that they should get as many fish as they
required the canners usually paid these outside fishermen
much more than the cost of those [fisﬁ] caught in their
own boats would average. They found it better, hovever,
to do that than to be short at the end of the season,

In those times a fisherman's license was a valuable
document, This year all that is changed. All who care
to pay the fee may get a license and the river is covered
with fishermen, about 1,200 in all having been issued,
The canners are thus pretty well assured of their supply
and have put the price to what they consider a proper
price . . . . 37

The fishermen, includiﬁg all holders of individual licenses,
whether white, Indian, or Japanese, refused to sign contracts at the
reduced price and held out for 10 cents.38 It is probable that they
were supported by share or "lay" mén_who would also be affected,

The téctics, apparently agréed ﬁpon at the fishermen's mass meeting
6n Saturday Julj 8, unfolded in the next week.39 A letter was dis-

patched to each of the canners asking him to meet with a committee

37 News-Advertiser, July 21, 1893, p. 1.

38 Columbian, July 15, 1893, p. 1.

39. Ibid., July 11, 1893, p. k.
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of five from the Fishermen's Association at Ladner's Landing on
Friday July 14 to negotiate a settlement of éhe dispu.‘t:,e.)-‘LO When,
on Friday morning, the fishermen whousupported the Association
refused to work, a strike had begun. * None of the canners, not
excluding the dissident Alex Ewen, would meet with the fishermen's
committéé.he )

Having thus decided not to negotiate, the canners concen-
trated on winning the dispute with the fishermen. Their opening
move was to insert an advertisement in the New Wéstminster and
Vancouver newspaﬁers, siéned by all the canning companies--Ewen
and Company along with the rest--offering a $50.00 reward for
information leading to the arrest and convicfion of anyone cutting
nets, or damaging other property, intimidating fishermen or pre-

- venting them from performing their duties, inciting to unlawful
acts, or "using violence or threat of violence to any person or
persons iﬁ,ynrsuance of any combination or conspirécy to raise the

43

rate of wages.,"

40 Columbian, July 18, 1893, p. 4; News-Advertiser, July 18, p. k.
Y1 Tbid., July 15, 1893, p. 1. |
42 A Fishermen's Associstion letter to the press alleged they were

reported as saying "they would never lower themselves to meet common
fishermen and paupers" (Columbian, July 19, 1893, p. 1). Mr, Bell-

Irving, for his part, .complained that "because we refuse to meet them,

we, the canners, are now called monopolists and such names" (News-
Advertiser, July 15, 1893, p. 3).

43 Vancouver News-Advertiser, July 15, 1893, p. 1 (rumning to July
28); Vancouver World (hereafter cited as World), July 15, p. 2 (to
July 28); New Westminster Columbian, July 15, p. 4 (to July 29).

.
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This legal phraseology seems to have been chosen to
frighten ﬁhe unsophisticated into believing that any group action
by fishermen was somehow illegal. The section quoted above para-
phrased Section 524 of the Criminal Code of Canada, 1892 (55-56
Victoria, Chap. 29), but with a significant omission desiéned to
strengthen the impiication that any group action by fishermen was
illegal. The canners! version of the section omitted the word
"unlawful",(plentifully sprinkled through the preceding text)
from in front of "combination and conspiracy.” In fact, the
Criminal Code speéifically exempted combinatiéns.of workmen as
such from prosecution for conspiracy, so long asvthéy did nothing
that was otherwise illegal (s.s. 516-9). The ambiguous position
of trade ﬁnions under the law of conspiracy, then and later, laid
working men open to this type of pressure from employers.m+

The suggeétion that the fishermen were committing, or were
about to commit, "unlawful" acts was followed up with direct charges
that the fishermeﬁ were, iﬂ fact, intimidating the Indians so as to
prevent them from going fishing. Some of the charges seem to be
based on the union®s methods in collecting dues‘from and issuing
membership cards to Indians., Some Indiaﬁs were said to have
regarded the card either as a license, without which they could

L5

not fish, or as a new revenue tax., The Hon. J. H, Turner,

44 Canada, Department of Labor, Trade Union Law in Canada, Ottawa,
King's Printer, 1935, pp. 22-2k4,

45 News-Advertiser, July 15, 1893, p. 3; July 18, p. 3.
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Provincial Minister of Finance, and himself a canner with interests
on the Fraser River, wired Premier Davie asking for provincial

police to be sent to communities along the Fraser. Half-breeds,

Lt

charged with intimidéiion, were arrested.
The Fishermen's Association was placed on the defensive,
but their.dfficers promptly denied the charges, saying théy would
"use their best endeavours to prevent any acts of lawlessness on
the part of members of the .l\s,socia.’cion.")+8 The Association, in
turn, charged that the canners were "using all legal and illegal
means in their power to put down 'this conspiracy to raise the
rate of wages' as they call the Fishermen's Association.”
Specifically they charged Indian agents, cannery owners énd even
a priestuﬁith using undue influencé to get the Indians to return
to work. ’
Behind these charges and counter-charges lay the crucial
struggle for the support of the fishermen, a great majority of them

Indians, who fished for daily wages in cannery boats. In numbers

ﬁhey probably represented from one-third to one-half of the

46 News-Advertiser, July 15, 1893, p. 3.

47 Ibid. The harassing nature of these arrests can be judged by
the cases being adjourned several times at the request of the pros-
ecutors until the strike was over, when the charges were apparently
quietly dropped (Columbian, July 20, 1893, p. 1; Aug. 3, pP. 4).

48 Columbian, July 15, 1893, p. 1.

4o Ipid.
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- approximately 2,350 men involved., For either side to win, it must
get the allegiance of the men on daily wages. On the day the strike
began, the Associgbion announced that its demands included one for
$3.00 a day for "boatmen." But the canners had already partially
forestalled this'strategm'by offering a raise of 25 cents over
previous years to $£2.50 and $2.25.5l

The cannefs did not; however, rely solely on the offer of
an increaée in wages to lure the Indians back to work. .As the
Fishermen's Association charged, they enlisted the help of federal
Indian Affairs officials. On Sunday July 16, just before the
ﬁeekly opening, A. W. Vowell, Superintendent of Indian Affairs for
British Columbia, toured the Indian camps at Steveston with the
Indian Agent from the Cowichan district, W, H. Lomas.52 With Vowell

and Lomas went William Moresby, governor of the-provincial gaol at

New ﬁéstminster.' They told the Indians that they were free to go

50 The number of men on daily wages is diffiecult to estimate. A
- total of 1,174 licenses was' issued on the Fraser in 1893. Rounse-
fell and Kelez estimate that Indians got 558 of them (See Table V,
p. 48 above). At two men per license, this would mean about 1,100
Indians were involved., But not all Indians were wage earners and
not all wage workers were Indians. Anderson, the union president,
claimed a membership of 1,600. His figures of 1,287 licenses to
whites and Indians and 63 to Japanese gives too high a total, while
underestimating the Japanese share and not differentiating between
cannery licenses and individual licenses (News-Advertiser, July 18,

1893, p. 8).

51 Columbian July 15, 1893, p. 1. The rate in recent seasons had
been $2.25 for fishermen and $2,00 for boat-pullers.

52 World, July 15, 1893, p. 2.
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to work and should meke their own private arrangements with the
canners, It was reasonéble enough a&vice, but, as advice given in
the presenée of a provincial gaol éfficial who also performed
police duties, it could easily be construed as intimidation.53
Also lending their presence to attempts to get the Indians back tb
work were a number of special constables, under a provincial police
sergeant who had beenhdispatched by the Davie government in response
to Turner's req_uest.5 An Indian chief who supported the strikers,
declared: "At Ladner's there were so many constables they tried
to scare the Indians to go fishing."55

A number of Indians, whethér intimidated or persuaded, went
‘back to work on Sunday night.56. There is some question as to the
exact number, but a Vancouver steémer, bearing excursionists
returning after a day's visit to the canneries in Steveston,
reported that the river was so choked with nets after the six
o'clock opening that the vessel found passage difficult.57 Once any

return to work had begun, however, the issue of the strike could not

be long in doubt. The weakness of the strikers?! position was

53 Colonist, July 18, 1893, p. 2; News-Advertiser, July 18, p. 1.

54 News-Advertiser, July 16, 1893, p. 3.

55 Ibid': JUly 25, 1893, Po 7-

56 Colonist, July 18, 1893, p. 2; News-Advertiser, July 18, p. 1.

57 World, July 17, 1893, p. k.
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underlined by pronouncements by canners to the effect that no out-
side boats would be needed for the season.58 This action was
undoubtedly an attempt to influence the strikefs though the
experience of previous years of a heavy run had indicated that
far less than the 20 boats allowed could catch all that a cannery
could process.59 By the end of the first week, all the Indians
were reporged to be fishing and a number of "Austrians™ had also
gone back. ° There was also a report that "y few" of the Assoc-
jation members had made "private arrangemenfs" with the canneries
and were fishing again.6l

The strike apparently ended on Sunday»night, July 23, with
most of the fishermen going back to work on whatever térms they were
able to arrange.with the canners.62 When the strike was at its last
gasp, the Association made a final appeal to public'opinion at a
mass meeting held in the Market Hall in Vancouver the previous
evening, The diminishing support for the strike can be measured

by the sizé of the audience: only 200 fishermen and 50 members of

the public., The meeting paSsed two resolutions, One condemned the

58 Colonist, July 19, 1893, p. 2.

59 Canada, Fishery Commission, "Minutes, 1892, S.P., 1893,
no., 10c, passim. . .

60 World, July 22, 1893, p. k.
61 Columbian, July 22, 1893, p. k4.

62 Columbian, July 2k, 1893, p. 4; Colonist, July 25, p. 2.
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Indian Agents for "using their influence as Government officials to
induce them [£he Iﬁdiané] to return to work for starvation wages.”
The second repeated the demand that 'the number of fishing licenses
granted to the canneries should be gfeatly reduced" and added that
"all licenses illegally granted to Japgnese and canneries in name
6nly should be immediately cancelled." ’

The strike of 1893 was defeafed chiefly by the solid front
maintained by the canners6uduring a time of economic depression,65
but there were also a number of other reasons. The Association had
been unable to hold together the diverse group that it sought to
lead. The contract fishermen ﬁere chiefly concerned about licenses
and fish prices., Their support of a raise for men on daily wages
appears as almost én afterthought. They were unable.to hold the
Indians in face-of the raise in daily rates offered by the canners,
and of the pressure that the canners brought to bear on them through
government officials, Towards the Japanese, their attitude was

ambivalent., On one hand, they boasted of Japanese support for the

- Association, and, on the other, refused to let them join its ranks,

63 News-Advertiser, July 25, 1893, p. U4; Columbian, July 25, p. k.

64 As Henry Bell-Irving remarked, "on this occasion at least the
canners had taken united action," a wry commentary on their previous
failures in this direction (News-Advertiser, July 15, 1893, p. 3).

65 By the beginning of the second week of the strike, the Colonist
carried a Vancouver report stating: "Every stage for Steveston is
 crowded with men going to work in the .canneries" (Colonist, Aug. 20,
' 1893, p. 2). Other reports of the time stress the unemployment
prevalent in Vancouver.
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even though the Japanese apparently asked either to be admitted, or
alternatively, offered $500 if the Association would set up a
separate union for them;66

.This dispute, although brief, is im?ortant because in many
respects it anticipates the problems of the strike of 1900, The
refusal to accept a price cut, the ad hoc character of the fishermen's
organization, the stresses améng ethnic groups, the aggressive tactics
of the canners, the appeal to public opinion and fhe role of the
provincial police--all figure in the later dispute,

The strike of 1893 having failed, the Fraser River Fisher-6
men's Proﬁective and Benevolent Association faded from public view. !
- During the rest of the 1890's, the fishermen were at the mercy of
Supply and demand in the setting of fish prices. For the remainder
of the season of 1893, prices varied according to the pack prospects.
The expected big run did not commence until the beginning of the
ﬁeek of August 20.68 In the meantime, prices rose to eight cents,
then to 12-1/2, and even to 15 cents., When the price was still ét
eight cents some of the "free" fishermen--individual license holders--

. : 69
refused to fish unless they got 10 cents. When the big run did

66 News-Advertiser, July 18, 1893, p. 8.

67 It at least survived the strike, holding a meeting in Steveston
to apply for admission to the Vancouver Trades and Labor Council
(Colonist, Aug. 5, 1893, p. 2). Three hundred fishermen, probably
the hard core of the Association's support, marched in the Labor
Day parade (ibid., Aug. 26, p. 2). .

68 Colonist, Aug. 22, 1893, p. 2.

69 Ibid., Aug. 4, 1893, p. 2; Aug. 9, p. 2; Aug. 17, p. 2.
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come, the slow-moving cannery lines were soon over-supplied with
fish. The fishermen then experienced what must have seemed to
them the other side of a "heads I win, tails you lose" situation:
Just when they could make‘some money, they were limitéd in their
deliveries to the.canneries.7o The season ended with full packs
for the canneries and reports thét the fishermen's average eérnings,
in spite of the larger number of fishermen, were equal to those of
previous years, a situation that neither canneries nor fishermen
could expect to be repeated in subsequent off-years.71

An analysis of price trends in the succeeding seasoniof
the 1890's will help to establish the problems of the fishermen
" facing price fluctuations without any form of bargaining group to
assist him in his negotiations with the cannery operators. This,
in turn, may serve to identify the types of difficulties.thai he
tried to solve through organization and collective action.

Increasing competition for fish is mirrored in the prices
paid in tﬁe 1894 season. The canners met before the season to
decide on the price and apﬁarently set eight cents as the rate.72
But not all operators were prepared to "hold the line." When the

run continued poor into August, prices shot up. An "unprecedented"

25 cents was paid by one cannery while otherspaid 15 and 20 cents.

70 Colonist, Aug. 25, 1893, p. 2.
71 Columbian, ‘Aung. 30, 1893, p. 4; Sept. 1, p. k.

72 Colonist, July 20, 1894, p. 2.
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The canneries that kept the old scale were forced to offer the
éounter-attraction of accepting all fish delivered--a promise that
meant no limit‘even in heavy runs.73 When the run improved, some
canners led an attempt to cut back to the eight-cent level, but
only about two-thirds of them followed this lead.7br The season
ended with only a "three-quarter" pack75on the Fraser and the
canners‘holding6lafge unsold and'uncommitted stocks for a rise in
London prices.7

The high prices paid in 1894 had their effect on the next
season.’ Although 1895 was an "off" year for sockeye the run was
expected to be early and té coﬁe with a rush. The contract fisher-
men, therefore, asked for higher prices and this in turn caused a
rush of would-be fishermen, attracted by the prospect of 25 cents
per fish.77 That year the canners were unable to agree at all on
a price: Angio-British Columbia Packing, which had maintained a

hard line on prices since its formation in 1891, announced that,

in the absence of any agreement, it would pay 25 cents through the

73 Colonist, Aug. 5, 1894, p. 2.

74 Ibid., Aug. 8, 1894, p. 2.

75 This expression stems from the days of hand-made tins, Canneries
had to decide before the season opened on the number of cases they
would prepare to pack, as more tins usually could not be made quickly
enough to take advantage of any heavy run., A 'three-quarter" pack
meant only that proportion of the cans prepared had been filled.

76 Colonist, Aug. 10, 1894, p. 5; Aug. 27, p. 2.

77 Ibid., June 23, 1895, p., 2; July 11, p. 2.
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78
whole season, Some contracts also apparently contained clauses

19
allowing uniimited delivery of fish, As soon as the run began,

prices, other presumably than these contracts for the season,
- dropped. In:one tremendous 24-hoﬁr period, beginning at the weekly
opening on August 11, every cannery was glutted. One of Anglo~-

British Columbia's canneries took 40,000 fish in two days at eight
81
and 10 cents each, and was reported to have been offered 100,000,

The price dropped to as low as five cents and remained there after

fhe run had eased. The fishermen responded by refusing to fish at
82
that price,

The season of 1806 saw a continuance of the high prices of

the previéus year., Contracts were made with fighermen for 25 cents,
83
20 cents being the lowest price offered. Some canneries exper-

8l

ienced difficulty in getting fishermen, but this situation was

relieved, partly by the arrival of fishermen who left Rivers Inlet
85 ,
because of a strike there for higher prices, and partly by the

78 Colonist, July 13, 1895, p. 2.
79 Ibid., Aug. 13, 1895, p. 1.
80 Ibid., July 16, 1895, p. 2.
81 Ibid., Aug. 18, 1895, p. 6.
82 Ibid., Aug. 15, 1895, p. 2.
83 Ibid., July 1k, 1896, p. 2.
84 Ivid., July 18, 1896, p. 2.

85 Ibid., July 19, 1896, p. 2.
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licensing of more Japanese, Price changes in the season closely
paralleled those of i895. When the heaviest part of the run
developed in August, prices dipped tg 10 and five cents, but rose
again to 15 cents as it dropped off, ? Problems arose with contract
fishermen, for apparently their contracts that season permitted no
price drop. VWhen the supply of fish became abundant, the canneries
simply refused to honor the contract price of 25 cents, The fisher-
men involved resisted the price cut, but, it was reported, "after
much consideration and a few threats a compromise was made-;ZO cents
being the figure to canners who made contracts."88 That the threats,
whatever they wefe, weré_not acted on, simply séells'out how vulner-
able even the fishermen holding a contract were to unilateral action
by the canners,

Both canners and fishermen approached the season of 1897
in expectation that it would be a "pig" year. Before sockeye fishing
started, 16 of the canners on the iowef reaches of the river around
Steveston and Ladner's, met and agreed that they would offer only
eight cents a fish. This decision caused an uproar among the fisher-
‘men who had gathered for the season's opening. The protest was

spontaneous, since no organization then existed; neither was any

formal organization set up during the short dispute. TFirst to balk

86 Colonist, July 31, 1896, p. 2.
87 Columbian, Aug. 11, 1896, p. 4; Aug. 12, p. 4; Aug. 19, p. k.-

88 Colonist, Aug. 15, 1896, p. 2.
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at the declared price was a group of Indian fishefmen, numbering
300 to 400, who announced that they were on strike, and would return
home, unless they were paid 25 cents a fish, the price during most
of the previous season.89 The Japanese followed as a group, asking
for 15 cents.90 The white fishermen joined them, somewhat unwillingly,
a number standingbaloof, particularly some of the men having their
own gear.9l These men, who made up the once-privileged contract
group, seem to have disliked the Japanese so much as to be unable to
co~operate with them, even to their own advantage.

The thfee groups were unwilling to give up their separate
identities'to the point of forming any kind of common organization.
Each met separately, and then jointly in a mass meeting at Steveston.
This meeting elected a committee to ask the canners to sign an
agreement to pay not less than 15 cents a fish for the entire
season??a compromise price between the whites' preference for 15
cents to open and not less than 10 cents,93and the Indians' demand
for 25 cents throughout the season. Reports of the>dispute suggest
that some white fishermen did not like the 1l5-cent figure simply

because it had been first proposed by the Japanese, If this same

89 Columbian, July 8, 1897, p. 1.
90 Ibid.

91 Ibid., July 12, 1897, p. L.
92 Ioid., July 13, 1897, p. 4.

93 Ibid., July 9, 1897, p. 1.
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source can be believed, they were also reluctant to sign a '"no 15
cénts, no fish"lpledge partly because it had originated as. a
Japanese idea.9L

It is highly unlikely that the cannery owners agreed even
to meet‘the committee, but they did hold a meeting among themselves
in Vancouver that Saturday and raised the opening price to 10 cen.ts.95
This figure was acceptable to a good many white fishermen and their
écceptance probably influenced the other groups. In any case, all
went back to work without any significant loss of fishing time during
the run. Subsequently some refusals by the canneries to take on the
"kickers" was reported, and the whole dispute blamed on “American
égitators, although with what Justlflcatlon is not known.96

Sdme features of this dispute underliine the changes in
canner-fiéhermen relations that had taken place since the last
dispute in 1893. Indians, who in 1893 had been on daily wages,
were ﬁow, at Steveston at least, on piece-work--in Tact, ;ome of

9

them ekpressed a desire to go back to the former system. This

older method of payment had not been entirely eliminated, hoﬁever,

oL Columbian, July 12, 1897, p. 1.
95 Ibid.

96 Ibld., July 13, 1897, p. 4. DMNumbers of fishermen from the U,S,
fished on the Fraser that season (Columblan, Aug, 19, 1897, p. 1).
Perhaps some of them had had experience in the Columbia River strike
of 1896 (Columbian, Aug. 27, 1896, p. ) and that formed the basis
of the report.

97 Columbian, July 9, 1897, p. 1.
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as New Westminster canneries still had some men on daily wages.

" The progress of the 1897 season was a vivid demonstration
of problehs facing the fishermen. A heavy run, one of the largest
in the history of the Fraser, set in and lasted two and a half
weeks. Even the gregtly increased number of canneries since the
last "big" year was unable to handle the fish. Prices dropped as
low aé twd cents and limits were everywhere put on deliveries. o
heavy was the run that the fishermen were left with thousands of
fish on their hands for which no sale existed.99 A few fish were
salted but thousands were thrown away each day--some estimates range
as high as 100,000 a day.loo Small consolation to the fishermen,
then, that the pack was the largest yet on the Fraser River. Nor
were they much comforted by newspaper observations that "this is not
their year'}Oland the hopes expressed that they could "make a little
money " by fishing the tail end of the run.lo2 .

. The season of 1898 saw another flare-up among fishermen.
That seasén was a failure compared with the years just previous to

: : 103
it, or indeed, with corresponding years in other four-year cycles.

98 Columbian, July 9, 1897, p. 1.

99 Ibid., July 26, 1897, p. 1; July 28, p. 4; July 31, p. 4; Aug. 2, p.h.
100 Ivid., Aug. 5, 1897, p. 4.

101 Ibid., Aug. 9, 1897, p. 3.

102 Ibid., Aug. 5, 1897, p. 4; Aug. 11, p. k.

103 See Table II, p. 8 above.
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The price of fish, therefore, stayed at 15 cents in the first part
of the season, A sudden spurt on the evening of a weekly Sunday

opening caused some canneries to cut the price--prematurely, as it
104
turned out--to 10 cents. This time the fishermen with their own

gear and those on shares refuéed to work., The cut in prices had

been made only by a few canneries and these soon found out they
105
could not sustain such an action without majority support.

Individual settlements ended the walkout and the price returned

to 15 cents; then it climbed, as the run stayed light, to 20, 22-1/2
106
and 25 cents, This high price did not mean toc much for, as one

report commented,‘"the fish are not running so the price is
107

immaterial,"” The pack, when complete, was the smallest on the
. .108

Fraser since 1892,

In 1899, prices went even higher than they had been in

1898, The season opened with a price of 25 cents and the prospect
A 109
of its reaching 30 cents. The 25-cent level was maintained

through practically the whole éeason except for a brief slump to
110
15 cents during a temporary giut. The size of the run does not

104 Columbian, Aug. 2, 1898, p. 4,

105 Ibid., Aug. 3, 1898, p. 3. !

106 Ibid., Aug. 15, 1898, p. U4; Aug. 17, p. k4.
107 Ibid., Aug. 17, 1898, p. kL.

108 See Table II, p. 8 above.

109 Colonist, July 16, 1899, p. 5.

110 Ibid., Aug. 15, 18993 P. 1; Aug. 183 P. 2; Mg, 25, p. 2;
Aug. 26, p. 2; Sept. 1, p. 5.
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explain this price level as it doe§ that of 1898, since the pack was
in fact second only to the record catch of 1897.lll Competition
among the large number of canneries is the only explanation that
can be offered.

Although wide fluctuations in price occurred both during
each season and between seasons, the trend during the period from
1893 to 1899 was for prices to rise. This created problems for the
cannery operator, who was faced with aﬁ ever higher cost for his raw
material, Yet the individual fisherman, because of more competition
in his trade, limitations on deliveries and price changes during the
course of the fishing seascon, did not always benefit from the higher
prices.

The opposing interests of canners and fishermen in the
matter of.fish prices, produced a conflict that had become endemic
in the industry by the end of the 1890's. This conflict did not,
however, of itself result in an organizatioﬁ of fishermen., The
formation in 1893 of the Fraser Riveé.Fishermen's ETotective'and
Benevolent Association may appear at first glance to contradict
this statement, but this organization was not formed to seek price
adjustments, Tts objective was legislative action to change the
balance of fishing licenses as between individual holders and

canneries, and to alter the conditions under which licenses were

<

111 See Table II, p. 8 above.
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granted., The end of these changes would be to weaken the canners!
control ovér the supply of fishermen and to create a monopoly for
the contract fishermen. The strike of 1893 bore little relation to
this campaign., It was in a sense forced on the Association by its
members' reaction to the canners' insistence on price cuts that
would undermine their privileged position, Throughout this essentially
negabive struggle, the Association was on thé defensive,

If the strike was a diversion of the Association from its
main purpése, then its reluctance to assume the leadership of all
fishermen regardless of ethnic group, or whether they were on
contract, shares or wages, and failure to hold together this motley
group, is understandable., The approach to the Indians and the
inclusion of the demand for a raise in daily-waées appears to have
been made only at the last minute. The Association rebuffed the
Japanese when they tried to join it,'even though the Japanese of
fheir §wn accord adopted the Association's price demaﬁds. It stood
by while the Indians were persuaded, by methods amounting to intimi-
dation, to goAback to work, Although the press was ever ready to
leap on any reports of subsequent disturbances, no evidence exists
of any Association attempt to interfere with fishing by non-striking
fishermen, The evidence, in fact, points just the other way--to the
passivityvof.Association members in face of the bleeding away of their
support. The main resolution at the final public meeting, for in-
stance, did not even refer to the strikers' price demands, but

repeated arguments for license changes.
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Granting the purpose of the Association to be the‘protection
and improvément of the position of the contract fishermen at the
expense of other fishermen, then its relation both to the struggle
over prices and to other fishermen, including the Japanese, becomes
clear, It hoped to control prices by creating a mbnqpoly for its
members. An influx of fishermen, whether Japanese or American, could
only destroy this monopoly. No organization that united all fisher-
men would serve the purpose of édvancing the interests of a particular
section, Hence the refusal to broaden the Association to include
211 fishermen.

This also seems to be the reason why the opportunity that
existed at the opening of the season of 1897 to re-create a fisher-
men's organization was not taken, The protests over price cuts were
in that year started by the Indians; followed by the Japanese, and
only then taken up reluctantiy by the white group. Tﬁe logic-of the
situation demanded an organization embracing the thrée groups, bub
they met separabtely, and ineffectively, during the brief dispute.
Even though the white group were again actively promoting legislative
change, as will be seen in the following chapter, they were apparently
prepared to accept  the lower prices offered rather than submerge
their special interests in an all;inclusive organization.

We must, therefore, look to the struggle over fishery
regulationé to find the genesis of those fishermen's organizations

that were to lead the 1900 strike,
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CHAPTER III
FISHERY REGULATIONS AND THE FORMATION OF FISHERMEN'S UNIONS

The struggle that convinced fishermen of their need to
organize for thé protection of their collective interests centred
in the regulations governing fishing, regulations that came under
the jurisdiction of the federal Department of Marine and Fisheries.
As we have seen, the very first s:hort—lived fishermen's ox:ga.nization
in l893 was formed to influence expected new regulations to the
advantage of its members.l In this aim, the Association, though as
a body it did not survive its involvement in the 1893 strike, was
at least partially successful. The regulations adopted in 1804
provided for continuance of unlixﬁited issuance of individual
licenses, a practice that had been begun in 1892. They also limited
issuance of an indiw;'id.ua.l license to a "bona fide f:{sherman, being
an actual resident of the Province of British Columbia." Each
menber of a firm or compan& and every ﬁerson receiving a: license had
to be a British subject, Licenses were also .ma.de non-transferable,
But the Eremedies against dﬁmmy canneries were not, as it turned out,

. 2
sufficiently detailed.

1 See page U9 above.

2 Canada, Privy Council, "Order in Council, March 3, 1894 [Fishery
Regulations for the Province of British Columbia], " Canada Gazette,

vol. 27 (March 17, 1894), pp. 1579-80.



- T4 -

Once these new regulstions came into effect the agitation
over the fishery regulations subsided., The position of both individual
fishermen and canners remained much as iﬁ had been in the previous
two seasons, and the energy of the canners was directed to a struggle
for the repeal or suspensions of the regulations which required them
to dispose of fish offal by towing it to deep water.3

Agitation was renewed in 1896 by two unrelated events: the
continued increase in fishing intensity caused by the growing number
of fishermen and the election in that year of a new Liberal govern-
ment in Ottawa. The fishing pressure would, in any E:a.se, have
" aroused fresh diséontent among the fishermen, but the coincidence of
the election of a new government made them hopeful of repeating their
earlier success in influencing changes in the regulations.

The steady increase in the number of licenses caused a
compara.ble'drop in the catch per unit of effort.h This drop, to a
large extent, offget rising sockeye prices in the 1890's. No relief
appeared to be in sight for the fisherman as he watched the issuances

5

of licenses increase in good years and bad.

3 Colonist, Sept. 30, 1894, p. 6; Oct. 14, p. 6; Oct. 16, p. 6;
Rov. 1, pp. 6-7; Kov. 22, p. 4; Dec. 11, p. 8; Dec. 12, p. U; May 17,
1895, pp. 4, 5; May 2k, p. 4. . .

4 See Table VI and Figure I, pp. 75 and 76 below,

5 From 1897 on, the asnnual catch very closely reflected the abundance
of sockeye, thus suggesting that the river was close to its point of
maxipum utilization, Prior to that date, other factors, discussed
previously, limited the catch (Ward and Larkin, Cyclic Dominance in
Adams River Sockeye, p. 10). . . ]
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TABLE VI

CATCH PER UNIT OF EFFORT BY GILLNETS
*

ON THE FRASER RIVER, 1888 - 1901
WW

Total Catch
Bumber Units of Per Unit
Year Gillnetted Effort of Effort
1888 - k33,000 576 752
1889 3,651,393 56 6,126
1890 2,263,250 596 3,797
1891 1,296,937 - 629 2,062
1892 543,100 954 569
1893 5,397,005 1,626 3,319
1894 3,737,200 2,481 1,506
1895 4,033, 720 2,580 1,563
-1896 3,120,523 4,291 127
1897 9,959, 350 3,632 2,599
1898 2,293,715 L, 642 Lol
1899 4,514,385 4,785 o3
1900 1,873,981 6,369 29k
1901 11,792,692 - 6,350 1,857

* Rounsefell and Kelez, Fraser River Salmon Fisheries, p. 766. The
concept of '"unit of effort” of Rounsefell and Kelez was developed to
measure the intensity of gillnet fishing for the sockeye runs on the
Fraser River. From the official total of licenses issued, the authors
estimated the numbers of Indians, whites and Japanese getting licenses
(Tavle 2, pp. 706-7). They then calculated the total of units of
fishing effort by assigning each license a weight, according to their
estimate of the fishing efficiency of each group. Indian licenses
were assigned a weight of 1,00, whites 1,375 and Japanese 2.32 (p. 707).
They used this total to derive an average annual catch per unit of .
fishing effort, by dividing it into the number of sockeye caught,
which latter figure was estimated from the pack in cases, The result-
ing table and figure (Table 31, and Figure 23, pp. T66-7) are repro-
duced in the present study only for the years 1888-1901., For comparison,
the cycle of years including 1900 is shown in red (see p. 3 above).
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The mést vocal of the fishermen-~the white resident group
that had been the "outside" or comtract fishermen during the period
of license limitati'.on—'—rea.c.;ted by attempting to restrict the efforts
of their competitors. Towards the end of the season of 1896, at a
meeting in the Opera House, Steveston, a demand was made on the
Dominion Government for "changes beneficial to the fishermen who

' A committee of seven was

are residents and voters 'in the Province.'
chosen to draft a petition to the Ministez: of Marine and Fisheries
demanding, among other changes in the regulations, that l:i:censes be
issued only to Provipcial voters, Such a restriction would eliminate
the competition of the Japanese who had been deprived of the vote by
the Provincia_.l legisla.tﬁre. A further demand for stringent enfore-
ment of naturalization was aimed at those Americans who became
"Briﬁish subjects" f§r the duration of the fishing season, as well as
a'.i: the Japanese. 'The fishermen also asked for a heavy duty on
imports .of trap-caﬁght fish and for the abolition of traps in British
Columbia waters to restrict anocther source of competition, the
inereasing catch of Fraser River salmon by the fish traps in United
States waters around Poini Roberts and in the Canadian reaches of
Boundary Bay.

'Whether or not this petition was circulated is not certain,

7

6 Columbian, Aug. 18, 1896, p. 4; Aug. 25, p. k.

T A petition from A, VWheeler, Vancouver, was refused endorsation by
the New Westminster City Council because of its exaggerations about
that city. Whether this was the fishermen's petition cannot be deter-
mined (Columbian, Sept. 15, 1896, pp. 1, 2).
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but any plan to forward it to Ottawa was abandoned when it was learned
that the new Minister of Marine and Fisheries, L. H. Davies, was
shortly to visit British Columbis. At a second meeting in New
VWestminster a cominit‘bee was chosen to lay the fishermen's requests
before him.8 An address, presented to the Minister during the
course of a trip made under the committee's auspices from New
Westminster down the Fraser River to Stefveston, repeated at some
léngth objections to w;a.rious aspects of the regulations, The main
request was for the restriction of licenses to Provincial 'Q'oters
and bona fide fishermeg.9 The Minister's visit marks the emergence,
for the first time, of a sépa.rate group comprising fishermen who
lived in Vencouver in the eff;season. Meeting in the Union Hall,
Hastings Street » this group passed resolutions similar to thbse
é.ccepted at the New Westminster and Steveston meetings, and appointed
2 committee to present resolutions to the “Mi.nister.lo Their
deputation was headed by Robert Macpherson, va. member of the British
Columbia Legislative Assembly, who introduced the presentation by
pointed réference to the fact that these men had helped elect the
new Liberal member for Burrard. The leaders of the delegation made

it pia.in_t];at, in opposing licensés for all aliens, Japanese or

8 Columbien, Oct. 26, 1896, p. 1.
9 Ibid., Dec. 15, 1896, p. 4; Dec. 16, p. 1.

10 World, Oct. 31, 1896, p. 5.
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Americans, they spoke for resident fishermen., They also made
explicit the demand that the canners be deprived of their 20 licenses.
That demand was not at all favorably received by the Rﬁnister.ll

In this series of meetings the fishermen for the first time
had easy aécess to the Minister, and the assistance of Liberal poli-
ticians in smoothing the way for the presentation of théir case.
Both these facts might well have strengthened an imp;essioﬁ that
Sympathetic consideration would be given to the redress of
grievances.

There followed, however, a rather leisurely consideration
of possiblé changes in the fishery regulations., In July, 1897,
"Professor"” Edward Prince, the Dominion Fisheries‘coﬁmissioner,
Qﬁtended méefings in New Wéstmiﬂster and»Steveston, arranged by
Anlay Morrison. Prince heard spokesmen for the fishermen, including
members of the committee who had met the Minister, amplify their
grievances and place fresh emphasis on the unfair competition from
Americans who entered British Columbia only for the sockeye season.
Procedures used by Fisﬁeries officers in handling license appli-~
cations were also cdndemned as making easy the evasion of the
requirement of British citizenship. DPrince was impressed by the

; _ 12
unanimity of the fishermen'®s views on desirable changes.

11 News-Advertiser, Dec. 15, 1896, p. 5; World, Dec. 15, p. 5.

12 Columbian, July 26, 1897, p. 3; Aug. 2, p. 1.
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None of these meetings was called by an identifiable
organization, and none Ijesulted in the setting up of more than s
temporary committee for a specific object. The meetings with
Professor Prince were arranged by Aulay Nbrrison, the New Westminster
Liberal Member of Parliament who had been elected in 1896.

)  The suggestion that a union was needed appeared in con-
nection with the price dispute of 1897. Just before Prince's visit,
a Steveston correspondent of the Columbian remarked that 'what is
evidently needed is a strong Fishermen's Union to take orés.nized
action . e « o But this union cannot be established after the fish
have begun to enter the river."l3 Another Steveston correspondent
reported that "the fishermen would ilike very much to establish a
unién, but the& feel the task is too great, owing to the cosmopolitan

character of the crowd who come here," The fishermen were said,

however, to be pinning their hopes on 'thé effective‘limi‘bation of
both fishermen and boa.t-pﬁ].lers to British su.b;';ects.l)+
Vancouver fishermen, did ;'zttempt at this time to set up a
fishermen's union. At an organization meeting the chairman and the
secretary were men who had been members of the deputa.ﬂion to the
Minister of Marine and Fisheries the previous yea.r.l5 Though plans

were made to draft a constitution and by-laws, and 38 fishermen were

13 Columbian, July 12, 1897, p. 1.

15 News-Advertiser, Dec. 15, 1896, p. 5.
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: 16
enrolled at the meeting, the attempt came to nothing.,
One explanation for the lack of any move toward formal
organization by the New Westminster and Steveston resident fishermen
may lie in the entnusié.sixi of many of their leaders for co-operative
canneries as a means of controlling the effects of price cuts during
the season and limitations on deliveries of fish. Two such co-operative
canneries were started at this time: one at Annieville in 1896 vy
the Fraser River Industrial Society 'Iixﬂitedl'?é.nd one at Steveston
in 1897 by the Colonial Canning Company, Limited Iiabiliﬁy.lS Several
fishermen who served on committees or delégations}n these yea.rS or
who were later in the unions were among the organizers of these
ventures,
Finally, early in 1898, the federal fisheries authorities,
were ready ”with a draft of a complete revision of the regulations.
The draft met with instant opposition from the canners on the question
61‘ l:i.censes.l9 Clauses two az:;d three tightened the regulations in
favor of the fishermen who were residents and British subjects, but

for the first time required that boat-pullers ilave a permit, Fisher-

men and boat-pullers were to be required to register with the

16 News-Advertiser, Sept., 8, 1897, p. 5; World, Sept. 8, p. 8.

17 B.C. Reg. of Cos,, File 63 (Co-op) [mi‘crofnm] .
18 Ivid., File 413 (1890) [miéroﬁlxh] . \

19 What thé exact pi’oposéls were cannot be said since no copy of
the draft is available to me,
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Inspector of Fisheries by March 3lst and from this register would
Be taken the r.;a.mes of appliéants for licenses and permits. If this
regulation were enforced, it would obviously disqualify Japa.ﬁese who
arrived by steamer just before the sockeye sea.;c,on and .América.ns who
‘came to the Fraser for the July opening. But it would also disqualify,
as the ca.nnex."s pointed out, a number of men who worked for the.
remainder of the year in industries in other parts of the Province.
In addition to their objection to the procedure for gra.ntiﬁg individual
iicenses, the canners objected strenuously to the proposal . to cut
cannery licenses to ’t.en.,20

That the weight of the proposed new regulations favoured the
fishermen can be judged from the reactions from the two groups--the
fishermen and the canners. AL a meeting in New Westminster, fisher-
men had practically no amendments to offer and the few put forward
did not refer to the licensing system.z:L The canners, in contrast,
not only suggested extensive amendqxents, but sought to delay pro-
clamation of the regulations. They wired Ottawa asking that the
effective date for the changes f)e postponeé. until their represen=-
tations could reach the capital .22 Presumably they also sought
delay in the hopes that they could exert political pressure on the

Department.,

20 World, April 26, 1898, p. 2; News-Advertiser, April 27, p. 3;
Columbian, April 29, De. 3.

21 Columbian, June 7, 1898, p. 1.

22 World, Apnl 27, 1898, p. 5.
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Besides the protest, the meeting of canners produced a
long-term i‘esult, for the large and more than usually representative
gathering decided to set up a formal and permanent association to
replace the existing informal and partial means of consultation.

Up to this point, a Canners' Association is mentioned ffom time to
time in the newspapefs, but it seems to have been an ad hoc grouping
whose existence a leading canner could refuse to recognize.23 By
1898, the association was linked with,‘ but not part of, the Vancouver
Board of Trade to which many canners belonged. The Board also had a
fisheries.comittee made up of canners and agenté, aé did the British
Columbis Board of Trade in Victoria. But now a desire had arisen for ,
something more closely knit, Henry Bell-Irving told & meeting at
which the idea was put forward" that the cé.nners were being ignored
by the Department of Marine and Fisheries and that a new type of
organizé.tion would command more i:espect in Ottawa. After some dis-
cussion, a motion creating an organization, tentatively called the
"British Columbia Salmon Packers Association,” was endorsed and
committees made up of three representatives each from Vancouver,
Victoria and New Westminser, were set up to draft the necessary

constitution and ‘bﬂr-laws. This organization was undoubtedly given

impetus in its formative months by the proclamation in August, 1898,

23 World, Dec. 4, 1896, p. 8.

24 Ipid., Ii.pril 26, 1898, p. 2; News-Advertiser, April 27, p. 3;
Columbian, April 29, p. 3.
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of a number of amendments to the fishery regulations to come into
effect in the next sea.son.25

The canners had succeeded in having the government delay
any change‘in the regulations until after the season of 1898.26 The
department had also decide¢ that a complete revision of the exisfing
regulations would have to wait.27 But changes had been made in a
number of the most contentious clauées in the regulations: the
qualifications of license holders and the method by which 'a.ppli-
cations were to be made, The amendments called for licenses to be
restricted to British subjécts resident in Canada, who were bona
fide fishermen; BEach applicant for a license was required, no
later than April 30, to enter personally his name and address in a
register to be kept by local fishery officers. When actually
taking out his license, | he had to show a receipt"for payment of
his provincial poll tax for the preceding year. One license was
to be given to eac;}q person who was thus qua.lified; Canneries were
to get only 10 licenses instead of 20 as be‘fore, and these were
specifically restricted to only one fisherman, native Indian or

British subject, whose name was to go on the license, 'Individual

licenses were to be non-transferable and cannery licenses were to

25 Canada, Privy Council, "Order in Council, August 3, 1898 [Amend-
ment to Fishery Regulations for the Province of British Columbia] ,"
Canada Gazette, vol. 32 (August 13, 1898), pp. 280-1. .

~

26 Colonist, June 9, 1898, p. 2.

27 Canada, S.P., 1900, no. lla, p. Xv.
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be cancelled if the cannery failed to operate. For the first time
a permit was required fo.r boat-pullers; these mezi did not have to be
British subjects but they had to register under the same conditions
as fishermen, The remaining amendments dealt in detail with the
marking of boaté and nets and with penalties for violations.28

The regulations, as amended, conceded to the fishermen all
the changeé for which they had been agitating, except the complete
elimination of cannery licenses. In the political struggle over
regulations, the fishermen had worsted the canners, partly because
in this fight they had found friends in the government, Of this they
were immediately reminded., When the draft of the regulations was
released, the New Westminster Columbian, a friend of the ILiberal
government, said "complete protection for the fishermen a.r;d boat-
pullers is aimed at ," and it was quick to claim the credit for this
achievement for the iocal Liberal Member of Parliament, Morrison,
it said, had fought hard for the fishermen and had been supported
by Professor Prince who had been much impressed by the fishermen's
demands during his visit to the Fraser in 1897.29 The Toronto

Monetary Times also attributed tﬂe enactment of the'regﬁla:bions to

g : 30
"the exercise of political influence on the part of the fishermen,"

29 April i6, 1898, p. 1.

30 Cited in Colonist, Feb. 4, 1899, p. k.
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In this battle for political influence the canners had
suffered a'defeat. Partly because they were more or less satisfied
with the status-quo, A they had not campaigned' as vigorously as the
fishermen, who in the course of se\}eral years had hammered out a
set of very specific demands, Nor had the canners, as they them-
selves recognized, been unanimous, or even united, in presenting
their demands. Now confronted by what they felt to be a hostile
Department of Marine a.qd Hsherie#--the Minister was reported by a
cganner to have said he would have forced the regulations down the
throats of the canners 'exceprb for the coming Quebec meetings of
the Joint High Commission on the Atlantic fisheries?-:-‘-.the canners
made a vigérous attempt to reverse their unfavorable position. Led
by their newly organized association, they appealed directly to 1:.he
British Columbia Members of Parliesment, The British Columbia Members
of Parliament and Senators, as well as otl'lersl directly interested in
the industry were invited to a cc>:n:fi‘erence.32 vNot invited were
representatives of the working fishermen-~the Association secretary
said he could not find any fishermen's organizations of "accredited"

fishermen. Two fishermen's representatives, invited to be present

by the Rev, G. R, Maxwell, Liberal Member of Parliament for Burrard,

31 News-Advertiser, Aug. 18, 1898, p. 10; for the Joint High Com-
mission, see C. C. Tansill, Canadian-American Relations, 1875-1911,
New Haven, Yale University Press, 1943, p. 88.

32 Among those invited were the local managers of the Bank of
Montreal, Bank of British North America and Merchants Bank of Halifax,
an indication of the increased importance of banks in financing the
industry, See p. 38 above [Chap. I] .
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were there, however, One was David Main; the other was Alderman
Alex, Bruce of the City of Van(;ouver, who had been brought up a
fisherman though he no longer worked at the trade. Both had been
on the cielega.tion to the Minister the previous fa.].l.» Also present
was J, H, Watson, then president of the Vancouver Trades and Labor
The conference in the main reiterated the canners?
previous ob,jections to the amendmerts., Fire was concentrated on the
proposals for registration, for permits :Eer boat-pullers and for the
showing of tax receipts. Alderrﬁan Bruce repeated the fishermen's
contention that the canners should receive no licenses of their own,
but he conceded that several features of the regulations, such as
the requirement for tax receipts, might be reconsidered. Maxwell,
who came under heavy attack both from canners and from Conservative
Members of Parliament, complained of conflicting representations,
He got the conference to appoint a joint committee of fishermen's
feptesenrbatives and canners to work out proposals for amendments
which would be agreeable to botk groups. The committee, consisting
of Bruce, Main, Watson, and of three canners (Bell-Irving, G.I.Wilson
- and P, Byans) with Campbell Sweeny.éé manager of the Bank of Montreal,

as chairman, went to work at once,

33 World, Oct. 20, 1898, pp. 7-8; News-Advertiser, Oct., 21, p. 5;
Vancouver Province (hereafter cited as Province), Oct. 21, p. 7.
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Even though this committee had not been of their seeking,
it offered great opportunities to the canners. dJoint proposals from
the committee could give the canners the a.ppea.ra.rice of having the
backing of all sections of the industry, and would, at least, partially
neutralize the objections of any fishermen who did not agree with
whatever the committee decided, For Bruce, Main and Watson, on the
other hand, there were correspondi.ng da.ngers; they did not really
speak for any organization, and could easily be repudiated and dis-
credited ‘by the fishermen if they appeared to také the canners! part,
On most points, however, the differences were not so great that a
common position could not be found, In fact, such was the progress
of the committee that after two sessiéns it bhad reached agreement on
every point except that of cannery licenses. The canners were not
' prepared to agree to any reduction from currenf figure of 20 licenses,
although the representatives of the fishermen were prepared to agree
to all other recommendations, on condition that the canners would
accept 10 as the number of licenses. This marked a concession on
their part, possib;y dangerous to them'personally, as the fishermen
had been firm in demandiﬁg’ that cannery licenses be not merely
reduced but elimina.ted..Sh

On this rock the joint committee f\gu_.ndered. The canners

held a meeting of their own whiéh refused to budge from'the figure of

20. At the third meeting of the committee, Bruce withdrew, saying

34 Province, Oct. 27, 1898, p. 2; Colonist, Nov. 22, p. k4,
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that the fishermen should meet and elect delegates, otherwise there
would always be doubt_ about his position. The canners! representatives
then tried to get the other two representatives to agree to submit
the committee’s decisions to Ottawa, including the agreed points and
a statement of differences on the remaining point. This Watson and
Main refused to agree to, and the committee broke up'in a public
exchange of charges and ccnu:d;er--cb,a.rges.35 The canners® representa-
tives reported back to a full meeting of their Association, which
endorsed their refusal to consider less than 20 licenses. At the
same meeting, the British Columbia Salmon Packers! Association was
confifmed as a perina.nen'l; organizatien, and authorized to present the
canners' claims at 0ttawa.36

Presuma.bl& both _sides continued to press their cases with
the authorities, although actually we know only that the canners did
forward the results of the joint committee's decision, including the
disputed point about cannery licenses, to Ottawa..37 Meanwhile, a‘
drum-fire in the press charged that the new regulations were "Killing
An Industry," and repeated the canners® lament that the industry was
Beir;g '1egisiated out of existence" to the advantage of salmon

. 38
packers on Puget Sound.

35 Province, Nov, 11, 1898, p., 6 (letter by J. H. Watson), Nov. 15,
p. 3 (reply by W. D. Burdis). - L .

36 éolonist, Fov. 16, 1898, p. 6; Province, Nov, 16, p. T.
37 World., @ril ll’ 1899, po 7.
38 Colonist, Dec. 29, 1898, p. 1; also New York Fishing Gazette (nere-

after cited as Fishing Gazette), Jan. 7, 1899, p. 21; Colonist, Feb. 1,
P. 1. » - .
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January 1, 1839, the da‘l;e .on which the registry require-
ments were to come into effect, came and.went, but still the industry
was not certain that it would ha.ve to operate under the new rules
in the coming season, An indication that the Department had had
secend thoughts about their efficacy can be sec;n in a wire from the
deputy minister to the secretary of the Salmon Packers' Association:
"'he Department has received such various repreéenta.tions respecting
fégulé.tions that an early decision will be given. f'39 The Rev, G. R,
Maxwell said that the department was prepared to éuspeﬁd the regu-
lations entirely end modify them to meet the canners® wishes except
in the matter of the 10 licenses,

Wnen the further amendments were promlgated by Order-in-
Council on April 1, 1899, major revisions were incorpora,te&. The
requirement that an applicant be a bona fide fisherman was droﬁped.
The registration procedure was altered: the fina.l date for regis-
ﬁration was to be June 30, rather than 'April 303 tax receipts did
not have to be pr_odnced; and native Indians were exempted from
registration, Except for a few techx'u'.cal changes, the goverﬁment
stood firm on the questions of cannery licenses, on the remaining
stipulations regarding‘ fishermen and boat-pullers, and on the

g
penalties preseribed.

39 Colonist, March 7, 1899, p. 1.
40 Ibid., Feb. 17, 1899, p. 2. | |
41 Canada, Privy Council, "Order-in-Council, April 1, 1899 [Amend-

ment to Fishery Regulations for the Province of British Columbia] ,"
Canada Gazette, vol. 32 (April 1, 1899), pp. 1884-5. :
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The canners gréeted the latest changes with the ritual
protests; the regulations were 'very little better," Henry O. Bell-
Irving told the annual meeting of the Salmon Pa.ckeré * Association.
The association passed a motion of "pregret™ that the changes had not
conformed more closely to thg: sugges;tions c;f the ill-fated joint
committee, and served notice of its intention to agitate for amend-
ment of the objectionable cla.use's.."'2

As the sockeye season of 1899 drew nearer, dire predictions
about the condition of the industry continued, Fear was expres.sed
that sufficient labor would not be available to man the boa:bs.u3
A special fisheries official was sent out from Ottawa to make
on-the-spot changes in the new regulations if they were neeciled.m+
Whatever labor shortage might have existed was quickly eased by
his extension of the registration peried until July 15.1*5 By the
time the fishing season opened the number of liéenses issued was
higher than in any previous year. The grumbles about shortage of
labor changed to grumbles about the shortage of fish, for the season

started very slowly., By the time it was over, however, the pack was

42: World, April 11, 1899, p. To

43 Cblonisﬁ, May 4, 1899, p. 2; May 1k, p. 1; Fishing Gazette,
July 8, p. El9.' . . -

" 4 Canada, S.P., 1900, no. 1la, De XV.
45 Columbien, July 10, 1899, p. k.

46 See Table V (Gillnet Licenses), p. 48 above.
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bigger than any other year to that date, except the banner year of
1897.}+7'T£is big catch seems to have reconciled the canners to a
certain extent to the alterations in the regulations.

Once the canners had organized a tightly-knit association
that gave them the potential power of wielding all their strength
as a unit, the fishermen in self-defence had sooner or later to
follow suit, The actual decision to organize seems to have been
triggered off ﬁy reports throughout the fall of 1899 of various
attempts to create a combine among the ca.nners.h8 Combines, or
projected combines, among canners were not new, They had been ﬁried
from time to time in preceding years, and were nnétly agreements
desigr_aed to keep up the selling price of canned salmon by orderly
disposition of the pack, The most recent one had operated to sell
the 1898 pack in the United Iﬁngdom.hg Attempts had also been made
in 1898 to organize another type of combine to limit production,
but it had failed because the smaller operators would not agree to
join.so This second type was important to thé canners because the

opening pi'ice for selling the pack of any season was based on total

pack figures for all Pacific Coast salmon-canning areas from Alaska

47 See Table I (Canneries and Pack), p. 2 above.

48 Colonist, Sept. 8, 1899, p. 8; Nov. 24, p. 8; News-Advertiser,
Nov. 29, p. 3; Nov. 30, p. 5; Provinmce, Fov. 30, p. 8,

49 British Columbia Board of Trade (Vlctor:.a), Annual Report,
1898, p. 17. . .

‘50 Colonist, July 9, 1898, p. 1.
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to California--the smaller the pack, the higher the opening price.
This kind of combine was also of direct concern to the fishermen
since any agreement to limit the pack could affect fish prices.

What was new about the combine that was finally decided
upon late in 1899 was that it not only proposed to control the
selling prices of the finished product, but also te limit production.
Furthermore when details were published, it became clear that it
proposed to control prices of raw ma.terials--fixing an industry-wide
xha.x:'.nnm season's price to the fishermen.sl The shock waves from
this revolutionary plan rolled through the industry. The first hint
of this new development was followed b& the orga.niza.tién of a union
in New Westminster; the revelation of the complete scheme produced
a second union in Vancouver.

The organization of the first of the two unions, that in
Rew Westmihster, followed too closely on the announcement of the
canners' plans to be entirely attributable to that news., But, we
have seen, a self-conscious and articulate group of fishermen had
grown up in that city, and this group undoubtedly provided the core
of the new union., Its form was perhaps determined by outside inter-
vention-=J. H. Wa.tsdn, a member of the joint committee of 1898, and
of the org.a.nii.za.t'ion committee of the Vancouver Trades and I.a‘bor
Council, reported that he had journeyéd to New ﬁestminster» and

organized the union., It was chartered by the Canadian central labor

51 Province, Jan. 25, 1900, p. l.
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body, the Trades and Labor Congress of Canada, and it hoped to
enroll all.fishermen én the British Columbia coast, starting with a
membership of 200 in the NéwAWéstminster area.52

The union in Vancouver can be more directly traced to the
reaction to the announcement of the details of the canners! combine,
The knowledge that the combine would set a maximum price for fish for
fhe coming season, enforce heavy penalties on canners who paid more,
and fix the size of the pack for each cannery, could not have been
reassuring to the fishermen. Even the Province, no friend of labor,
wondered editorially whether the combine could achieve its purpose
without “inflicting hardship on the fishermen."53 A spokesman for
the Vancouver Trades and Labor Council commenting that the fishermen
had yet to be heard from,~added that the Council would make sure
they were hea,rd..5l+ The promised voice for the fishermen soon
appeared., In March é second union of fishermen was organized in
Vancouver, égain by J. H., Watson, This union received its charter
directly from the.Américan‘deeratién of La.bor.55
The struggle over’fishery regulétions, because it heightened

in both canners and fishermen an awareness of their respective

52 Province, Dec. 9, 1899, p. 12,
53 Toid., Jan. 26, 1900, p. 4.
5l Ibid., Jan. 27, 1900, p. 1.

55 Ibid., March 17, 1900, p. 4; World, March 17, p. 6.
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interests, had polarized them into opposing groups. On the employers®
side, the end product was an _associé:bion embracing almost every canner
and wielding considerable power over its members. On the fishermen®s
side, the beginnings of organization appear in reaction to developments
among the canners,. Though the struggle over regulations had intensi-
fied group consciousﬁess of both canners and fishermen, the actual
creation of the opposing organizations was due largely to the per-
ennial problem of fish prices. Each group was driven to organize
in order to influence fish prices in its own favor. Thus, with the
emergence of the new canners’ association and the fishermen's unioné,
the conflict shifted from thé political arensa to the fie]_.d. of
industrial relations, from lobbying fcr changes in regulations to
neéotia.tions over the price of salmon.

Once they had organized, both sides rushed to complete
their dispésitions before the opening of the sockeye season and the
almost certain struggle over sockeye prices. The canners, with past
experience in business organization and with past efforts in
co-operatioh Yo build on, were able to carry through their plans
with comparative ease, while the fishermen faced a multitude of
unfamiliar problems that had to be solved with desperate” speed by the
untried unions and their inexperienced leaders.

In the first flush of the public announcement, it had been
expected tﬁa:b the canners! combine would include all canneries on the

5k

Fraser River. But once the Fraser River Canners® Association was

54 Province, Jan., 25, 1900, p. 1; Feb, 12, p. 8.
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formally launched, three cannery operators hesitated to join. After
several weeks of waiting, the Association decided to implement without
them its plans for controlling production and pri.ces.55 A committee
was formed to assign to each parbicipating cannery, on the basis of
capacity and past performance, a quota for the 1900 season's pack.
This committee was also to set the price to be paid to fishermen- for
.éockeye in the 1900 season, but its deliberations in this respect
were not made public, Only in the later attempts of the fishermen
t0 negotiate prices with the canners was any light shed on its
decisions, In March members of the cgmmittee began to visit in
turn all the canneries on the ri.ver.5

By the end of March, the fishermen had only just completed
-the fomtion' of their two separate unions in New Westminster and
Vancouver, - Everything else remained to be done. Théy had to create
some form of joint direction which would permit thé two unions to
operate together., They had to recruit to their ranks the majority
of fishermen, still'outsid.e the unions. They had to make a crucial
decision about the extent of co-opera.tion.with the Japanese and
Indian fishermen., Finally they had to formulate the policy of the
ﬁm‘.ons on sockeye prices,

The way these problems were handled was influenced by the

kind of leédership that came to the fore in the fishermen'!s unions.

55 Province, Feb, 19, 1900, p. 5; March 2, p. 7,

56 0_9_3_-_11_21_";.19_“: March 13, 1900, p. 1; Province, March 16, p. 5.
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The impulse to create a union came in the first place from the fisher-
men themselves » but in the‘ formation of both unions they were
dependent on the skill and experience of an outside organizer, Joseph
H, Watson, representing the trade unions of Vancouwl.rer. Vatson was a
menber of the organization committee of the Vancouver Trades and
Labor Council, and a past president of that bbdy.57 After the unions
ha.d been organized, he continued to play a part in their affairs,
serving as secretary.of the Vancouver u.n:’n.on.58 Watson had been a
delegate to the founding convention of the British Columbia Liberal
Association in New Westminster in 1897, »? and through the agency of
the Reverend G, R, Maxwell, Liberal Member of Parliament for Burrard,
he had in 1898 got an appointment to the customs service in Van-
couver.60 This post, far from cutting him off from the ‘hfa;de union
movement, géwe him an opportunity of doing organizing work. By 1900,
Watson, like the majority of delegates to the Vancouver Tra.deé and
Labor Council, was active in promoting independent 1abor‘candida.tes
for election to the provincial leg:islav:l’.u::e.é-1

Though Watson continued to present the fishermen®s position

to the pubiic, the leadership of the Vancouver union soon passed into

57 News-Advertiser, Fov. 11, 1899, p. 5; see p. 87 above.

58 Fishing Gazette, April 7, 1900, p. 210.

59 Columbien, Oct. 13, 1897, p. k4.
60 World, Nov. 16, 1898, p. 7.

61 Vancouver Independent, (hcreaf‘cer cited as g_e;gen ), May 19,
1900, p. 1. . _
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more radical hands, The vice~president of the union was Frank
Rogers, a one-time seéman who was working as a longshoremén,62He
was prominent in Socialist activities in Vancouver, and one of the
leading figures in a dissident group in the Socialist Iabor Party
section in the city. A few weeks after the formation of the
fishermen®s union, this group broke away from the Socialist Labor
' Party a.nd6emerged as the United Socialist Labor Party of British
Columbia. 3 In spite of the polemics (and fisticuffs!) that marked
the clash of this splinter group with the orthodox Socialist Labor
Party members, the causes of the split are not entirely clear: The
point at issue, howevef, seems to have been the policy of the pafty
concerning participation in trade unions other than its own Socialist
Trades.and Labor Alliance, & "dual union" which at this time, after
ﬁrolonged cénsideration, was finglly denied membership in the Van-
couver Trades and Iabor Council. * The likeliest explanation of the
defection of Rogers and Will MacClain, another leader of the United
Socialist Iabor Party, lies in their active role in the Trades and
Labor Counéil, Ebgers ;n the longshoremen's gpd fishermeh's unions
and MacClain in the machinists® union., They apparently left the
Socialist Labor Party rather than cut themselves off from the main-

stream of éhe trade union movement by confining their activities

62 British Columbia, Legislative Assembly, Journals (bereafter cited
as B.C.,, Journals), 1900, p. clxxv.

63 Province, April 25, 1900, p. 1.

64 News-Advertiser, Nov. 26, 1899, p. 3; Independent, April 21,
1900, p. 1, 4 ,
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to the largely ineffectual Socialist Trades and Isbor Alliance.

Whatever the reasons for Roéers leaviné the Socialist
Labor Party, the fishermen's unions faced its problems largely under
his leadership and under the influence of his militant beliefs,
Rogers became increasingly prominent in the union, although as he
later candidly confessed, he had never fished.in his life..65 By the
time of the strike he was the union's acknowledged leader,

The first problem to be taken up, the co-ordination of
the two seﬁarate unions, was tackled by a delegation from the
Vancouver union to New Westminster., This delegation, of which Rogers
was a member, was given'extensivé powérs to act, in ordér to effect
a speedy decision, One difficulty was that the Vancouver union was
chartered by the American Federation of Labor, while the New
Westminster union had its charter from tﬁe Trades and Labor Congress
of Canada.66 This difference was resolved 5y agreemen£ to unite
under a Trades'and Labor Congress charter, but until this gould be
done, a éentral boafd was set up with Rogers as secretary. ! This
board was apparently somevhat limited in its directing role siﬁce
during negotiations the New Westminster union was still able to

68

send its own delegation to interview the Canners' Association,

65 B.C., Journals, 1900, p. clxxv.
66 Independent, April 21, 1900, p. 1.
67 Ibid., June 23, 1900, p. 2.

68 B.C., Journals, p. Clxxv, .
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Thus the gap between Vancouver and New Westminster, which corresponded
i'oughly to the difference between men who fished only in the summer
for the sockeye and those who‘ also fished in spring and fall for
chinook and coho, was not entirely closed and was to widen again
during the stresses of the strike,

The decision to enroll in the one union all fishermen,
whether white, Japanese, or Indian, was an emotionally-charged one,
- As we have seen,' the group répresented in the New Westminster union
bad in the past based most of its efforts on attempfing to restrict
its competitors, especially among the Japanese fishermen, Now,
quite understandably,6it hesitated to dpen :thée: organization to
Japanese and Indians, ? In contrast, the Vancouver union had
invited all fishemen to its very first organizing meeting and some
Japanese and Indians had attended..?O At that meeting it passed a
resolution in favor of enrolling all fishermen irrespective of ethnic
origins.7l

Relations with the Japanese fishermen offered the greatest
challenge, Because of their r.iumbers--they held approximately half
the fishing licenses issued for the Fraser River in 18997§-their

participa.tion was essential to any sﬁccessful price negotiations

69 Independent, June 23, 1900, p. 2.
70 Province, March 2, 1900, p. 5; March 17, D. k.
7L World, July 11, 1900, p. 3 (letter from J. H. Watson).

72 See Table V, p. 48 above,
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by fishermen, but great difficulties stood in the way of such
participation., To the barriers of language and custom had been
added the tensioﬁ generated by past cémpailgns among white fisher-
men against Japanese inmligratign in.general and the enbry of the
Japanese into the fighing industry in particular. The approach of
the fishermen's unions to the problem also took pla.ée against a
‘background of increased agitation among trade unionists against
Japanese innnigration.73 In the spring of 1900, something like a
1:;a.nic developed over the sudden inérease in the number of Japanese

immigrants--in April it was reported that 7,036 had entered Canada -
Th ‘

-~

since January. Trade unionists Suspected that the recent visit
of canneryman Frank Burnett to . Japan had something to do with this
increase in nun’ix::ers..i75 Protesté against naturalization procedures
and the methods of regisbering Japanese fér fishing licenses
increased in volume, Rogers himéelf making a public protest on
behalf of the fishermen®s union against license procedures in
Va.ncouver.76 In this atmosphere the Japanese fishermen could hardly

be expected to -take at face value proﬁesta:bions of goodwill by the

whites who were offering membership in the new unions.

73 The Vancouver labor weekly, the Independent, ran editorials
against Chinese and Japanese immigration, lApril 21, 1900, p. 2;

May 12, 1900, p. 2). The Vancouver Trades and Iabor Council added
a demand for "total abolition of Chinese and Japanese immigration"
to its platform., (Ibid., May 19, 1900, Pe 1). . _

4 Ibid., April 28, 1900, p. 6.
75 Ibid., May 19, 1900, p. 1.

76 Province, June 23, 1900, P. 5.
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Undaunted by these considerations, Rogers personally set
about the drga.nizatioﬁ of the Japanese fishermen., The effort at
first seemed to have the suppofb of the Japanese cohsul, who was
reported to be anxious to have all his cduntrymen ,joiﬁ the unj.on.77
Rogers made at least one trip, with an interpreter, to talk to
Japanese fishermen in Steveston, 783:1(1 the union held a meeting of
the Japanese "bosses" from the canneries to explain its purposes.79
Someﬁhere aloxig the way the attempt must have failed for there is
no evidence that any Japanese joined either union, Probably the
language difficulty was one reason, Perhaps the past and current
propaganda against Japanese made the 5apanese fishermen fearful of
an organization d.omina.ted by whites. "l'hen, ‘oo, the canners would
not have welcomed this proposed a.ccession to union strength and we
have no way of knowing what influence they had. in the decision of
the Japanese not to join the fishermen's unions.

When the Japanese did act, the organization they set up
was not a ifnion, evén though in the newspapersf accounts of the
period it is usually referred to as the Japanese union. In actual

fact, its name was the Japanese Fishermen®s Benevolent Soéiety, and

as its title indicates it was a éul‘bural a.ndﬂ welfare gréup. Among

77 World, March 17, 1900, p. 6.
78 Independent, April 28, 1900, p. 5.
79 Ibid., May 12, 1900, p. 6.

80 B.C. Reg. of Cos., 77 (Soc.) [office files] .
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a1
at Steveston, Work on the hospital proceeded at.once,

its objects were the building_of a hospital and a school for Japanese
i The Society seemed unlikely to take a stréng stand on
behalf of fhe économic, as distinct from the cultural and welfare,
interests of its fishermen members. It was pledged to "maintain and
foster a good understanding between Jé.pa.nese and canner&men, "82and
it did not confine itself only to those who wowld be normally
eligible for membership in a union, One of the fhree signatorie,s
of the application to register as a benevolent society, Kamekich Oki,
was a labor contractor or '"poss” at the ILighthouse. cannei'y in
Steveston.83 This inclusic;n of ,members c;f differing economic and
social levels in one organization is fairly typical of ethmic group
organizations. It can be seen today inazhe fishing industry in the
Native Brotherhood of British Columbia. Such an all-inclusive
membership tends to prevent the organization from functioning in
the economic interests of its members in the way a union functions
and this seems to have been true of the Japanese Fishermen's
Benevolent Society. - «

By June, 1900, therefore, there had been formed among

canners and fishermen all the organizations-~the Fraser River

81 Province, June a, 1900, p. 2.
82 B.C. Reg. of Cos., 77 (Soc.) [office files] .
83 World, July 17, 1900, p. 1; Province, July 18, p. 3.

8l Gladstone , "Native Indians and the Fishing Industry of British
Columbia, " CJEPS, vol. 19 (February 1953), pp. 32-3.
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Canners® Association, the Fishermen's unions, and the Japanese
Fishermen's Benevolent Sociéty;-that were to take partain the
éispute duriﬁg the sockéye season, Once this process had been
completed, the stage was set, for each of the contending groups
was now ready to make its own decision regarding price levels
for the coming season and to negotiate with the other groups fér

an agreement on prices.
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CHAPTER IV
THE 1900 STRIKE--PHASE ONE

As the sockeye season #pproa.ched and both fishermen and
canners clarified their positions on price levels, a wide gap» stood
revealed between the union on one side and the canners' combine on
the other. So far apart were they tha.t. one of them would have
vifbually to _capitula.te to the other. Since each side had worked
hard during the past six months to impréve its bargaining strength, »
neither was likely to be in a mood to give in easily. The likelihood
of a prolonged struggle, therefore, overshadowed all other prospects
‘for the canning season.

On the fishermen®s side, the Japanese led the way in fixing
their pricé demands for the 1900 sea.son.‘ According to J. H. Watson,
the fishermen's union of Vancouver, which had made repea.,teé. ati'.empts
through prominent Japa.nesé' to contact the Japanese fishermen, was
finally, in mid-June, called by the Japanese fishing "bosses" to a
meeting a;t Stevesfon and introduced 'Eo the officers of 'a. Japé.nese
union--a "union" which within the next week was registered as the
Japanese B"ishernien's Benevolent Society. AL this meeting, the
white fishermen were told that the Japanese had already decided on
a price of not less than 25 cents a ..tf'ish.l Immediately after the

meeting, a joint public appeal, signed by three representatives of

1 World, July 11, 1900, p. 3.
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the Vancouver fishermen and the president, vice~president and
secretary of the Japanese organization, noted that the Japanese
group already had a menbership of 1,250, and called on ﬁall whites
(or any other color)® to join what the document called éhe British
Columbia Fishermen's Union. At the same time, it announced a
resolutioﬁ of the joint meeting in favor of a price throughout
the season of 25 cents a f:i.sh.2

Later, in the heat of feeling against the Japanese for
having broken with the other fishermen during the strike and having
accepted a price lower than 25 cents, Watson joined others in |
arguing that the 25-cent figure had first been set by the Japanese
and that the other fishermen had merely followed the Japanése lead,
This explanation seems rather too simple, for in an aﬁtempt to score
off the Japanese, it ignores other reasons that pre-disposed the
fishermen to ask for 25 cents., In the first place, 25 cents had been
the opening price in the 1899 seéson and had been maintained throughout,
with only a brief slump to 15 cents and with several companies paying
prices higher than 25 cents.3 The season of 1900 was likewise expected
toAbe a small year, so a price équal to that of the past season would
not appear excessive to the fishermen. Another consideration in the

fishermen's minds was the prices reported as being paid on the

Columbia River and in Puget Sound. TFishermen from the Columbia

2 News-Advertiser, Junme 21, 1900, p. 6.

3 See Chapter II, pp. 69-T0 above.
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River who came to fish on the Fraser, for instance, reported that
seven cents a pound was being paid there for the chinook, a larger
salmon than the sockeye. Applying that ia'.te to the sockeye, the
price per fish would be 35 cents and up. A more directly com-
parable situation was 'Ehat on Puget Sound where sockeye were said
to be fetching 25 cents a i‘:i.sh.5 Another reason for the fishermen
t§ demand a higher price was that the_ steadily increasing number of
boats cut the nﬁmber of salmon caught per boat and thus produced
smaller returns to the mdindual fisherman, The fishermen based
part of their argument for 25 cents a fish on a.n average cabtch for
the season of 1,000 fish per fisherman, a figure derived from their
experience of the past sea.son.6 Their spokesmen pointed up the
dilemma of fishermen by saying thé,t in past years they could afford
to accept a lower price because thére had been fewer fishermen and
consequently larger catches per man.7

Moved by all these reasons, the fishermen'!s unions agreed

with the Japanese to hold out for 25 cents a fish, Separate meetings

4 Prices on the Columbia River advanced during the season from five
cents to seven and one-half cents a pound for fish for the canneries
and to eight cents for cold storage fish. (Fishing Gazette, April 1k,
1900, p. 238; May 26, p. 335; July 21, p. 453).

5 World, July 10, 1900, p. 2,

6 Rounsefell and Kelez show an average catch of 943 fish, using
their "unit of effort" concept (See Table VI, p. 75 above), Statis=
tics presented to the .Royal Commission on British Columbia Fisheries,
1905-07, show a somewhat higher average catch, approximately 1,675
fish (Report and Recommendations, Ottawa, 1908, p. 23).

7 Columbian, July 27, 1900, p. 13 Independ.ent, July 28, p. 1 (letter
by J. He Watson) | _ i
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of the Japanese union at Steveston, and the fishermen's unions in
Vancouver and New Westminster, ratified the decisions on Saturday,
June 30, just prior to the opening of the sockeye season.a
' While the decisions by the fishermen on their price demands
are easy to follow because they were made in public, parallel
decisions on the part of the canners are more difficult to unravel
because they were made in private., The announced intention of the
combine was to set a price to the fiéhermen as high as was consistent
with profitable operation, a commitiee being delegated to arrive at
the actual figure.9 Though hailed by the press as a new departure,
this intention was nof; incompatible with the price pattern of
previous years, when the announced opening price was varied during
the season according to the supply of :t‘ish.lo‘ Nothing indicated that
a price fixed for the whole season was contemplated., What primarily
concerned the canners was the elimination of losses from mid-season
price boosts caused by competitive bidding for fish among the canners.
A solution to this problem would be, not & fixed price, but a maximum
ﬁrice, which would still leave them free to lower prices in a temporary
glut as had been the custom in previous years,

For a number of reasons, the canners were likely to delay

as long as ﬁthey could the announcement of any 'such maximum price.

8 World, July 3, 1900, P. 3.
9. Province, Jan. 25, 1900, p. 1.

10 See Cha.ptér- II, pp. 61-70 above.
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Since their other costs were fairly predictable, profit margins
depended on the ratio between the cost of the raw fish and the selling
. price of the canned product., Advance orders for canned salmon,
a.lways subject to confirmation on publication of the season's opéning
price for the canned product, were influenced by opening prices in
other salmon-producing areas, especially Alaska and Puget Sound,
vhich also canned sockeye salmon.ll Prudence, then,l' induced the
canners to wait as long as possible so the price of raw fish could
be set in light of the latest market conditions for the canned
product .

Ko price for sockeye appears to have been arrived at prior
to the season's opening on July 1. Some time before June 24 when
the Association’s secretary met a delegation of fishefmen, the
canners! association did pass a price resolution, but only in the .
most general terms, reserving its right to fix the price of fish
from time to time as it saw fit .12 This resolution is added evidence
that no fixed season's price was conﬁemplated, and that prices were
40 be handled as they had been in 4previous years. It also under- .
lines the refusal of the canners to make any conceséions to meet
the changed circumstances brought about by the formation.of unions,
In effect, the canners rejected the main principles underlying the

\inion demands: that priées be the subject of negotiations between

11 For discussion of the importance of opening prices in the indus-
try's sales pattern, see Cobb, Pacific Salmon Fisheries, pp. 58u4~6.

12 News-Advertiser, July 12, 1900, P. 3.
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canners and fishermen and that one price bé paid throughout the
season.,

This attitude makes it unlikely that the canners considered
putting foi‘wa.rcl their own frice proposals in answer to the unions®
demands, though during the strike one canner blamed the unions?
early announcement of its demands for forestalling a voluntary
increase in prices by the ca.n.ners.l3 In any case, an early announce=
ment, especially when prices had to be.cut, had many disadira.ntages
for the canners. A low opening price would discourage the flow of
seasonal labor-~better to wait until the men had arrived on the river.
A premature release of price figures could help the union fishermen
in their organizing drive; in a couple of the past years, disputes
at the beginning of the season bad been touched off by the posting
of price cuts too far ahead of the heavy run.lu The caunners probably
also thought, again in the lignt of past experience, that the fisher-
men would be unable to hold out for long; previous seasons had seen
similar stands by fishermen which had not lasted beyond the appearance
of the sockeye in numbers.

The Fraser River Canners' Association, therefore‘, watched
the a.pproaéh of the season with apparent unconcern, ' They published

nothing about the season's prices and made no counter;moves that

would appear to recognize the enrollment of substantial numbers of

13 Columbian, July 11, 1900, p. 3.

14 See Chapter II, pp. 52, 65, 69 above.



- 111 -

fishermen in orgenizations which claimed to speak on their behalf.

The fiéhermen did not begin to fish when the sockeye season
opened on 3uly 1, and were therefore technically on strike. But, as
the fish had not begun to run and the heavy part of the run was not
expected until mid-July or later, the two sides had an interval in
which differences could be settled without any significant cut in
the season’s pack. In this situation, the unions moved first, They
asked the Canners? Aésociation to meet delegations which bhad beeﬁ
appointed by the June 30 meetings of fishermen's unions. At a
July 3 meeting with the canners?! executive committee, the fishermen
éxplained their stand and asked the Association to give them a
verdict on their demands., The executive promised to call a meeting
at which the cannery owners"would consgider the unions® r:equest;s.:Ls

At this point, a decision by the canners on a maximum
season's pf-iée was revealed. Even before the meeting of the full
association, the owner “of one of the largest canneries on the Fraser"
was quoted as saying thalt the maximum price would be 20 cents a.nd
that. this maximum would be enforced by heavy bonds already put up
by all the canners.l6 A canneryman not in the combine denied that
he was paying 25 cents and indicated that he understood 20 cents

17
to be the combine's price. Presumably, this maximum had been set

15 World, July 4, 1900, p. 8.
16 Ibid., July 3, 1900, P. 3.

17 Ioid., July b4, 1900, p. 8.
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by the executive prior to the July 3 meefing with the fishermen'®s
delegation, and wasiﬁrobably rétified within a few days of that date
by the meeting of cannery owners, a meeting which, as reported by
another canneryman, was only a formality because 20 cents had already
been decided on.18

An appreciation of the exact nature of the decision in-
volving the 20-cent figure is crucial to an understanding of the
future course of negotiations. Was this an offer to the fishermen
for 20 cents a fish throughout the season? On the contrary, both
canners and fishermen recognized this figdrg as the traditional
opening price, in which reduction could be made at any time.
Previous seasons were replete with examples of a swift cut in the
opening price as soon as the fish began to run heavily, In 1900,
individual canners made it plain in discussing the figure; that it
was not an offer to pay 20 cents for the season, C. S. Windsor of
Malcolm and Windsor told a reporter that the Association ﬁould, if
possible, paihao cents throughout the whole season but would not
make any agreement to that effect.l9 One or two canners were,
indeed, reported to be in favor of paying 20 cents to the end of
the season but the majority would not agree to this.zo On the

fishermen'®s side the 20 cents was also recognized for what it was--

18 World, July 4, 1900, p. 8.

19 News-Advertiser, July 12,.1900, P. 3.

20 World, July 10, 1900, p. 2.
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the usual opening price. Some fishermen disagreed with the unions?®
method#--they felt the strike should be ’delayed until the 20-cent
opening price was actually reduced.,al Since the crux of the unions?
demands was for one price throughout the season, the majority
naturally declined to follow this course and in answer to the
canners simply repeated their ‘déma.nds for 25 cents., The canners
reacted with the irritation of men who had followed a.long-stancling
arrangement only to see it rejected out of hand, From their point |
of view, the only new element in the situation was not the level of
prices, but the restraining of price competition among themselves,
From the unions' point of yiew, the new element was the demand for
oﬁe price through the season, With this the canners were not pre~
pared to cope. By the opening of the second week of the season, the
cé.nners had mav.de~ their decision for the time being and began to offer
20 cents for the few fish being taken.22

The next move was up to the fishermen, who had to cut off
the supply'of fish if they wanted to bring the canners again to the
bargaining table, During the weekend, the u.niéné prepared to
enforce a general sf;oppage along the river. On Saturday, July 7,
two large meetings were held, one at Steveston in the aftefnoon and
one at Eburne on the North Arm in the evening. The Steveston meeting
was reported to have beenA attended by about 700 ﬁen, ‘about one~third

of the fishermen then in Steveston, and the Eburne meeting by from

21 News-Advertiser, July 12, 1900, p. 3.

22 Columbian, July 12, 1900, p. 4.
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200 to 300. These were propaganda meetings to state the fishermen's
case and to show that the unions had the backing of the trade union
movement, They were addressed by labor leaders from 4Va.ncouver,
including Joseph Dixon and Frencis Williams, the Independent Labor
candidstes in the June provincial election, and Will MacClain, the
candidate of the United Socialist Iabor Pa.rty.23“ Further recruiting
for the union continued—at Eburne, ‘a groiip of 125 fishermen were
enrolled vin the union after the meeting.zu

During this weekend the first stresses began to appear
among the éisparé’.te group of fishermen, The Indians lined up on
the side of the strikers, but one of theiz" chiefs warned the whites
against deserting the Indians to go back to work as had happened, -
he claimed, in the str:ike of 1893, The Japanese did not participate
in the meetings. With some difficul‘l;y, a;ppa.rently, the secretary.
of the Japanese union was brought to the Steveston meeting to
repeat hi;spledge that the Japanese would 'stay out for the 25 cents

demanded,

At the end of the weekly close time on Sunday, July 8,

however, a ‘large group of Japanese did go out to fish--neé.rly
: 26
1,000 boats were said to be fishing. Since the action suggested

23 wWorld, July 9, 1900, p. 3.
24 Province, July 9, 1900, p. k4.

25 wWorld, July 9, 1900, p. 3. The tone of_ the newspaper reports
was uniformly hostile to the Japanese and reflected the belief that
the Japanese would break the strike. Iumrid reports circulated about
the Japanese all being armed. These reports Rogers investigated per-
sonally and pronounced a “canard"(Province, July 6, 1900, p. 5).

26 World, July 9, 1900, D. 3.
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either that the Japanese union had not been able to gain the
support of its féllow countrymen or thatvit was not completely
straight-forward in its claim to support the strike, the union fisher=-
men were confronted with a crisis, If the strikers were to bring
pressure to bear on the canners, this fishing had to be stopped.
But it was not in any panic that the union men began a campaign to
inform both union and non-union fishermen about the strike and to
persuade them not to fish for less than the union's demands, Aside
from the obvious case of the Japanese, Rogers and other union spokes-
men stressed that lack of comhunication‘prevented mahy fishermen
scattered along the river from knowing about the strike.27 A system
of union patrol boats began on Monday and the boats, each with its
red and white flag, and an inteipreter, if Japanese were to be
interviewed, soon swept the river clean. Sdme reports indicate that
the catch of the offending fishermen was dumped overboard, but no
reliable reports appeared of violence being offered to non-strikers,
On shore, a procession of strikers, organized at Steveston, paraded
in turn to the Japanese bunkhouses at each canner& on the dyke, The
strike situatioﬁ was explained through an interpreter to the head'man
of each house.28 By Tuesday evening July 10, Rogers was able to

S . 29
report that the strike was as nearly general as possible,

27 World, July 12, 1900, p. 2.
28 Tbid., July 10, p. 2; July 11, p. 2; Province, July 10, 1900, p. 9.

29 World, July 11, 1900, p. 2.



- 116 =

This bounced the ball right back into the canners? court
and the exécutive of the Association met to consider the changed
situation, They were frank to recognize the succéss of the unions?
efforts--as f.hey wired to J. H. Todd and Son, one of their member
companies with headquarters in Victoria, no boats were fishing.
But this was not reason enough for the Association to. prepare to
negotiate with the union. Indeed, in the same wire, they
specifically reassured Todd's that “the Canners® Association has
not recognized the um.on in any way. W

Apparently the canners were unabie to believe that large
numbers of fishermen were no longer prepared to accept the old
system of fluctuating prices, Their only explanation of the strike,
therefore, was that a few "agité.torsf' were preventing the great
majority, who were quite m‘:lling to fish on the cannmers!® terms,
from going out. The canners® policy was consequently directed
toward creating the conditions under which this presumably docile
majority would start fishing again. To do this they attempted to
stop what they considered "intimidation" and what the union probably
classified as "persuasion";;that is, the systematic visiting, on the
fishing groundé and elsewﬁere, of all fishermen in an attempt to get
them not to fish st less than the union rate. As a first step, the
canners had already dusted off the legal phraseology used in 1893;

fresh posters soon went up over the name of W, A, Duncan, secretary

30 British Columbia, Sessional Papers (hereai‘ter cited as B.C., S.P, ),
1900, p. 1007."
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of the Fraser River Canners® Association., Repeating the exact words
of the 1893 poster, these offered one hundred dollars® reward for
information leading to the arrest and conviction of anyone committing
a variety of offences, including cutting nets, intimidating non-
strikers, or threé.tening violence.3l Protection of the supposedly
loyal fishermen was not, however, to be confined to offers of
rewards. The ca.nneré' executive wired D, M. Eberts, Attorney-CGeneral
of British- Columbia, for police protecti:on. The wire painted a lurid
pici'.u.re of the strike situation; riots and préperty damage were said
to be likeiy unless there was “"immediate and ample” police protection
for those fishermen said to be "'desirous of pursuix:;g their lawful
ca.l:l.:i.ng.."32 Armed stri;;ers weré alleged to be parading in Steveston,
an aSseréion which shows hoﬁ far the canners were prepared to streten
the truth to gain their ends for not even the most sensational
journalist among those on the scene had reported seeing arms among )
the strikers, On the contrary, both Vancouver afternoon newspapers
emphasized the peaceful and orderly pature of the previous evening's
parade in Sheveston.33

ﬁny government numbering in its ranks the Hon, J. H. Turner,

former preniier and now Minister of Finance, and one of the province's

most prominent canners, ‘might be ex;;ected to act quickly when the

31 Province, July 10, 1900, P. 9.
32 B.C., S.P., 1900, p. 1005.

33 Province, July 10, 1900, p. 9; World, July 10, 1900, p. 2.



- 118 - |
representatives of the canners asked for police help, Chief Constable
R. B. Lister of the provincial police at New Westminster was dis-
patéhe& to Steveston on the same day the wire was received in Victoria.
The information in the canners! wire resulted in his being told to
keep in touch with the stipendiary magistrate in Vancouver in case
the reading of the Riot Act should become necessafy.3u Almost as
soon as the initial orders had been senﬁ, the unfortunate Chief
Constable was bombarded with wires from the Attorney-General's
department in Victoria demanding an immediate report. The contrast
between the situation outlined in Lister's first reports and the
picture drawn by the canners, was ; startling one, This kind of
contrast was to work against him more than once in the succeeding
weeks, fAll gquiet here at present,” reported Lister, who could find
only two'incidents between strikers'and non-st;ikers, neither of
which he witnessed personally. Lister reported his version of the
causes of the strikeﬁ the Canners' Association had offered the men
20 cents a fish for the whole season and the majority of fishermen
were satisfied to go to work at that price. A number of men, how-
ever, had been induced to hold out for 25 cents by two '"labour
agitators by the name of McClain sic] and Anderson." Iister
commenced to hire special constables and to make arrangements with
the Camners' Association for four of their cannery tugs to patrol

the fishing grounds, each carrying three or four special constables,

3)'" BQCQ’ _S.__P.., 1900, p. lws.
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This "exhibition of authority,” he was convinced, would prevent “any
serious 1é.wlessness.“35 '

In line wi‘r;h the theory of both canners and police officials
that a.gita‘tﬁors alone were responsible for the trouble, an attempt
was made to remove the union leaders from the scene, ACa.ptain Jde L
Anderson, who had been elected president of the Vancouver unioﬁ oﬁ
its formation, was arrested and charged with intimidation as a
result of his activities as a spokesman in a union patrol boat on
English Bay. The information was laid by an Indian boy, John
Thomas, a boat;puller in his uncle's boat, but the managenient of
fhe English Bay cannery was evidently behind the arrest since
Thomas admitted under cross-examination in court that he had been
sent for to sign tk61e information by a Mr, Graham, presumably a
cannery employee.3 The charges were dismissed and Anderson later
announced he was briﬁging a damage suit against the cannéry company
and its manager, J, J. Cr.':\ne.37 The thinking behind this purely
vexatious arrest is fevealed in a‘reporb by Provincial Constable
Colin Campbell who told Eberts that "Anderson is locked on as one

38
of the leaders," The other "agitator," Will MacClain, could not

35 B.C., S.P., 1900, pp. 1005-6,

36 World, July 12, 1900, p. 1; Province, July 12, p. 8; Colonist,'
July 13, p. 6; News-Advertiser, July 14, p. 3.

| 37 World, July 18, 1900, p. 3.

38 B.C., SePa, 1900, p. 1008.
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be got at in the same way as Anderson since he was pot engaged in
patrol work, bul he was at this time dismissed by the Canadian
Pacific Railway from his employment as a machinist. Although
MacClain said confidently that his workmates would strike because
of his dismissal, no such action was taken. He then proceeded to
devote all his energies to the fishermen's stfike.sg

Another case involving charges of intimidation against a
Chilean fisherman named Williams was thrown out by the presiding
magistrates who said thej did not bhave jurisdiction in the case
since one of the alleged offences took place outside the three
mile limit.ho Williams was remanded several times on other charges
before the information was withdrawn and the case d.ropped.ul

Though the efforts of cannérs and police were singularly
unsuccessf‘ﬁl in permanently removing the leaders, they did provoke
an angry response- from the Fishermen's Union and its labor sup-
porters. A meeting in the I;abor Hall in Vancouver protested against
the use of special constables "tovprotect the canners?! interest,"

in view of Lister's statements ’tha.t he expected no trouble, It élso

charged that Anderson had been arrested "without any reason whatever.,"

39 Province, July 16, 1900, p. 4. A wire from Lister (dated July 13)
would seem to indicate Rogers was also arrested in this round-up of
"agitators,” but I think the date given is a misprint for July 23,
the day before the militia arrived, for which date other sources
corroborate Roger's arrest (B.C., S.P., 1900, p. 1007).

40 World, July 1k, 1900, p. 8; B.C., S.P., 1900, p. 1008,

41 B.C., Journals, 1900, p. clxvi.
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The fishermen's union denied that it had been responsible for
ﬁwsterious notices that had appeared around Steveston threatening
to shoot anyone who fished for less than the union rate or, at the
very least, stove in his boat. 1Ibs position was stated as urging
"all fishermen to refrain from all intimidation and violence, but
to use all lawful means %o keep men from fishing under price.”
Plans were also set in motion for an appeal to public 'opinion ‘in
the form of a procession and meeting in Vancouver on Saturday
evening, July 1k,

.Bu.t the fishermen did not confine themselves to public
demonstrations. On thé Friday _before the procession a meeting was
held in Vancouver, appa.reﬁtly with representatives from all
localities, at which a committee, consisting of two fishermen from
Vancouver, two from New Westminster and one each from the North Arm
and Steveston, was set up to meet the canners, if the latter so desired,
to négotia.te a selttlement. Rogers, Watson and MacClain were not on
the committee which seems to have been chosen to meet criticisms
that the leaders of the union were not themselves fishermen.hs

While these plans for opening negotiations were coming to
fruition, the fishermen held a powerful demonstration in Vancouver.
Led by the Fort. Simpsoﬁ Indian band in colorful costume and playing:
éatchy tunes, followed b& officials of the Vancouver Trades and

Labor Council, a procession of fishgrmen and their syﬁpathizers

42 World, July 12, 1900, p. 1; Independent, dJuly 1k, p. 2.

43 Province, July 1k, 1900, P. L.
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estimated at about 1,000 persons, paraded through the downtown
streets to an open-air evening'mee_ting at the corner of Hastings and
Canbie Streets. Here a large crowd was addressed from the steps of
the Courthouse by various speakers, including Watson, MacClain,
Anderson, Dixon, a Fort Simpson Indian chief and Mr, H. Tribble,
a labor leader from Winnipeg. The fishermen's case got a thorough
airing, and though the speeches did not offer much in the way of new
argument, one of the speakers, Ernest Burns, voiced what must have
been a common fear of the fishermen, tixs:h the price would drop to
.lO or 15 cents if the union were defeated. From the union's point
of view the demonstration was highly successful: 200 new members
had been signed up in 24 hours before the parade, the crowd donated
from 225 to 300 dollars, and the press gave extensive reports of
the proceedings.m

The second week of the fishing season ended, therefore,
with no sign of a break in the strike--it was on the contrary,
becoming more widespread and increasingly effectively enforced
as the unions marshalled their forces., The canners nevertheless
| showed no signs of being willing to negofia.te. They evidently hoped
that the presence of the police would induce numbers of fishermen
to go out under their protection, Individual canners predicted

during the week that up to 75 perceht of the fishermen would return

ki News-Advertiser, July 15, 1900, p. 8; Province, Ju.ly 16, p. 3;
World, July 16, p. S.
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to fishing when this protection was provided, and S\hlgday night, the
opening of the week's fishing,was their target date. But Sunday
night came and went, g.nd no return to work occurred, The Japanese,
on whom the canners had placed their hopes, stood f.‘irm'in fhe:i.r
agreement with the other fishermen, Around St.éveston, .the heart of
the strike, the ozly boats on the river were those with union permits
to fish for food. ! In other parts of the widespread reaches of the
river and its delta, f.he strike was probably not so well observed.

The union had begun to dig in for a prolonged struggle, In
addition to the collections on occasions like the Vancouver demon- |
stration, donations were being solicited from Vancouver merchants,
A wagon load of bread, donated by union bakers in Vancouver, rolled
out to Steveston, as part of the evidence of trade union sup}_)orl:-.u8
A commissary was set up in a house in a field near Steveston, which
also served as union headquarters, and here several hundred men were
fed daily, Preparations were being made to seek support even
further afield--MacClain and the Indian brass band were about to go to
Na.naimo5to rally support and get donations among the union-conscious

0 ,

miners,

45 News-Advertiser, July 3, 1900, p. 8.

46 World, July 14, 1900, p. 8.

47 Province, July 16, 1900, p. 3.

48 World, July 17, 1900, p. 1; July 18, p. 3; Province, July 17, p. 8.
49 Independent, July 28, 1900, p. 2. '

50 Province, July 19, 1900, p. 2.
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AL the beginning of the week, the canners were forced to
face the fact that they had to negotiate;-the strike was strong,
the sockeye run was reported in the Gulf outside the river mouth,
though still not running in the river, and no more time could be
lost, The canners met Tuesday morning, July 17, and amid much
grumblihg--they refused'to meet anyone 'bﬁt bona fide fishermen--
they appoiﬁbed. a committee to meet the fishermen's committee, which

had arrived in town with a request to meet the Association executive.sl

The conference took place on Wednesday with E. P, Bremmer,
the recentiy appointed Dominion Labor Commissioner for 4Britiéh
Columbia in za.‘t'.'l'.enchss.nce.52 Duriné the course of an a.ll-;iay meeting
the canners made an offer on prices, their 'first genuine attempt to
negotiate., The maximum price was to remain at 20 cents, but would
be reduced té 15 cents in a heavy run and the canneries would not
take inore fish than they cou.'!.d.\“éva\.rxl\.L The range of prices between
15 and 20 cents was to be governed no"o only by the quantity of fish
obtainable at both Fraser River and up-coast points, but also by
the state of the ma.rket. Since the fishermen®s delegates had no
instructions other than to press for 25 cents, they were obliged
to ask for an adjournment until Friday. That evening the union in
Vancouver held a meeting, which adjourned.nun‘cil 10 p.m. to enable

reports to come in from the Japanese union and the white fishermen

51 World, July 17, 1900, p. l.

52 Provincé, June 22, 1900, p. 3. Bremner had been appointed a com-
missioner to conciliate labor disputes in British Columbia, under the
Alien Iabor Act. .
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at Steveston and the North Arm, as well as from the Indians. All
localities rejected the offer of the canners, but neéotiations were
con;binued with the delegates being instructed to meet again with the
canners® committee on Friday and to convey this decision to them.53
The New Westminster union fishermen were reported to be preparing
to ask the canners, thréugh Dominion Labor Commissioner Bremner,
for a straight 20 cents throxigh the séa.son, with limits,' when in
effect, to be imposed equally on all fishermen.su

The Friday conference opened in an atmosphere of optimism.
Both sides'were— under considerable outside pressure to settle--the
local newspapers, for instance, called editorially for concessions
on both sides.ss Reports were current that an agreement would soon
be reached and fishing would commence on Sunday night. The fisher-
ments unions had even drawn up an agreement embodying théir terms
for settlement of the strike, A fixed price was to be set for the
season, with a month's notice on either side of a desire to alter
it, Limits on deliveries, where neceséa.ry, were to be the same for

indiv:id.ual boats as for cannery boats, Strikers were not to be

discriminated against. Men owning their own gear were to be free

53 News-Advertiser, July 19, 1900, p. 8; Province, July 19, p. 3;
¥World, July 19, p. l.

5k Columbi.a.n, July 19, 1900, p. 1.

55 World, July 18, 1900, p. 4; News-Advertiser, July 19, p. k;
Province, July 20, p. 6.
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"to deliver to. any cannery. Finally, the strike was to terminate
only after an agreement had been signed.56

The early part of the conference seemed to justify the
optimism, ‘When the fishermen had explained their reasons for
rejection of Wednesday's offer, the canners made an alternative
proposal to pé.y 18 cents right through the season., The fishermen's
delegates retired to consider this and returned to céunter by asking
for 20 cents for the @ole season, a move in line with the New
Westminster proposal and agreed to in the conference breask by the
other groups by a 3 to 2 voi'.e.‘57 The.two sides were now only two
cents apart, and before the a.fternéon session was completed, the
VWorld prematui‘ely ;eported that the logical compromise-=19 cents~-
was the probable settlement,. quoting a canner as its source.58 But
this was not to be, for the canners?! committee coupled with its
offer of 18 cents an ultimatum to the delegation. If the fishermen
agreed to the offer, the canners would receive theii' assent through
the delégation. Otherwise, it would be useless to arrange further
m.eetj.ngs.s9 The conferenée then broke up and that evening the

fishermen met ' again in Vancouver, To this meeting it was reported

that New Westminster and the Ja.pa.neée were prepared to fish for

56 News-Advertiéer, July 20, 1900, p. 8; Province, July 20, p. 3.

57 Province, July 20, 1900, p. 3; Columbian, July 20, p. k.
58 World, July 20, 1900, p. l.

59 Province, July 21, 1900, p. 3.
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20 cents (presumably through the whole season), while Steveston
and the North Arm still held out for 25 cents. The Vancouver men
voted not to a.écept less than 25 cents a fish--the 18-cent offer
was apparently rejected without even being voted 011.6O Thus the
deadlock between canners and fishermen remained,

The canners' intentions in these final negotiations are
hard to asééss. On the credit side they made a second offer moving
up from 15 cents minimum to 18 cents. On the negative side they
coupled their second offer with an ultimatum, If they were sincerely
anxious .for a settlement, this witimatum is ha.rd to understand since
the union delegation had come down (though, it is true, by only a
majority vote of the delegation) to 20 cemts. Two weeks later and
after bitter travail , the comprc;mise figure of i9 cents was the one
finally agreed to, But without access to records of the Canners!
Association, it is ix.npossible‘ to say why negotiations were broken
off when a settlement was so close.

Fragmentary evidence hints a division in the canners' ranks
both on um‘Zoﬁ recognition and on prices. C, S. ﬁindsor, in favoring
recognition of the union, provided it was led by'b_o;ng._ fide fishermen,
admitted that other canners did not favor this approach. * The

problem of prices seems to have been linked to the prices paid at

up-coast points~-the price on the Skeena that year was eight or

60 B.C., S.P., 1900, p. 1011,

61 B.C., Journals, 1900, p. clviii.
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nine cents, The canners' first offer specified that the supply of
fish at up—coa.sf points was to be included in any formula governing
the fluctuation of prices between 15 and 20 cents.63 Canners with
plants both on the Fraser and at up-coast points may have feared
that high prices on the Fraser would lead to demands for price
increases in the other areas, Perhaps the problem was tha.t & price
differential of 10 cents or more between the Fraser River and
northern canneries would place those canners operating only on the
Fraser at a disadvantage compared to those who also had plants in
fhe north. Though Skeena River canned salmon traditionally sold
for less thaﬁ the Fraser River product-~-a differential of 50 cents
a case was reporbed in l900§f-}the difference in cost of fish would
more than compensate for the lower selling price.

-~ The measures that the canners turned to, once negotiations
broke down; appear to have been decided upon prior to the end of the
conference, since the very same evening ‘before the fishermen finally

turned down the 18-cent offer, there was a clash with striking

fishermen at Steveston, a clash that was clearly delibe'rately

62 Colonist, July 20, 1900, p. 8.

63 News-Advertiser, July 19, 1900, p. 8.

64 Toid., July 24, 1900, p. 5.
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provoked. W. A, Munro, the manager of Fhoenix cannery, one of the
Anglo-British Columbia Packing Company‘®s i)la.nts, sent oﬁt two fishing
boats,_protected by ten“specia.l constables in three cannery tugs.
"Chief Constable ILister reported to his superiors in Victoria that
this was done ev:.dently to test the attitude of the strikers,” 66
As might be expected, union patrols responded vigorously. Led by
Rogers, they seized one boat with its boat-puller, though fé.iling
to capture the second. The captured boet was towed to the wharf
at Steveston., There the'unfortunate boat-puller was hauled up on a
box by Rogers, to be jeered at as a "scab" and then manhandled by
the crowd who treated him "like a football" as he fled..67

This episode gave the canners their justification for

65 One possible explanation of the timing of this episode was that
the canners who advocated a hard line toward the strikers were trying
to force their less bellicose associates into an a.ttempt to break
the strike, Any theory about "hawks" and "doves" among the canners
is mere speculation, but it is .,interesting to note that the provo-
cation was organized at a plant of Anglo-British Columbia Packing
Company, Itd. This company was managed by Henry O. Bell-Irving, an
advocate of the hard line in past disputes,. and Dr. Duncan Bell-Irving,
H.O.'s brother, was on the canners' executive committee, The Province
had heard rumors, before its deadline on Friday, while the.conference
was still going on, of "something in the wind that is being kept very
close by the canners," but took it to mean that Ja.pa.nese were going
out (July 20, 1900, p. 3).

66 A full discussion of this episode is contained in the evidence
given before the Select Committee of the Legislative Assembly (B.C.,
Journals 1900, p. cxlix (evidence of Robert Whiteside, J.P.);.

PP. b, olivecly (evidence of W. A. Munro); pp. clxii, clxiv, clxv
(evidence of Chief Constable R. B, Lister); pp. clxx-clxxi, clxxiii-
clxxiv (evidence of Hugh Campbell ); pp. clxxvii-clxxix (eva.dence of
.Frank Rogers). )

67 Ibid.
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fresh appeals to the authorities, Though, the newspapers reported,
the incid.ent‘ did not ta_.ke place until 9:30 p.m., a telegram, signed
by Dr. Duncan Bell-Irving and William Farrell of the Canners®
Assdcia‘l;ion executiw}e committee (but not in the name of the
Association) was dispatched with'suspicious promptness that same
evening, It called the special constables "useless” and said the
police were unable to cope with the situatic;n, ci‘biﬁg numerous
other (unspecified) "outrages'" on other parts of the river,
Significantly, it quétes an ox;inion of the situation as 'most
serious" from an agent of Pinkerton®s, a United States d.étective
agency ﬂotoricus for its strike~breaking activities, who had been
on the scene when the incident occurred.68

This telegram was followed the next day, Saturday, June 21,
by two more, this time directed to Premier James Dunsmuir and signed
in the name of the Fraser River Canners® Aséociati:on.69 One repeated
the claims about the special constables who, it said, stood by and
“saw riot and unlawful acts by the strikers without attempting to
c;ffer aid," Iister was said to be unable to cope with the situation.
"Many men" were intending to fish and the telegram predicted “serious

riots" when they began to carry out their intention., The canners

a.rgued that the militia was "urgently required or grea‘lﬁ loss of life

68 B.C., S.P., 1900, p., 1009, Another wire referred to the man as
"our detective” (ibid., . 1010),

' 69 Ibid., p. 1010,
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and property would result.” The second telegram, besides recom-
mending thgt Provinecial Ibliée Constable Colin Campbell of Vancouver
be put in charge, asked the provincial government to send the
steamer "Quadra" (which in any case was operated by the federal
governmeﬁt!) wifh‘armed and uniformed men to patrol off Steveston,

Another telegram was dispatched to Ottawa, presumsbly to
the Minister of Marine and Fisheries, asking for protection against
violence allegedly threatened by the strikers.70 It claimed to
speak in the name of some of the licensed fishermeﬁ who had expressed
a willingnéss to fish and desired protection, and argued that the
federal suthorities, in collecting license fees, had undertaken an
obligatioh to offer such protection, It again asserted that the
police were unable to cope with the siﬁuation and suggested that the
canners had been forced to take steps to ensure a "better force" was
put into the field. The newspaper coupled this reﬁort with a
suggestion that consideration might have to be given to calling out
the militia.

The Vancouver Board of Tradg was also wheeled into line by
the canﬁeré to fire a round or twb on their behalf, AL a special
meeting of the Board called for Saturday afternoon, only 20 or so
of the Board's épproximately 200 members turned up, including,

naturally, a number of canners, Over the protests of several members

who argued that the Board was advocating the use of force against

70 Province, July 21, 1900, p. 3.
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the strikers, this meeting passed a resolution, presented by Henry O,
Bell~Irving, charging that a "state of lawlessness" existed on the
f‘rasef River and that fishermén who wanted to fish .were being
“intimidated and prevented from doing so." Characterizing the
I;resent protection for these men as4 f’entifely inadequate, " it asked
the provincial government to take " mediate steps for the full pro-
tection of life and property." &An amendment asking the Board to
confine itself to supporting a resolution asking for mediation by
the provincial government, previously passed by the New Westminéter
Board of Tzfade' and circulated for endorsation to Vancouver and
Victoria, was defeated. ‘To placate the minority, however, a
second resolution, endorsing the position of the New Westminster
Board, was forwarded along with its more vehement comﬁanion.n

Events moved rapidly to a climax., There was feverish
activity in the Canners' Association, which héld meetings off and
on all Saturday. By Sunday morning, the canners had produced a
"more definite" version of their first offer, made on the previous
V;Iednésday,'?zfox; a price ranging between 15 and 20 cents. The new
Yerms provided for 20 cents to be paid for the first 600 fish

delivered in each week and 15 cents for any over that figure.

TL Province, dJuly 23, 1900, p. 3; World, July 23, p. 3; B.C., S.P,,
1900, pp. 1009, 10L0 (texts of New Westminster and Vancouver
telegrams ). ]

T2 Province, July 23, 1900, p. 1.
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Canneries would take at those p;'ices all the fish they could handle
and in case limits on delivery were necessary in a heavy run, each
cannery would take the same number of fish from each boat, whether
it was fishing on shares or contract. These terms represented a
considerable improvement over the origiﬁa.l offer, even if the
canpners tried to disguise their concessions as a clarification,
The promise of 20 cents a fish for a definite quantity went some
way towards meeting the views of those fishermen who had said they
would fish fdr 20 cents, The pledge of equal treatment when limits
were put on deliveries a136 met another of the fishermen's demands.

Since the canners had terminated negotiations by their
ultimatum and were now not prepared apparently to recognize the
union by dealing with it, this offer had to be delivered to the
fishermen by way of posters, which were put up in Steveston on
Sunday afternoon, July 22, The reaction of union fishermen there
was to vote down the offer, in spite of pleas by Mr. E, P, Bremmer,
Dominion Labor Commissioner, for them to think twice before rejecting
it. Voting was by secret ballot, the Sil votes being counted by
two of the newspaper reporters at the meeting. Tally was 492 for
25 cents, 15 for 22-1/2 cents, 27 for 20 cents a.ﬁd. seven spoiled
ballots.73 This was the vote of the hard-core of strikers, those

nmen who, as Wa.tson said, were so incensed at the canners that they

73 ¥World, July 23, 1900, p. 3.
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s
were determined to hold out for 25 cents. Among the leaders who

spoke, Burns and MacClain notably refrained from advising the men
how to vote on the offer , and confined thems,elvés to urging them
to abide by majority decision, a :position thé.t suggests they
inclined to a compromiée at less than 25 cen‘bs.75 The temper of
the meeting was such, however, that a.ny compromise éuggestion
brought angry denunciations from the rank and file :t‘ishermaan.76

During the 24 hours after the canners had posted their
latest offér, contacts were reportedly made between the Association -
and the Ja.}_:'a.nese.77 The report says that an agreement was signed
with the Japanese unién, and the canners themselves mentioned a
"further é;greement " in a wire to Eberts on S\mday.78 Whether any
formal. agreement wa..s signed or not, the Japanese held a huge
meeting in Steveston on Monday afternoon ivhich was attended by
from 3,500 to 4,000 men, After hearing speeches by several

"Japanese labor contractors”

and Y. Yamasaki, secretary of the
"'u;nion'f, the Japanese Fishermen's Benevolent Society, they decided

in a gfeat bufst of cheering to acéept the canners! latest offer

and to return to work the next morm’.ng.79 Afterwards, they formed
T4 Province, July 20, 1900, p. 3.
5 World, July 23, 1900, p. 3.
76 Province, July 23, 1900, p. 1.
77 Columbian, July 23, 1900, D. l. \
78 B.C., S.P., 1900, p. 1012. T

79 World, July 24, 1900, p. 1.
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up in a procession, said to be four blocks long, headed by the
Japanese fla.g,BOa.nd paraded through the streets of Steveston. Later
in the afternoon, the union men could only muster from 500 to 660
men to a meeting intended as a counter-demonstration and did not
attempt their own parade. The stage was now set for the long-feared
clash--a clash much talked about up to this time by canners, fisher-
men and newspapers--between the Japanese and the other fishermen.

As we have seen, the Cénﬁers" Association was convinced
that the force of special constables bad to be replaced by something
more effective, before any fishermen would go back to work. On
Saturday they had tried to get both federal and provincial govern-
ments to provide a strengthened force, and had suggested that one
way of providing such a force was to call out the militia, By Monday
they had answers from both governments of a kind which made it plain
that neither one was prepared to take the responsibility for calling
out the militia. ILegally neither government could have sent the
militia out "in aid of the civil power" under the terms of the
Militia and Defence Act (46 Vict. Chap. 4l). Section 3k of the Act
provided that in such cases the call had to come from tt_le justices
of the peace in the municipality affected, either from the chairman
of the Quarter Sessions of the Peace or in a requisition signed by
three Jjustices of the peace. The federal department of Marine and

Fisheries had referred the reqﬁests for protection back to the

80 B.C., Journals, 1900, p. clxiv,
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to the provincial government, since law enforcement in the province
came under the Attorney-General.al When the provincial government
received the canners' wires, the Attorney-General had sharply rebuked
poor Lister for failing to provide the necessary protection, and in
spiteﬂof Iister's defence that he had provided protection on the
only two 6ccasions it had been asked for, went ahead with plans to
replace him by Chief Constable W. H. Bullock-~Webster from l\Ie.'l.scm.82
But, though the provincial authorities were prépared to add to the
force of special constables and to give it different leadership,
they were evidently not prepared to do anything about the militia.
Their reluctance to take the initiative is probably to be explained
By the sharp eriticism which had been directed against the province
for illegal procedures on previous occasions when the militia had
been called out in aid of the civil power.83

By Monday, it must have been apparent to the canners that
they were not going to get mich help from either government., Their
wire on Sunday for police from Victoria to assist Webster, or for the
militia, was replied to by Attorney-General Eberts in terms which

84
left no doubt that such a force would not be forthcoming. Once

81 B.C.’ _S;EO’ 1900’ p. 1013.

82 Ipid., pp. 1011-13,

83 Peter Guy Silverman, "A History of the Militia and Defences of
British Columbia, 1871-1914," unpublished M.A. thesis, University of
British Columbia, April, 1956, pp. 160 et seq,

84 B.C., S.P., 1900, p. 1012,
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the agreement with the Japanese was in prospect, the canners had
immediate need of a forée to protect these strike-breakers and
lacked confidence in the police already on the scene, In these
circumstances, they went ahead with their own plans to fulfill the
legal requirements for calling out the militia, As a subsequent
legislative inquiry made clear, the possible "riot, disturbance or
other emergency" was anticipated not by the three justices of the
peace who signed the requisition, but by the canners. The requisition,
" addressed to the senior military officer in the area, Iieutenant-
Colonel S. A, Worsnop, of the Sixth Duke of Connaught's Own Rifles,
with headquarters and its main force in Vancouver and a company also
in New Westminster, was prepared under the camners® direction in
Vancouvéf. The Pinkerton agent, Donahue by name,ssnow stepped out
of the shadoﬁs again as bearer oflthe requisition to Steveston.
That evening at Malcolm and Windsor's cannery a number of canners
ﬁet with Chief Constable Lister and Assistant Superintendent of
the Provincial Police Fraﬁk Nhrray, Also present were two justices
of the peace, Edward Hﬁht, a'Stevgston storekeeper, and a former

partner in a cannery,.and Robert Whiteside, foreman of the Pacific

85 Various spelling of the name are used. The Province gave his
name as "F. Donohoe" in the following “"social note" after the strike:
“Mr. F. Donohoe, who has represented the interests.of the Fraser
River Canners! Association during the recent fishermen®s strike,
leaves to-morrow morning for DeKalb, Ill., to visit a sister whom
he has not seen for ten years. . Mr. Donohoe has had many years
experience in labor troubles and has lately shown himself most
impartial and fair-minded [sic] in such affairs”(Aug. 6, 1900, p. 8).
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Coa.st cannery. Their role in the meeting can be judged from the
fact that the decision to call the militia was made by motion of
the meeting, and neither man could tell the legislative inquiry
what specific breaches of the peace or apprehended breaches of
the peace had moved him to sign the requisition, The third justice,
Reeve M. B, Wilkinson, owner of the Dinsmore cannei’y, was not even
in Steveston, but seven miles away at the North Arm, After he had
been reached by telephone, the requisition was taken there for
his signature and then sent to Vancouver where it arrived at
1:30 a.,m. July 24, Colonel Worsnop, who had been told that it was

. 86
coming, took prompt action. The Vancouver contingent sailed

! shorﬁly after 3 a.m, pursued by the jeers
87

of a Vancouver crowd that .ga.thered at the wharf, and arrived in

aboard the steamer “'Comox'

Steveston just after six in the morning where they were joined by
the New Westminster contingént. The Japanese, who had meanwhile
mede all their preparations for fishixig, were to go out at eight
o’clock, but waited until ten for a favorable tide.88 As literally
hundreds of boats set out from canneries all along the dyke at
Steveston, the white and Indian strikers stood helplessly by,

deprived even of their leaider, Frank Rogers, who had been arrested

86 B.C., Journals, 1900, pp. cxlii-cliii (evidence of M. B. Wilkinson,
Edward Hunt, Robert Whiteside, Colonel S. A, Worsnop); pp. clvii
(evidence of Charles S. Windsor); p. clxiii (evidence of R. B, Lister);
Pp. clxvii-clxviii (evidence of Frank Mirray). L

87 Province, July 25, 1900, p. 1.
88 Tbid., July 24, 1900, po 1.
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the previous day on charges arising out of the fracas on Friday
night and taken to jail in Vancouver,

. The calling out of the militia may have followed the
letter of the law but the method adopted violated its spirit, as
an inquiry by a Select Committee of the Legislative Assembly
clearly indicated, The initiative came, ﬁnot as provided by the
law, from the ,justicés of the peace, but from the canners., One
Justice was not even on the scene of the possible disturbances
and the other two were unable to give the inguiry specific instances
that would have constituted an é,nticipated emergency beyond the
power of the civil authorities to deal with, as required by the Act.
The inquiry had before it a copy of a wire sent that same evening
i:y Lister to the Attorney-General in Victoria reporting “all quiet."go
Evi&encé of immediate disturbances was, then, lacking. The evidence
for anticipating such disturbances would break out was cbntradic‘bory.
The Select Committee, which was set up primarily to determine the
éxterit , if any, of provincial responsibility for the calling out of
the militia, side-stepped evaluation of this evidence, saying in
its report only that "there is a conflict of evidence, some
witnesses swearing the;.t there was no reason to apprehend danger,

while others swore that they believed there would be trouble in

89 World, July 23, 1900, p. 8.

90 B.C., S.P., 1900, p. 1012,
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the event of the Japanese commencing fishing. "

Did any ‘da.nger in fact exist and wouid the militia bave been
moxre effecﬂive than the special constables in dealing with it? Feeling
was high, undoubtedly hot words were spoken and threats made, !but.
the relative balance of forces among striking fishermen in Steveston
that Monday before the Japanese went out to fish made any head-on
clash very unlikely. The Japanese were able to muster upwards of
3,000 men, while other ' striking fishermen assembled only about 600,
With such a large preponderance of strength against them and with
the scales weighted further by presence of a large force of special
constables, it seems improbablg that the remaining strikers would
have tried conclusions with the Japanese in a pitched battle on
shore, The real problem was to piotec‘b the strike-breakers on the
fishing érounds. There the difficulty was inherent in the type of
fishing, where boa.{'.s, each carrying only two men, were spread out
in a wide area at the mouth of the Fraser River, and from five to
ten miles out in the Gulf of Georgié, in an arc from the Inter-
national Boundary to Point Atkinson at the mouth of English Bay.

This was the problem that Lister felt he could not cope with--the

incident on the previous Fi‘ida.y, near Phoenix cannery, even though
it took place in the confines of the river, proved that the cannery
tugs were relatively helpless in face of a group of determined men

in the highly manoeuvreable skiffs and boats used by the fishermen.

91 B.C,, Journals, 1900, p. cxli.
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Unless transport had been provided, the militia could no more have
effectively patrolled this danger zone than could the special con-
stables. Many more tugs than were available would have been needed
since ordinary steamers would have been useless in the net-strewn
waters, The effect, therefore, of calling out the militia was
purely ps&chological--a further evidence to the strikers of the
overwhelming airay of forces against them., Their sense of help-
lessness was reported to have been expressed'in these terms: "There
are h,OOO Japs, 200-militia, 100 police, and the canners, agaiﬂét
700 British fishermen and a few Canadian Ihdians."92

Once the Japanese had begun to fish under the watchful
eyes of militia and-police, the prospects must indeed have appeared
dark to the strikers. At first glance, no hope of a negotiated
settlement seemed to remain; and they faced the prospect of staying
out for the rest of the season, or of going back individually on
any terms the canners would give. Yet, less than a week later,
these men were back fishing for a price negotiated with the canners,
a happy outcome which in the shock of the first few hours of Tuesday,
after the arrival of the troops, none of the strikers could have

foreseen,

92 Province, July 26, 1900, p. l.
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CHAPTER V
THE 1900 SIRIKE--PHASE TWO

With the arrival of the militia and the return of the
Japanese to fishing, the strike entered a new and critical phase.
ﬁuring the two previous weeks, the strength of the strikers had
ia.in in their power to prevent any fisherma.n,‘ union or non-union,
from fishing, Union patrols had swept the river clean and few
strike violators, except on the very fringe of the grounds, had
escaped their attention.l But when the Japanese began to fish and
to deliver their catch to the canneries, the situation became very
d;lfferent. Union patrols in conmé.nd of the river were replaced by
patrols of police in cannery tugs,awhich were soon partially with-
drawn, however, becausé the union patrols, unable to force
non-strikers to hang up their nets, continued only in diminished
numbers, and were largely ineffective.3 A settlement of the strike

on terms favorable to the strikers depended, therefore, upon factors

1 Many contemporary comments on the effectiveness of the strike are
based on reports that boats were out fishing. These seem to have
resulted from a failure to understand the union. system of permits
for fishing for food (B.C., Journals, 1900, p. clxxvii - evidence of
Frank Rogers) and the continued fishing, with a larger-sized net, for
spring salmon (Columbian, July 1k, 1900, p. 4).

2 Colonist, July 25, 1900, p. 1; Province, 5uly 25, p. 1.

3 Province, July 27, 1900, p. 1; July 27, p. 6; Columbian, July 25,
P. 4, .
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other than their ability to keep the canners from getting a supply
of fish, even a supply less than normal,

In the days that folloﬁed the.Japanese action on Tuesday
morning, the canners kept saying that the strike was over, and the
newspapers carried various reports of a return to work of white
fishermen at the North Arm, and in New Westminster, and of an
imminent resumption of fishing by the Iﬁ&ians.h By the end of the
week, however, it was apparent that the strike waé still being
observed by most'of the white fishermen, by the bulk of the Indians,
and even by a group of Japanese, termed by Rogers the "o1d-time"
Japanese, and estimated by him to number 600.5 The licenses held by
this group represented a substantial proportion 6f the total of the
3,683 licenses issued in 1900 on the Fraser River--not less than
one~third, perhaps as much as one-half, This was no inconsiderable
proportion of the fishing-labor force, and the canners could do
without their services only if a heavy run of sockeye made it possible
for a few boats to supply the canneries to thevlimit of their packing

capacities,

4 Colonist, July 26, 1900, Pe 1; News-Advertiser, July 26, 1900,
p. 8; July 27, p. 1; July 28, p. 1; Province, July 25, 1900, p. 1;
July 27, p. 6; World, July 25, 1900, p. l. :

5 World, July 25, 1900, p. 1. He amended this figure to 250 in
his appearance before the Select Committee (B.C., Journals, 1900,
p. clxxviii).

6 1,076 whites and 555 Indians got licenses and a proportion of
the 393 company licenses were held by whites or Indians (See above
p, 48 - Table V). )
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The run, however, stayed light. This was reason enough
for the caﬁners, once they had time to assesé their position after
the first Aflush of their victory on Tuesday, to think again about
reaching a settlement with the fishei'men who continued to hold out.
Some canneries were in a more difficult position than others with
respect to their supply of labor: these canneries, said to be
eight in number, had never employed Japanese fishermen and, there-
fore, did not benefit from their retufn to work, After several days,
the Canners! Association allotted to them a propor‘Eion of the fish
delivered to other canneries by the Ja.pa.xo.ese.8 This action further
reduced each cannery's already small 'supply of f:i.sh and could be
only a temporary solution,

| The Indians, with rare exceptions, stayed with the

strikers., 'Theilr close-knit tribal organization, plus their antipathy
to the Jaba.ﬁese who were displacing them from the industry, made them
among the strongest supporters of the strike ,9even though they would
suffer most from loss of the season's earnings., When the strike was

prolonged, there were signs that most Indians, ‘rather than break with

their union allies, were simply prepa.ring to leave for their homes

7 News-Advertiser, July 27, 1900, p. 8; Colonist, .hly 27, po 1
World, July 28, p. 1.

8 World, July 26, 1900, p. 1; Province, July 27, p. 6.

9 Prov:.ncé, July 26, 1900, p. 1; Percy Gladstone and Stuart Jamieson,
"Unionism in the Fishing Ind.ustry of British Columbia," CJEPS, vol., 16

(May 1950), Pp. 154-5,



- 145 -
_ 10
and forfeit the rest of the.season's work, A general exodus of
Indians would pose #nother problem for the camners; their operations
would be partially crippled by the loss of the services of the Indian
women and children who were employed in processing,

The Chinese, who made up most of the rest of the labor
force in the canneries,.had taken no part in the dispute. The
strikers now suggested that they might be able to persuade fhe
Chinese, who had no particular love for their fellow Asians, not to
process fish caught by the Japanese, Contacts were made with the
Chinese, but any prospect of their joihing the strikers faded
abruptly as the canneries started operations with their usual
Chinese crews at W'ork.ll The chief losers from any Chinese refusal
to work would have béen the Chinese labor contractors, and they
undoubtedly strongly influenced the rejectior of such a boycott.

In #ddition to their problems with the strikers, the
canneries faced difficulties with the fishermen they had persuaded
to go ﬁack to work, The Japanese who were fishing included
newcomers from Japan,'mosf of them inexperienced, if not in fishing,
at least in the iype of fishing done on the Fraser River, and unused

12 .
to the Fraser River gillnet boats, These, then, were not the most

10 Columbian, July 26, 1900, p. 4; Province, July 25, p. 1; World,
July 25, p. 1.

n World, July 24, 1900, p. 1; July 25, p. 1; News-Advertiser,
July 25, p. 5.

12 VWorld, July 24, 1900, p. 1; Columbian, July 25, p. U;
News-Advertiser, July 25, p. 5. ,
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productive of fishermen. The canners had another source of difficulty
arising from the methods b& which the Japanese had been persuaded to
go back to work. Because of the languége barrier, the great majority
of them had no way'of communicating with the other fishermen,
Japanesé favorable to the union charged that their fellow countrymen
had been misled into going back by leaders who told them that the
whites and Indians were also returning to work.13 Union men bitterly

~ denounced the "treachery" of Kamekich Oki, the labor contractor at

Lighthouse cannery and vice-pfesident of the Japanese Fishermen's

] 1k .

Benevolent Society, who was supposed to have received §l,500 for
15 .

persuvading his members to give up the strike, From union sources,

also, came reports of Japanese putting their nets on the racks again
when they learned that the strike was continuing.16 Even if we
discount these reports, it is true that thé Japanese were not fishing
as long hours as usual: apprehension ébout possible net-cutting or
similar guerilla action by the strikers kept them from fishing at

17
night,

13 Province, July 25, 1900, p. l.
14 World, July 25, 1900, p. 8.

15 Columbian, July 26, 1900, p. 4. Other reports circulated that
each Japanese contractor had received §100 (World, July 25, p. 1).

16 Colonist, July 26, 1900, p. 1; World, July 26, p. 1.
17 Columbian, July 26, 1900, p. k., A rash of net-cutting did occur,

but after the end of the strike, presumably reflecting hostilities
built up during the strike,
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All these factors were favorable to some kind of settlement,
but in the first shock of the Japanese defection, the remaining
strikers (Led by the union, but not all union members) seemed to be
without aﬁy plan which might achieve this end, Tuesdé& was a day
of confusion and disarray. For one thing, that xhorning the strikers
were without two of their most forceful leaders. Frank Rogers had
only just been released on bail from the jail in Vancouver where he
had been heid overnight, and he still ha.d $0 make his way to
Steveston by stage ;l8 and Will MacClain was in Nanaimo, where he
had gone with the Fort Simpson band to attempt to rally support and
donations from the minefs.lg How important these leaders, especially
Rogers, were to the union can be seen in the failure, in spite of
attempts by some of the strikers, to get any kind of a meeting going‘
until Rogers arrived.

At this meeting, a short one, the strikers rejected again
the canners! "final" offer of Sunday, June 22, and doggedly repeated
their demand f‘or 25 'cents. The meeting was only a preliminary to a
parade, said to be intended é.s a reply to the Japanese demonstration
of the prev:i;ous day. UWhites and Indians formed up in a procession

, 20
that marched through the streets of Steveston. Events took a

18 Province, July 24, 1900, p. 1. Charges against him were later
dropped by the Crown (World, July 25, pp. 1, 8).

19 Province; July 23, 1900, p. 3.

20 Estimates of the numbers 1;1 the parade vary wildly, from 500 to
600 in the World to 3,000 in the Province and News-Advertiser (World,
July 24, 1900, p. 1; Province, July 2%, p. 1; News-Advertiser, July 25,
DP. 5)0 i
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possibly dangerous turn when the demonstration circied the head-
quarters of the military at Gulf of Georgia cannery, where strikers
jeered the soldiers and sang, with intentional irony,."Soldiers of
the Queen” and parodies directed at the troops. The militia stood
to arms uﬁder these provocations, but after Colonél Worsnop ignored
the demands of Henry Bell-Irving that the Riot Act be read, the
procession dispersed withoﬁt further incident.al A second meeting
followed in the afternoon, mﬁstly taken up with expressions of
hostility to the canners, the Japanese and the soidiers. At this
meeting, Dominion Iabor Commissioner Bremner made a start at getting
the strikers back to seeking a settlement. In spite of rowdy
opposition to his initial suggestion that théy accept the cannerst
terms, the strikers at length agreed to his comtinuing to try to
negotiate with the canners. The meeting authorized him to pﬁt
three questions to the canneré: Would 20 cents be paid throughout
the season; would the canners submit to arbitration; and would
they recognize the union.22

The question about arbitration owes its inclusion in part
to a curreﬁt campaign of a section of the trade union movement for

compulsory arbitration as a means of forcing employers to bargain

with their employees and arrive at negotiated settlements. In the

21 Colonist, July 25, 1900, p. l.

22 ITov1nce, July 24, 1900, p. 1; Colonist, July 25, p. 1; News-
Advertiser, July 25, p. 5.
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session of the provincial Legislative Assembly then under way, a
motion on this subject was introduced by Ralph Smith, member for
Nanaimo City and long-~time secretary of the miners® u.ni«:m.23 To the
fishermen, arbitration meant the canners opening their books éo that
the price pf fish could be set in accordance with what they could
actually pay.2 From the granting of this demand, the union hoped
to get proof that the canners could afford the 25 cents the fisher-
men were asking, Apparently Bremner did not press the demand for
arbitration. He probably feli: that considering the current temper
of the canners; this demand had no chance of even being consié.ered.
He certainly thought that the lapse of time before any arbitration
could be completed would lose the fishermen .their whole season, for
during later negotiations, he raised this point again, and suggested
to the fishermen that they return to work on the canners® terms,
pending a final price settlement through a.rb:i.i‘.rai’.ion.25 The union
men objected to this suggestion and the proposal was dropi)ed.

At this point, the demand for union recognition assumed a
- greater importance in the strike than it had previously done. In
the earlier stages of the dispute the unionists had been satisfied

with the de facto recognition given by the canners in meeting with

the union delegates, But after the canners® ultimatum that broke up

23 B.C., Journals, 1900, p. 115.
2L Colonist, Aug. 1, 1900, p. 6.

25 News-Advertiser, July 29, 1900, p. k.
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negotiations and their subsequent refusal to deal with the union,
backed by the delivery of offers by letter and poster, the strikers
put forward recognition of their union as one of the terms for any
settlement. Then, too, their attitude was stiffened by the
denunciation of their leaders as not bona, fide fishermen and the
assertion that all differences could have been speedily adjusted
except for the internvention of these outsiders. The union leaders
would have been less than human if these attacks had not made them
more determined to force‘the canners to deal with the union through
its officers. In this determination they could draw for support on
a natural feeling among fishermen that in the past they had not been
dealt with on a basis of equality by the canners. Yet this demand
for union recognition remained subordinate to the necessities of a
price settlement. Leaders like Rogers and Watson, with their trade
union loyalties, miéht put it first in their public utterances, but,
as events showed, the fishermen, though they may have desired a
change in the method of arriving at prices, were not prepared to
hold out on this issue when a price settlement was in sight.

As the fishermen prepared to seek fresh negotiations,
howvever, the demand for union recognition loomed large as a possible
obstacle to agreement, Rogers gave it first place in any solution:
“Let them recognize the union now and the rest will be easy, but
fﬁey must deal with the fishermen as an organized body of men or

26
there will be no settlement," Watson excoriated the canners for

26 World, July 25, 1900, p. 8.
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the "quibbles" by which, over the months, they had sought to avoid
dea.ling with the fishermen's unions. He warned them that "the
Union is here to stop," and that they would have to deal with it
next year as well as tl:iis.27 The canners, on the other hand, were
now not at all disposed to recégnize the union, They felt they
had broken the strike and did not have to accept the "Socialist
agitators" whom they identified as the leaders of the union, They
were also 'quoted as fearing that recognition of the union woulci
enable it to restrict fishing to union members only, thus reducing
the labor force, or if all fishermen were enrolled in the union,
enable it to prevent canners, by threats of strike action, from
discharging fishermen "for ca.use."28 The feelings of the Canners!
Association were clea.riy indicateci by fheir repudiation of
C. S. Windsor, manager of United Canneries?® Gulf of Georgia plant,
Windsof was quoted as stating in the Association's name that “the
fishermen have as much right to organize their union as the cannery-
men have to form a combine" and as saying slso that the canners
would recognize and deal w:i:th the union provided the leaders were

29

bona fide fishermen.

27 RNews-Advertiser, July 29, 1900, p. 3.
28 Colonist, July 27, 1900, p. l.

29 world, July 26, 1900, p. 1, Windsor was compelled to make a
humiliating denial of his remarks in a letter to the Executive Com-
mittee of the Canners®! Association which was then:published in the
News-Advertiser (July 29, 1900, p. 1). By the next season he was
no longer with the United Cenneries, but. started his own concern,
Union Canneries, in the plant built by the co-operative Fraser River
Industrial Society (B.C., Reg. of Cos., Files 63 (Co-op) and 607
- (1897) [microfilm] ). The name of the new venture does perhaps
suggest that the remarks attributed to him may have had something
to do with his leaving the United Canneries,
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Immediately after the Tuesday meeting, Bremmer set about
his mediation efforts. Appa.rentiy-r.he made little progress at first.
The canners® only public reaction in the next few days to the union's
iepeated demand for 25 cents was to i‘eiterate the offer of 20 and
15 centé accepted by the Japanese,‘ and, by way of indirect reply to
the union's charge that they would not give written agreements, to
announce that contracts on this basis could be applied for by the
individual fisherman at the cannery for which he fished..30 Rumors
of a split among canners over the position of the canneries which
had never employed Japanese fishermen were quieted by the Executive
Committee’s announcement that fish would be allocated to them from
the other ca.m:teries.a‘1

Besides the pressure created by the absence of part of
their labor force, the biggest stimulus to .the canners to re-open
negotiations probably came from the debate in the Legislative
Assembly on the strike, and especia.lly on the ca.'LlJ.ng out of the
militia, In the previous few months, the province ha.d.passed. through
a period of intense political excitement ,32a.rising from the dismissal
by Iieuteﬁa.nt-dovernor T. R. McInnes of the Semlin mini:stry and his

seléction of chseph Ma.rfin'to fc;rm a government, Martin's lack of

support in the Legislative Assembly had force_d him to call a June

30 Province, July 25, 1900, p. 1; News-Advertiser, July 26, p. 1.

31 World, July 26, 1900, p. 1; Columbian, July 26, p. k.

32 Ma.rgaret A, Ormsby, British Columbia: a History, Toronto,
Macmillan, 1958, pp. 321-2k, .
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provincial'election, which sealed his government!s fate, and that
of McInnes, but which did not see the emergence of any clear-cut
alterhative. This situation had been temporarily resolved a month
before by the ﬁatching together of yet another coalition government., -
In its first session this rather shaky coalition faced an opposition
of nearly equal size. At Wednesday's session, a strong attack on
the calling out of the militia was launched by Ralph Smith and
backed by other oppositipn members. They argued that the action
had not been justified by the situatibn and demanded informatioﬁ
about the circumstances leading to that drastic sﬁep—-one member
said the justices of the peace deserved the "severest censure,"
The government in reply was careful to point‘out that it had nd
fesponsibility for the decision. Its role, said the ministers, was
one of refusing to aggravate the cdnflict by sending the large
additional forces of special constables demaﬁded by the canners,
It had offered, through the Boards of Trade of New Westminster and
Vancouver, to mediate, but neither canﬁers or fishermen had responded
to the. offer. The debate revealed a general disposition among the
- members to favof the fishermen, whose law-abiding behaviour was
noted and the canners were criticized-~by a member with cannery
interests~--for not 6ffering a minimum price earlier in the dispute,
The opposition prodded the government to take further action to
éettle with the remaining strikers, and Bremner was praised on

33
both sides of the House for his efforts.

33 For reports of the debate see, Colonist, Jnly 26, 1900, p. 6;
News-Advertiser, July 26, p. 2.
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The reports of this debate, as well as the growing reali-
zation amoﬁg the canners that they needed all their fishermen back
at work, undoubtedly strengthened Bremner®s hand, Earlier in the
~week, Bremner's numerous contacts with the canners' executive had
been réported "fruitless" and he himself was stigmatized as a
"representativé of the s*t‘:rikers."3u But at the same time as the
éebate came fresh editorial demaﬁds for a settlement of the strike.35
In this changed atmosphere, sufficient progress was made by Friday
éfternoon for Rogers to be able to say that a meeting of thei
Steveston strikers to be held on Saturday morning would appoint a
committee with powers to discuss énd_sign an agreement with the
Canners’® Association,36

ADuring this week, the informal links between the diverse
groups of étrikers proved unequal to the stress of trjing to hold
the strikers together to get some sort of negotiated settlement.
The problem stemmed from the failure to unite all fishermen (except
the Japanese) into one union with central direction. The Joint
Board created to co-ordinate the Vancouver and New Westminster locals,37

seems never to have functioned and no other form of overall

co-ordination was developed in its place,

34 Colonist, July 27, 1900, p. l.

35 Province, July 26, 1900, p. 4; World, July 26, p. 4; News-
Advertiser, July 27, p. 4. A

36 News-Advertiser, July 28, 1900, p. 5.

37 See Chapter III, p. 99 above,
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After the strike began, the Vancouver union was itself
divided; while it still functioned in the city under Peter Wylie,
the president, and J, H. Watson, chosen secretary pro. tem, ,38 a
sfrike centre grev'v ﬁp at Steveston under the leadership of Frank
Rogers, the vice-president, The importance of this centre grew
with the development of the sfrike 3 Steveston had the largest
concentration of ca.ﬁneries, and therefore the largest number of
strikers; it was also in a strategic position for the direction of
patrols, commanding the main channel and being at the nearest point
to thé grounds outside the mouth of the river, The physical division
of the union may also have been accentuated by tﬁe political views
of its leaders: Watson was an Independent Labor supporter, while
Rogers gathered around him some 'of his fellc;w Socialists, like
MacClain and Burns. The role in the strike of these latter two
became a matter of coﬁtroversy, since they spoke for fhe strikers,
and yet were neither fishermen nor members of the union.

As the strike continued, embryo union locals developed
in each locality where there were substantial groups of fishermen.
In addition to the Steveston group, separate groups were formed by
fishermen at the canneries on the North Arm of the Fraser River,
at Ladner?!s Landing and at Canoe Pass, the latter both south of
thev main cha.x:.mel. What degree of organization existed outside

Steveston is not known, but if the Steveston pattern was followed,

38 Province, July 19, 1900, p. 3.
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each group functioned through a series of meetings, which elected
~ chairmen and secretaries as the need arose, but did not create any
continuing group of officers. Leadership, as can be seen in the
case of Rogers, was largely on the basis of personality, not office,

Another section of the strike "front" came under the New -
Westminster local, which embraced chiefly the men who habitually
fished in the upper reaches of the river; and, in many cases, had
their homes in New Westminster, Outside this regional organization
were the Indians, They were, in most cases, not formally members of
the union; though they usually attended meetings in the area where
they were camped, but were grouped in their tribal bands under the
leadership of their chiefs.

The co-ordination of these loosely linked components
developed on an ad hoc basis during the strike. AL the outset,
decisions continued to be taken in the name of the Vancouver union.
In the first week or so, these decisions involved chiefly protests
of one kind or another or, at most, a re-affirmation of the stand
for 25 cents and they were taken without any consultation of the
a.reas.39 When the strike entered its second week and negotiations
were in prospect, a committee was set up representing the Vancouver,
New Westminster and Japanese unions and the local groups in Steveston

and the North Arm., The Indians had no representation, Voting on

39 Independent, July 14, 1900, p. 1.

40 Ibid., July 21, 1900, p. 1.
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reports of the committee was done in each of the groups and the
Indians were also consulted, the results being passed on to the
éommittee. On the only occasion when the committee is knowm to
have Zoted on tactics, voting was by unit, each group ha.viﬁg one
vote, g Once negotiations had been broken off, this committee
apparently lapsed, Because the canners refused to meet with any
but bona % fishermen, the commiftee did not include the actual
leaders of the strike and therefore did not develop into a central
strike committee, as it might bhave done with a different memberéhip.
Strike co-ordination then reverted to the previous informal contacts.

In the absence of central direction, this rvather ramshackle
structure ’c;hreatened to fall apart during the crisis caused by the
defection of the Japanese. On Monday, July 23, when the canners
were circulating their offer for 20 cents for the first 600 fish a
week and 15 cents over that nuhémber, groups in Vancouver and the
Forth Arm voted to accept it. Since both were much smaller groups
than the one at Steveston (the Forth Arm being perhaps one-quarter
as large, and only a compai‘a.tive handful being left in Vancouver),
they did not speak fér anything like the majority of union fishex;men.
This fact decided the North Arm group not to return to fishing until
fhey saw what Steveston was going to do. Vancouver, on the other

hand, over the protests of some of its members who left in disgust

41 See Chapter IV, p. 126 above.

42 World, July 24, 1900, p. 1
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to go to Steveston, met with the canners, Whether they asked for
union recognition and an agreemeht signed with the union as a
condition of accepting the offer is not clear, but if so, they were
not successful. They were bluntly told that contracts for individual
fishermen at the frices offered by the canners were available at
the canneries,

The next break came among the Indians. On Thursday and
Friday a number of them who fished for the Pacific Coast cannery
took out their boats under guard of police on tugs.us The canners
made attempts to get the rest of the Indians also to go.badk to
work; on Thursday evening a large meefing of Indians was held at .
Canoe Pasé, and was attended by Dr. Duncan Beil-Irving of the
Executive Committee of the Canners® Association, and A, W, Vowell,
Superintendent of Indian Affairs for British Columbia. The most
they could extractAfrom the gathering'was a promise that'the Indians
would go back on Sunday night, if the strike was not settled.h6 A
union-sponsored meeting in Steveston on the same day had already
succeeded in rallying the chiefs to persuade the Indians who were
fishing tquut up their nets and to stop any further back-to-work

movement .

43 News-Advertiser, July 25, 1900, p. 5.

by Ibid,, July 29, 1900, p. k.
45 Province, July 26, 1900, p. 1; July 27, p. 6.
4 Ibid., July 27, 1900, p. 6.

47 News-Advertiser, July 28, 1900, P. 5.
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At the same time the New Westminster union followed the
Vancouver group in undertaking indepéndent negotiations with the
canners, 7The initiative in setting the 25-cent demand had not
come from New Westminster--and indications are that that union
would have been satisfied with 20 cents. In fact, in the first
few days of the season when the strike was not being enforced,
three officers of the New Westminster union were reported in the
New Westminster newspaper, without denial by them, to be fishing
for the 20 cent opening price, During negotiations with the ’
canners, the New Westminster delegates had been responsible for
the committee®s putting to the canners a proposal for a straight
20 cents throughout the sea.son.50

In this crucial week, signs multiplied that the RNew
Westminstex; fishermen were preparing to act on their own. They
were reported to be 'resentful" of the too active part taken by
agitators who had no ‘connectiori with the fisheries, an indication
of dissatisfaction with the Steveston ra.dicals.Sl On Thursday,

July 26, the leaders of the uhion met with certain New Westminster

businessmen and were reported, as a consequence, to be going to use

‘48 mrld, July 12, 1900, Pe 3.

ko Columbién, July 12, 1900, p. 4. They could, of course, have
been fishing with spring salmon nets, which was permitted by the
strikers.

50 See Chapter IV, pp. 125, 126 above.

51 Columbian, July 28, 1900, p. 2.
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52

their influence to end the strike, On the following afternoon
the union met, ?resumably to formulate its proposals, 53a.m3. called
another meeting for Saturday in preparation for voting on the offer
they hoped to get. Saturday morning, with Bremner to smooth the way,
a delegation met the Executive Committee of the Canners® Association,
Again, what exact proposal they put to the canners is not clear, but
it was apparently for a straight 20 cents and union recognition (that
afternoon Rogers reported this as their position). But the ca.nnérs
were no more ready to make -concessions to the "moderates” than they
were to the "agitators" and the delegation had 'only a letter to
carry back to‘ their menllbers, not addressed to them but to Bremmer,
repeating the offer from which the canners refuséd to budgé. The
"moderates"” were left to take what satisfaction they could from the
letter’s récognition, by actual mﬁntion of the union's name, of the
existence of thei: orga.nization.s

With the leadership of the parent unions in Va.ﬁcouver and
New Westminster wa.vering‘towa.rds acceptance of the canners? terms,
Steveston®s determined leaders, backed by a core of die-hard
strikers, became the heart of the resistance to ending the strike
in capitulation., Around them gathered, with their followers, those

leaders from other centres on the lower river who also desired to

52 Columbian, July 27, 1900, p. k. .

53 World, July 28, 1900, p. 1.

5l News-Advertiser, July 29, 1900, p. 8.
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continue the struggle, In the meetings of the week of crisis, the
names of spokesmen of thé North Arm fishermen, and of those from
Ladner's Landing and Canoe Pass, and of the men who had left
bancouver; appear with incréasing frequency, as the militants drew
together in self-defense,

If, in the eyes of the strikers, Steveston alone repre-
sented the-will to win, even Steveston could not win without at
least carrying with it the rest of the fishermen. AL this point,
the canners might still have beaten the militants; at least a
partial recognition of the Vancouver and New Wéétminster ‘moderates"”
might have produced an acceptance of more ‘reasonable" terms on |
price, While it is characteristic of the éanners tha£ they made
no such attempt, if indeed the idea even occurred to them, the next
moves by the Steveston leadership were aimed at forestalling this
possibility by rallying all the remaining strikers in a new attempt
at settlement, |

The prime need was for the re-estabiishment of a common
front on pfice and other demands and the revival of the negotiating
committee, representing as many areas and groups as possible and
prepared to take revised demands into fresh negotiations with the
canners., 4Fbrtunately for the success of the attempt to revise the
demands, the main obstacle to agreement lay in Steveston itself,
which was still formally'committed to 25 cents, a price which had
been abandoned by Vancouver and New Westminster and was generally

conceded to be virtually impossible of realization.



- 162 -

Apparently Rogers felt that some of the support for this
extrene poéition came from men who really did not care whether they
fished or not that season, The_charge had been made frequently
enough during the strike that some of the strikers were Ydyke"
fishermen--hangers-on who had no intention of going fishing aﬁd
ﬁere only out to stir up trouble, These charges had admittedly
been made by hostile sources, but the general tightening up of
admissions to the last few meetings of the strike lends substance
to this view, Union spokesmen also complained about “leaks" from

22 :

their meetings, but since the correspondent of the News-Adiertiser

was permitted to make very full reports even of the closed meetings,
secreéy could hardly have been the chief end of the exclusions.,
In any case, Rogers announced that only holders of fishing licenses
6r boat pullers permits would be admitted to the meetings scheduled
'for Saturday. Protests about this requirement from men without
either (fishermén in cannery boats did not need their own licenses),
resulteé in the setting ug of an invigilating committee to screen ’
those seeking admission.5

Out of the two meetings held at Steveston on Saturday
emerged altered price demands and a committee to take them to the

canners, These decisions bore a strong imprint of Rogers! personal

leadership; In the morning meeting, he aunnounced that, to counteract

55 World, July 24, 1900, p. 1.

56 P&ovincé, July 27, 1900, p. 6; News-Advertiser, July 28, p. 5.
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the impression abroad that all offers had come from the cannmers,
the afterncon meeting would be asked to spprove a counter-offer to
be presented to the ca.nners.57 In the afternoon meeting, where he
fought ski].lfully for the adoption as a counter~offer of 20 cents
throughout the season, Rogers 'laid it on the line" to a gathering
of over 500 xﬁen who packed the 'Sbeveston Opera Hous:e to the point
of suffoca.tion.58 He reviewed frankly, and fairly, the actions
taken by Vancouver é.nd. New Westminster, He then turned, with a
concern he had already expré'ssed in severé.l previous speeches that
week, to the plight of the Indians in the coming winter if they lost
the season. Ilater in the méeting, during expressions of opinion
from represenf;a.tives of the various "branches, "59 when the
irreconcilables balked at the advice 'of the cha;.irma.n of the meeting,
John Gilmour of North Arm, to accept "a reasonable offer,” Rogers
again took the floor. In a convincing demonstration of his mastery
of the gathering, he flatly told the hostile elements that he
personally had advised the acceptance of 20 cents at the beginning

of the strike, but had been outvoted in the Vancouver meeting that

57 News-Advertiser, July 29, 1900, p. 4.

58 Ibid. The accounts of this meeting are taken solely from the
News-Advertiser as only that paper®s correspondent was admitted to
the meeting. The union felt that the newspapers, especially the
Vancouver Province and the New Westminster Columbian, had reported
their activities unfairly and tried to impose boycotts on them
(Columbian, July 25, 1900, p. 1; Province, July 31, 1900, p. 1).

~ 59 This is the first mention of "branches" and indicates how
guickly the budding locals burgeoned in the .forcing bed of the
strike,
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had decided on 25 cents. Finally, Rogers fought off the intervention
of Bremner, who arrived late, coming directly from the morning meeting
of the canners? executivg and the New Westminster delegation, with a
copy of the letter to New Westminster répeating the 20-15 cents
offer, When Bremner, after‘reading the letter, argued that the
™ ast notch" had been reached and that it was "useless to expect
another conéession," Rogers brushed him aside énd, the.propitious
moment having arrivéd; proposed a counter-offer of a straight 20
cents and recognition of the union, In spite of Bremmner's pleas,
the fishermen rejected the canners?® offer with "a sea of sun~burned
hands." The meeting then ﬁnanimously endorsed ﬁogers' proposal and
voted fo éispatch Bremner with a delegation to present it, naming to
the delegation repfesentatives of Steveston, Canoe Pass, North Arm,
Ladner?s Landing, and Vancouver.
' ‘The scene.w#s now set for what proved to be the final round
of negotiafions. On Saturday evening the two sides met, but the
deadlock remained as each contending party confined itself to
stating its present position--the canners ztill for 20 and 15 cents,
the fishermen now for a straight 20 cents. ° After this failure,
another outside mediator was sought in the person of Francis Carter-

Cotton, publisher of the News-Advertiser, who said he had been asked

to act by both canners and fishermen. As a prominent member of the

Vancouver Board of Trade and a former provincial cabinet minister,

60 Province, July 30, 1900, p. 3.
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Carter-Cotton was acceptable to the canners, and his recent "flirtation"
with labor=~he had sought trade union support in an _unsucceséful bid
for re-election in the June provincial electionffno doubt reconciled
the fishermen's committee to him.
| All thé final negotiations took place in Steveston, Carter-

Cotton came there on Sunday morning bringing with him Dr. Duncan
Bell-Irving and William Farrell of the Executive Committee of the
Canners® Association. He first had a meeting with Bremner and the
union committee., Then the two sides met again. This meeting was
a repetition of thé first one, with the canners? i'epresentatives
refusing to budge either on prices or on union recognition., In
apparent desperation, the union committee now suggested that it
would make the canners an offer of 19 cents throughout the season.
Even then, the canners reserved their decision, but offered enough
encouragement that the session ended with the union committee |
preparing to call a meeting to ratify their proposa.i to the ca.nners.62

On Sunday night a tense crowd gathered. Reports of the
lack of progréss at the Saturday and Sunday conferences had spread
among the strikers, and the new fishing week was already under way
as they met. Rogers, as chairman of the committee, put what he

said was the "final" report before the meeting. The committee

61 Independent, June 9, 1900, pp. 1, 5.

62 frovince, Julj 30, 1900, p. 3; I‘Ie;:rs-m.vertise:rJ July 31, p. 3.
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asked the meeting to ratify the compromise proposal, Rogers sfressing
that it was a "better proposition" than the one feceived by the
Japanese, and fhat the whites and 'India.ns would not be going back
for the same rates as the Japanese;63 Both Rogers and Gilmour argued
that the offer should be aécepted so the union could be held together.
Aftter speeches in support‘ of the compromise by Carter-Cotton and
Bremner, the committee®s action was endorsed by a majority of
three to one and presented to the canners in a letter addressed by
the union to Brem_ner.64

On ﬁbnday morning, the full Executive Committee of the
Fraser River Canners' Association met at Steveston to consider their
position. Back to Bremner came a letter, conta;ning their resolution,
and worded in such a way as not to acknowledge the existence of the

' so ran

union, "As some fishermen prefer one price for the season,'
the resoixition, the canners were prepared to offer 19 cents .through-
out the season as an alternative to the terms in their offer of

20 and 15 cents, Concessions previously made, on accepting equal
deliveries from all boats when limits were necessary, and on taking
all the fish that could be processed, were re-affirmed. Fishermen

had to specify, before their first delivery after the date of the

63 On weekly deliveries up to 725 fish, fishermen on the canners?
rate of 20 cents for the first 600 fish a week and 15 cents after that,
would receive a larger return. On deliveries over 725 fish, those on
the straight 19 cents now proposed by the fishermen would get the
higher return., It was a gamble in a speculative industry, likely to
appeal especially to "high-line' fishermen., Later in the season,
fishermen on the straight 19 cents were reported to be "reaping the
benefits" t):ecause of heavier than expected catches (Columbian, Aug. 13,
1900, p. 1). ‘ -

6l News-Advertiser, July 31, 1900, p. 3.
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resolution, which rate they preferred, Mr, Bremner was graciously
thanked for his serviées and told he was "at liberty to communicate
the resolutions to the fisherm.en."65 |

Though union spokesmen fried to soften the defeat on
union recoénition by claiming that the canners had, in fact,
recognized the union by meeting with its elected committee, the
way in which the final settlement was arranged makes it clear that
the Canners' Association was not prepared to give any formal recog-
nition whatsoever to the union, Yet, though their long ordeal was
over, and many of them were‘dead»broke and even hungry, the union
fishermen refused to be stampeded into an individual return to
work. In a lést display of the discipline'and loyalty to their
organization that had brought them to a negotiated settlement,
they continued the strike until they had received and abproved
the canners® resolution at a meeting on Monday evening. Only then
did they vote to return to work at 6 a.m. Tuesday. In a final act,
they elected Frank Rogers president of the union and chose Will
MecClain as secretary. With this testimony to the rank-and-file
fisherman's estimate of the leadership of these two men, and with
an ovation for Rogers, and for MacClain "and his popular wife,"
the fishermen dispersed. The great Fréser River salmon fishér-

ments strike of 1900 was at én end,

65 News-Advertiser, July 31, 1900, p. 3.

66 Independent; Aug. 4, 1900, p. L.
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CHAPTER VI
THE 1900 STRIKE AND THE CRISIS OF THE INDUSTRY

Did the fishermen win the strike? On the evidence
presented it would appear that they did. fhe strikers forced the
canners to retreat from their initial refuéal to set any minimum
price, first to offering a minimum of 15 cents, and finally to
agreeing to a minimum of 19 cents for the season. In addition to
negotiating a floor price, the fishermen won other important con=-
céssions on deliveries., Previous discrimination against individual
fishermen was ended, All fish were now to be taken up to the
capacity of the cannery, and when that capacity was reached, limits
on deliveries were to be applied equally to all boats fishing for
the cannery, whether on shares or contracts,

What the fishermen failed to gain was any formal recog=-
nition of their union. Nor did they get even the substance of that
recognition, an agreement signed with the canners. Nevertheless
they had forced the canners to negotiate, and though the price
sebttlement was still cast in the old form, it represented, in fact,
something entirely new, a single price for a whole season, arrived
at by negotiation.

Though they failed to attain their goal of immediate
recognitioﬁ of their union, the fishermen had still won a real

victory. They had created, in the face of considerable odds, a
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union organization and sustained it in the severest of tests. AL
the end of the strike they were in an excel].ent. position to build ‘
on their experience in perfecting the structure of the union for the
coming year, and thié task they undertook with the confidence born
of their very substa.ntial achievements in 1900, The product of
this eﬁthusia.sm was the first coast-wide fishermeﬁ's union composed
of locals from Canoe Pass in the south to Port Simpson in the
north and including the main centres of Fraser River fishermen--
'Va.ncouver, New Westminster, Steveston, Eburne--as well as a local
among the Cowichan Indians, The organization of this Grand Lodge
of British Columbia Fishermen's Unions began in September, 1900,
immédia.tely after the fishing season, and was completed well
before the season of 190L, during which it was strong enough to
lead another strike on the Fraser R.iver.l

Taking the longer view, the 1900 strike also marked the
beginning 6f unionism in the fishing industry of British Columbia.
Individual unions might merge or dissolve; new oréa.nizations might
be born and be replaced in their turn; at times the majority
of fishermen might not even be in any union; but from that time
forward, a continuous thread of trade union activity can be traced
through the story of the industry. The early ideal set by the
first fishermen'®s unions--one orga.niiation for all fishermen on the

British Columbia coast--was not even to be approached for many

1 Independent, Sept. 1, 1900, p. 1; Gladstone, "Industrial Disputes
in the Commercial Fisheries of British Columbia," pp. 145-150, .
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decades, and then only by a union also enrolling shoreworkers,
a development not foreseen by the pioneers of unionism, But the
goal of one all-inclusive fishermen'®s union was first envisaged
during the 1900 strike,

The immediate effect of the strike, however, was to
deepen thehcrisis of over-expansion already being suffered by the
Fraser River salmon canning industry. Over-expansion had occurred
in the capital structure and manufacturing capacity of the industry
as well as in the number of fishing licenses issued., A rush of
poorly-financed newcomers, attracted by reports of large profits,
had swollen the ranks of canning companies with a number of
financially-weak firms, dependent on the banks for operating
capital and able to survive only in a succession of good years.
The difficulties of the seasons of 1898 and 1899, difficulties
ﬁhich had created the combine, were added to by the events of
the season of 1900, The length of the strike reduced the season®s
pack, which would havé in any case been relatively small, to the
lowest figure since 1892, the year in which license limitation was
ended, This pack, moreover, had to be shared among nearly three

. 2
times as many canneries as in 1892,

The new method of setting prices contributed to this
crisis. The establishment of a season's minimum price for 1900
meant a high cost for the fish that the canneries were able to

pack in that year. The setting of a minimum price again in 1901,

2 See above, Table I, p. 2.
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after another strike, prevented the canners from recouping any
loss suffered in the previous season by packing low-cost fish as
they would usually have done in a big year. The dramatic change
in prices can best be seen by a comparison wiﬁh the cycle year
immediately preceding., In 1900, prices were 19 cents 6r 20 and
15 cents throughout the éeason; in 1896 they had dropped from
25 cents at the season's_opening to five and ten cents in the
heavy run. In 1901, the minimum price was 10 cents; in 1897,
" the opening frice was also 10 cents, but it went as low as two
cents with no takers in the heaviest part of the run.3 The sheer
- volume of fish also complicated the price problem ia 1901. Nearly
one million cases of sockeye were canned, Canneries strained their
credit to the breaking point to pay for the putting up of a large
‘Pack and then faced a long carry-over period before the market
could absorb the huge supply on hand.

The resolution of this crisis of over-expansion--and it
must be,emphasized that what follows is tentative and requires to
be tested by further research--seems to have proceeded along three
lines: mergers by companies, changes in technology, and amendments
to fishery regulations, Each one of these trends altered the con-
ditions that had favored the growth of a militant fishermen'®s union
and‘their'cumulatiwg effect was the disappearance not only of the

Grand Iodge of British Columbia Fishermen's Unions, but also its

3 Gladstone, "Industrial Disputes in the Commercial Fisheries of
British Columbia,” p., 150; also see Chapter II, p. 68 above.
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Vancouver component, and later, of the pioneer local in New
Westminster,

Company merger was the instrument closest to the hand of
the cannerymen, and it promised godd results in the increased
efficiency of a unified management, in savings through large-scale
purchases, and in economies in production, all of which would make
the industry more profitable by redﬁcing costs per case of canned
salmon, Flans for a cannery combine had ‘of‘ben been proposed prior
to this date, but had always .been defeated by the reluctance of
one section or other of the cannery operators. At the end of the
season of 1901, however, most canners, because of the problems of
the past few years, had neither cash nor credit, and were in no
position to hold out against a merger plan, Decisive in the
combine pr0poéa.l of 1902 was the support of tk;e banks which financed
the industry. In the interests of protecting their current advances
and improving their security in future transactions, two of the
leading banks, the Bank of Montreal and the Canadian Bank of
Commerce, backed the scheme. The objective was to bu;ir out all the
existing canneries in the province. As it turned out, the new
combine, the British Columbia Packers! Association, was not able to
achieve this é.im, but did acquire on the Fraser Rj.ver alone 29 of

L
the 48 plants, as well as 12 in northern waters.

4 Doyle, "Pacific Salmon Fishe;ies,” vol. 1, pp. 211 et seq.;
Cobb, Pacific Salmon Fisheries, p. u72. '
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Some of the immediate savings which served to improve
profit margins can easily be seen, The number of canneries
operating on the Fraser River shrank to 23 in 1904 as the new
organization begaﬁ large-scale production in a few of the most
efficient plants. The steady rise of fish prices over the past
decade was also revérsed. Though strikes, apparently unsuccessful,
were reported in both 1902 énd 1903, prices in both years were
lower than in the previous corresponding cycle years of 1898 and
1899. 1In 1903, prices averaged only 14 cents, as compared with
an averége 25 cents in 1899.5

Technoiogical changes, though not initiated by the British
Colunbia cénning industry, were another means of reducing costs and
thus increasing the spread between cost and selling prices. The
biggest step towards mechanization in the canneries was the ihtro-
duction some time after 1903 of the "Iron Chink'"--a machine that
gutted the fish and cut off their heéds and taiis, doing away with
the large butchering gang and performing the work at many times
the speed of hand labor. Also brought into general use were the
automatic can-filéing machines which eliminated another big crew

of hand laborers,

Company merger and technological change altered the

ka Independent, Oct, 18, 1902, p. 1; July 4, 1903, p. l.

5 Cénada, Dominion Fisheries Commission for British Columbia,
1905-07, Report and Recommendations, Obttawa, Government Printing
Bureau, 1908, pp. 22-3.

6 Gladstone, "Industrial Disputes in the Commercial Fisheries of
_ British Columbia, " pp. 33-L.
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situation that produced strikes in every season from 1900 to 1903
by allowing payment of higher fish prices while maintaining the
profit margins of the canneries. Legislative action worked in a
different way towards the same end. It had the effect of disarming
the vocal section of the fishermen--tﬁe so-called white resident
group--by promising to secure to them a disproportionate share of
the total returns to fishermen., No fewer than three federal Royal
Commissions were created in the years 1902 to 1905 to suggest
remedies for one or other aspects of the problems of the white
fishermen. The British Columbia Salmon Commission of 1902 did not
make any finél report or recommendations,7but its successor, the
Dominion Fisheries Commission for British-Columbia, 1905-1907,
fecommendéd an entirely new set ofvfishery regulations with many
features designed to benefit this particular group. The Royal
Commission on Chinese and Japanese Immigration of 1902‘considered
ways to mitigate the effects on white fishermen of the competition
of.the Japanese.9 The specific recommendations of these bodies
are not.as importanﬁ in this discussion as their effect in opening

up again to the fishermen a channel, other than strike action, for

expressing their grievances.

7 Canada, S,P., 1903, no. 22, pp. xi-xiv,
8 Canada, Fisheries Commission, 1905-07, Beport, pp. 80-86,

9 Canada, S.P., 1903, no, 54, passim,
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Probably a minority of fishermen had always supported
lobbying to restrict their competitors. in preference to any form
of militant trade union action., As defeats for the latter policy
multiplied, their numbers were undoubtedly swelled and their hopes
revived by the setting up of the Royal Commissions., Significantly
in this connection, the New Westminster local, which had arisen
out of just such a pressure gi'oup, survived, at least for a time,
the dissolution of its more militant counterparl:s.lo

In these altered conditions, the Grand Lodge of British
Columbisa ﬁshemen_‘s Unions did not hold together for 1ongv. GlLad~
stone and Jamieson place its demise as early as 1902,llbut. it se;ems
40 have existed at least until the resignation of its secretary,
Charles Durham, in the spring of 1903.:L2 In any case, it probably
did not outlast the defeat of the strike in that yea.r.l3 Whatever
the exact circumstances of its dissolution, the ideal of a coast-
wide union open to all ethric groups and militant in its approach
" 1o price negotiations, was apparently not firmly enough established

to endure the unfavorable change in climate,

10 Gladstone and Jamieson, "Unionism in the Fishing Industry of
British Columbia,” CJEPS, vol. 16 (May 1950), p. 148 (Table I).

11 Ibid. |
12 Independent, March 23, 1903, D. 3.
13 'i'he Labor Day issue of the Independent mentions a New Westminster

fishermen's union, but lists neither the Grand Lodge nor the Van-
counver local (Sept. 5, 1903, p. 1). .
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One final point: if the hypothesis that radical ideology
arises out of industrial conflict has any validity, a waning of
socialist influence might be expected in changed conditions in
which a militant ideology was of 1ess‘rélevance. The radical
leaders of the 1900 strike do indeed seem to have drifted away
from the fishermen's union., MacClain drops out of sight almost
immediately after the 1900 strike., Rogers, at the time of his
mirder in 1903, was said not zé have been associated with the
union after the 1901 strike.l Only Ernest Burns continues his
connection in 1902, At the founding convention of the Provincial
Progressive Party in April, 1902, though he went as a répresentative
of the Vancouver Socialist Party, he is referred to as president
of the Fishermen's Uhion.ls} Present evidence is, however, too

slender to justify even a tentative conclusion concerning the

role of socialists in the fishermen's unions after 1900,

14 Independent, April 18, 1903, p. l.

15 Ioosmore, "The British Columbia Labor Movement," p. 164 and
Appendices, p. xxvi., Burns was probably only president of the
Vancouver local, not of the Grand lodge. He is listed as president
in Vancouver local's standing advertisement until February, 1902
(Independent, Feb. 23, 1902, p. 5).
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Cairncross, A. K. Home and Foreign Investment 1870-1913:
Studies in Capital Accumulation. Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1953.
~ General outline of the changing role of British capital
in Canada during the period of growth of the salmon canning
industry.

Carrothers, W. A. The British Columbia Fisheries. Toronto,
University of Toronto Press, 194l. (Political Economy
Series no., 10.)

In spite of a pretentious title, v1rtually useless on
the development of salmon canning before 1900, which it
discusses very briefly, and without much insight,
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Fox, Paul W. "Early Socialism in Canada." The Political
Process in .Canada: Essays in Honour of R, MacGregor '‘Dawson,
ed6 J. H, Aitchison, Toronto, University of Toronto Press,
1963.

The author characterlzes this essay as a rudlmentary
survey;" its relevance to the present study is discussed
on p. xi. ’

Gregory, Homer E. and Kathleen Barnes, North Pacific Fisheries
with special reference to Alaska Salmon. New York, American
Council, Institute of Pacific Relations, 1939. (Studies of
the Pacific no. 3.)

The best work on the Pacific coast salmon flsherles in
general, but most of its specific examples are from United
States rather than Canadian sources.

Kerr, J, B., ed. Biographical Dictionary of Well-Known British
Columbians, Vancouver, Kerr and Begg, 1890.
Used for biographies of various canners,

Ormsby, Margaret A, British Columbia: a History. Toronto,
Macmillan, 1958,
Used as a general guide to the political and soclal
background of the period 1870-1900.

Ross, Victor., '"The Bank of British Columbia.” A History of the
Canadian Bank of Commerce, with an Account of the Other Banks
Which Now. Form Part of its Organization, Toronto, Oxford '
University Press, 1920, vol, 1, pp. 251-350. '

Incidental to his treatment of the role of the Bank of
British Columbia in the Pacific Coast of both Canada and
the United States, Ross gives the only account I have found
of the economic growth of British Columbia in the years
1870-1900 which puts it in its regional setting.

Scholefield, E, O, S, and F, W. Howay. British Columbia From the
Earliest Times to the Present. Vancouver, S. J. Clarke, 191k,
vols. . .

Howay's account of the beginnings of salmon canning on the
Fraser has special value, as some of his information could
have been obtained directly from Alexander Ewen, Howay's
.uncle by marriage. The biographical volumes have information
on various people comnnected with the industry in a perlod
after that of the work by Kerr,

Tansill, Charles Callan., Canadian-American Relations, 1875-1911.
New Haven, Yale University Press, 1943. (The Relations of
Canada and the United States, ed. James T,. Shotwell.)

Consulted for the circumstances of the 1898 meeting of the
Joint High Commission,




-182 -

Victoria Dllustrated. Victoria, Ellis and Company, 1891.

2,

A brochure advertising the city, and containing some
useful information on Victoria business houses at a period
when the city was the headquarters of the salmon canning
industry.

Periodical Articles

"Foundations First.” Pacific Fisherman (50th Annlversary Number),

vol. 50 (August .1952), pp. 5-16.
Reviews changes in the salmon canning 1ndustry in the
decade 1903-1913.

Gladstone, Percy. "Native Indians and the Fishing Industry of

British Columbia."” Canadian Journal of Economics and
Political Science, vol. 19 (February 1953), pp. 20-3kL.
The relevance to the present study of this article and
the other two written in collaboration with Jamieson is
considered on pp. viii-ix and pp. 40-U41l above.’

and Stuart Jamieson. = "Unionism in the Fishing Industry
of British Columbia." Canadian Journal of Economics and
Political Science, vol. 16 (May 1950), pp. 1h46-1Tl.

Jamiéson, Stuart. "“Regional Factors in Industrial Conflict:

The Case of British Columbia." Canadian Journal of _
Economics and Political Science, vol. 28 (August 1962),
Pp. 405-416.

The point of view of this article is discussed on
pp..xii-xiii above.

and Percy Gladstone. '"Unionism in the Fishing Industry
of British Columbia." Canadian Journal of Economics and
Political Science, vol. 16 (February 1950), pp. l-1l.

Saywell, John Tupper. "Labour and Socialism in British Colunbia:

A Survey of Historical Development before 1903," British
Columbia Historical Quarterly, vol. 15 (July-October 1951 ),
pp. 129-150,

An assessment of that part of the artlcle bearing on this
study is given on p. xii above,

o
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3. Newspaper and Periodical Files

New Westminster Columbian [dally] . 1864-1869; various
issues, 1893-1900,

New Westminster Meinland Guardian [bi-weekly] . 1869-1879.

[New York] The Fishing Gazette [weekly] . 1899, 1900,

[Va.ncouveﬂ AThe Independent [weeklyj « March-December, 1900;
various issues, 1901-1903, .

Vancouver News-Advertiser [dall;ﬂ . Various issues, 1891-1900,

Vancouver Province [daily] . Various issues, 1898-1900.
Vancouver World [da:.lﬂ "+ Various issues, 1893-1900.,

Victoria Colonist [daily] . 1864-1900 (by use of Provincial
Archives index). -

Blictoria] The Resources of British Columbia [monthlﬂ .
1883-1.885. ,

Victoria Standard [daily] . Various issues, 1870-187L.



