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Judge Jackson’s Opinion

IN THE

FAMOUS CONTEMPT CASES

AGAINST

“Mother” Jones, Thomas Haggarty and Others.

The following is the learned and com-
prehensive opinion delivered by Judge
John Jackson in the United States
Court, July 24, in the ecases of the
strike agitators who were before him
for violating his injunction restraining
agitators trom interfering with and

intimidating miners who desire to

worl:

Judge Jackson said:

Upon the 19th day of June, 1902,
the Guaranty Trust Company, of New
York, filed its bill duly sworn to and
verified by the affidavit of R. J. Jones,
the company's agent, in the eircuit
court of the United States for tae
Northern District of West Virginia,
against Thomas Haggerty and others,
defendants, some of whom are eiti-
#zens and residents of the State of
Pennsylvania, some of the state of Illi-
uois, others of the state of Ohio and
others who are citizens and residents
of the state of West Virginia.

The bill alleges that the Clarks-
burg Iuel company is a corporation
organized and existing under the laws
of the State of West Virginia, and
doing business in said State with its
principal office or place of business
at Clargsburg, West Virginia.

It is alleged that the Clarksburg
Fuel company is the owner of a large

number of mines and mining plants;
that it owns in fee simple about 3800
acres of coal land; that it also con-
trols about 2200 acres of coal land
by virtue of lease executed to it; that
it is engaged in mining coal and man-
ulacturing coke, and shipping the
same to the open market in the
United States of America; that the
product of said company’s mines is
large, amounting to about 4,000 tons
per day; that it has customers resid-
ing in all parts of the United States;
that a large portion of its trade is
during the summer months in the
northwest and the coal is carried to
that region by steamers upon the
lakes and can only be carried in the
season that navigation is not inter-
rupted by ice; that the company has
made large contracts for the future
delivery of coal, and that its profits
and earnings depend largely, if not al-
together, upon its mining and produec-
ing coal during the summer season
of the year.

The bill alleges and avers that to
enable the Clarksburg Fuel company
to successfully carry on its business
and pay for the many improvements
made by it in operating its mines, it
was compelled to execute a mortgage
o: deed of trust to the Guaranty Trust
company of New York, the plaintiff
in this action, on the 26th day of Sep-
tember, 1901, to secure the payment
of bonds amounting to two million five
hundred thousand dollars, which is
evidenced by two thousand five hun-
dred bonds of the denomination of one



thousand dollars each, and that five
hundred of said bonds have been sold
or pledged as security for their loans
or indebtedness so that the said com-
pany became indebted by virtue of the
said mortgage or deed of trust and the
issuing of sald bonds to the full
amount of one million, four hundred
and fifty thousand dollars, due and
payable on the first day of October,
1931, which indebtedness still exists
and is secured by the mortgage re-
ferred to. That, by the terms of the
gaid mortgage the company Is to pay
6 per cent interest semi-annually up-
on this debt, and in the event of a
default to pay the said interest when
it becomes due, the whole indebted-
ness becomes due and payable.

The bill alleges that the Guaranty
qwrust company of New York, the
plaintiff in this action, ig the trustee
in the mortgage, and has loaned the
Clarksburg Fuel company $950,000.
To guarantee and secure the payment
of said loan, the said Clarksburg
wuel company executed to the plain-
tiff its note for $950,000, and has de-
posited as collateral with the Guar-
anty Trust company of New York,
2000 of sald bonds of the aggregate
value of two millions of dollars, paya-
ble on the first day of October, 1931,
as a security and indemnity of this
loan, and that the said interest has
been paid up to the time of the filing
of this bill, but no provision has been
made for the accruing interest; that
the Clarksb irg Fuel companv will not
be able to pay from its earnings or
otherwise, the interest accruing upoa
said bonds except from the income,
which may be derived from the opera-
tion of its several mines and the pro-
duet of those plants, and in the event
that the mines and plants should be
closed or partially closed, or serious-
1y injured, or destroyed, the plaintift
alleges and believes that the interest,
which will hereafter become due will
not be paid.

The bill alleges that there Is a gen-
eral strike in the anthracite regions
of the state of Pennsylvania, in
which a large number of persons are
involved, said to be 100,000 or more
{n number. That recently the person
or persons at the head of the organi-

zatlon known as the TUnited Mine
Workers of America, have announced
their intention to cause or create a
strike among the miners of the soft
coal regions of the United States, and
more particularly in the State of West
Virginia, for the purpose of aiding the
strike prevailing in the state of Pean-
gylvania, and to prevent the shipment
of enal to localities that have been
heretofore supplied with coal from
the anthracite regions in the state of
Pennsylvania. That for this reason
the defendants, Thomas Haggetry,
Thomas Burke, Bernard Rice, William
Morgan, Edward McKay and Mary
alias “Mother” Jones, all non-residents
of the State of West Virginia, who
are known as organizers, agitators
and walking delegates, representing
the United Mine Workers of Ameri-
ca, have come into the State of West
Virginia to create strikes among the
coal miners or persons engaged in
their trades or occupations, and
whose particular business, it is alleg-
ed, is to effect a strike among the
miners and employes of the said
Clarksburg Fuel company in and
about its various mines,

It is alleged that the defendants,
Haggerty and Jones, addressed vari-
ous meetings composed in part of coal
miners, in waich they attempted, in
connection with the other defendants,
to inflame and excite the hatred and
animosity of the miners towards the
proprietors of the coal mines, especi-
ally towards the persons connected
with the Clarksburg Fuel company
and the Fairmont Coal company, and
in their speeches advised the miners
to quit their work. That, in some
instances, the miners have been as-
gaulted by the strikers, and that In
one instance a mine belonging to the
Clarksburg Fuel company was at-
tempted to be blown up, and by the
use of explosives the main head of
the West Fork mine was blown up
for a distance of some 50 feet, which
entirely suspended operations in said
mine. That the hlowine up of said
mine had a very bad effect upon ail
of the employees of the Clarksburg
Fuel company, which tended to intim-
idate those who were working in the
mines and to prevent them from con-
tinuing their work.




The bill contains many other alleg-
ations of a similar character, alleging
that there is a combination of persons
engaged in marching and pass-
ing by the mines and proper-
ty of the Clarksburg Fuel Com-
pany, who held a meeting near
one of the largest mines of the
Clarksburg suel company, the sole
purpose being to alarm, intimidate and
frighten the miners working for the
Clarksburg Fuel company.

T'he bill also cnarges a combination
and conspiracy entered into by the
defendants with others to bring about
a strike. That, as a result of the
acts of the conspirators, agitators,
walking delegates and strikers, that
some of the employes have been in-
duced to strike, although most of
them preferred toe work and remain
in the employment of the company, if
they could be protected.

The bill is quite lengthy and con-
taine many other statements, which
the court deems unnecessary to no-
tice, contenting itself with a substan-
tial synopsis of the bill as herein
stated.

The prayer of this bill is to enjoin
and restrain the defendants from en-
tering and trespassing upon the lands
and property of the Clarksburg Fuel
Company; and to restrain them from
going on or about the sald company’s
tipples, tracks, or other property, to-
gether or individually, so long as they
are not in the employment of the said
company for the purpose of unlawfully
preventing said company’s employees
in engaging and remaining in its em-
ployment; that the defendants, and
each of them, be enjoined and re-
strained from assembling, congregat-
\ng or camping at or near the plants,
mines and places of business of the
said company’s property, or at or
near the residences of the said em-
ployees, and the paths and roads
travelled by the said employees in
going to and returning from their
work, for the purpose of preventing
the employees of the Clarksburg Fuel
company from entering into or contin-
uing in sald company’s employment,
by intimidation, threats or otherwise,
whether by physical force or other-
wise, and whether by actual threats
or otherwise to the person, property
or families of the sald employees;

that they be restrained from unlaw-
fully interfering with the manage-
ment of the business of the company;
that the defendants, their confeder-
ates, and their associates, be each
and all of them enjoined from as-
sembling together in camp or other-
wise, near the mines of the company,
or near the residences of its em-
ployees, whereby they would be dis-
turbd, alarmed or intimidated from
working in the mines, and preventing
them from passing to and from their
fiouses to the mines, or from doing
any personal injury to the person of
the employees of the said company,
or others who are desirous of enter-
ing into, or remaining in its employ-
ment, or interfering in any unlawful
way with any person who desires to
go into and remain in said company’s
employment, and from visiting the
houses and places of abode of the
persons who are in the employ of the
company, who are desirous of remain-
ing in the employment of the com-
pany, for the purpose of preventing
them by threats, menaces, or actual
injury to their person or thelr prop-
erty, or to the members of their fami-
1y.

Upon the filing of this bill, and up-
on the motion of counsel for the Guar-
anty Trust company of New York, the
court awarded a temporary restrain-
ing order restraining and inhib-
iting  the defendants and  all
others associated or connected
with them from in any way In-
terfering with the management, oper-
ation or conduct of said mines by
their owners or those operating them,
elther by menaces, threats, or any
character of intimidation used to pre-
vent the employees of said mines
from going to and from sald mines
and of working In and about sald
mines.

And the defendants are further re-
strained from entering upon the pro-
erty of the owners of sald Clarksburg
Fuei company for the purpose of in-
terfering with the employees of gsaid
company, either by intimidation, or
the holding of either public or private
assemblages upon said property, or in
anywise molesting, interfering with
or intimidating the employees of the
Clarksburg Fuel company, so as to



induce them to abandon their work
in and about said mines.

And the defendants are further re-
strained from assembling in or nefr
the paths, approaches and roads upon
and near said property leading to and
from their homes and residences to
w2 mines, along which the employees
of the Clarksburg Fuel company are
compelled to travel to get to and from
their work or from in any way inter-
fering with the employees of said
company in passing to and from their
work, either by threats, menaces or
intimidation, and the defendants are
further restrained from entering the
said mines and interfering with the
employees in their mining operations
within said mines, or assembling upon
said property at or near the entrance
to said mines, or from marching near
to or in sight of said mines or either
of them, or of the residences of the
said employees.

The defendants are further inhibited
and restrained from assembling to-
gether in camp or otherwies at or near
or so near the mines of the Clarksburg
Fuel company, or at or so near the
residences of its employees as to dis-
turb, alarm or intimidate such em-
ployees so as to prevent them froin
working in the mines or to prevent or
interefere with them in passing to
and from their work at the mines or
in otherwise interfering with them as
the employees of the Clarksburg Fuel
company.

The purpose and object of this re-
straining order is to prevent all un-
lawful combinations and conspiracies
and to restrain all the defendants
the promotion of such unlawful com-
binations and conspiracies from enfer-
ing upon the property of the Clarks-
burg Fuel company described in this
order, and from in anywise interfer-
ing with the employees of said com-
pany in their mining operations, eith-
er within the mines or in passing
from their homes to the mines and
upon their return to their homes, and

from unlawfully inciting persons who °

are engaged in working in the mines
from ceasing to work in and about the
mines or in any way advising such
acls as may result in violations and
destruction of the rights of the Clarks-
burg Fuel company.

A copy of this order was served up-
ou the defendants in this case on the
19th and 20th days of June, 1902, prior
to the order of arrest, issued in this
case for an alleged contempt in vio-
lating the restraining order of this
court.

The question for this court now to
consider is, whether or not the de-
fendants violated its order, and if so,
to determine what punishment shall
be imposed upon them for its viola-
tion.

The consideration of this question
ordinarily would involve the power
of the court to issue injunc®ions in
cases of this character.

This court, however, has heretofore
upon repeated occasions recognized
the power ot the court to issue in-
junctions in cases where there is a
combination and conspiracy upon the
part of any class of people to pre-
vent them from interfering with the
business of others.

What is an injunction? Is it the
exercise of an arbitrary power by the
courts of the country, or is it a power
that has been recognized from a very
early date as one of the branches of
administrative justice? I answer this
question by affirming that the ordinary
use of the writ of injunction is to
prevent wrongs and injuries to per-
sons and their property, or to re-in-
state the rights of persons to their
property when they have been depriv-
ed of it. It is the most efficient, ..
not the only remedy to stay irrepara-
ble injury and to punish those who
disobey the order of a court granting
the writ,

In the language of the text writers,
it is prohibitory and restitutory.

Mr. Justice Story, in speaking of the
writ of injunction, says, “that a writ
of injunction may be described to be
a judicial process, whereby a party
is required to do a particular thing or
to refrain from doing a particular
thing according to the exigency of the
writ.”

A similar writ to this was in use
in the days of the Roman empire, and
has ailways reen in use in England
from the foundation of the common
law. It Lass been in use in this coun-
try since tile organization of the gov-
ernment.

ﬁu



It 18 not the exercise of any new
power by the court, but it is simply
an application of the writ to a new
condition of things that exists in our
day by reason of the advancement in
civilization.

It is a mistaken idea to suppose
taat the courts of this country abusé
this writ. In my long experience on
the vench I cannot recall a single oc-
casion when any court, either Feder-
al or State, ever abused it in what is
known as strike cases. It is true that
our courts have been criticised se-
verely by persons who are inimical to
the use of it, and have denounced the
courts for “governing by injunctions.”
But this criticism is so obviously un-
just to the courts that it is unneces-
sary to enter into any defense of
them.

For five or six centuries back it was
not an uncommon thing for the courts
of our English ancestors to grant a
prohibitory writ as well as a writ of
restitution against persons, who com-
bine for any unlawful purpose.

It is not my purpose to enter into
any lengthy discussion of the reme-
dies by injunction other than to state
what seems to me to be the well settled
rule of law in its application to strikes
tuat the power of the court may be ...-
voked to restrain and inhibit a com-
bination, which is formed to induce
employes who are not dissatisfied with
the terms of their employment to
strike for the purpose of inflicting
injury and damage upon the employ-
ers. Eddy on combinations, vol, 1,
sec. 525, page 423.

In the case we have under consid-
eration the bill alleges that there is a
combination of persons who are
known as “organizers, agitators and
walking delegates,” who come from
other states for the purpose of induc-
ing a strike in the soft coal fields of
the State of West Virginia; that their
object and purpose is to induce per-

sons who are not dissatisfied with tHe .

terms of their employment, and who
are not asking any increase in their
wages, to cease work for their em-
ployers, thereby inflicting great dam-
age and injury upon them.

It is to be observed that a very large

portion of the miners in the employ of
the Clarksburg Fuel Company do not

want, in the language of one of the
agitators, who is enjoined, “to lay
down their picks and shovels and quit
work.”

I do not question the right of the
cmployes of this company to quit work
at any time they desire to do so, unless
there is a contractural relation between
them and the employer, which should
control their right to quit. At the
same time I do not recognize the right
of an employer to coerce the employees
to coutinuve their work when they de-
sire to guit. But, can it be said that
where a conspiracy exists to control
the cmployees, as in this instance,
either by thrests, intimidation, or a
resort to any other modes usually ac-
companying the action of strikers, that
such action upon their part is not only
illegal, hut i & malicious and illegal
interference with the employer’s busi-
ness? The gquestion is its best answer.

While I recognize the right for all
labhorers to combine for the purpose of
protecting all their lawful rights, I do
not recognize the right of laborers to
conspire together to compel employees,
who are not dissatisfied with their
work in the mines to lay down their
picks and shovels and to quit their
work without a just and proper reason
therefor, ‘merely to gratify a profes-
sional set of “agitators, organizers and
walking delegates,” who roam all over
the country as agents for some combin-
ation, who are vampires that live and
fatten on the honest 1abor of the coal
miners of the country, and who are
busy bodies creating dissatisfaction
amongst a class of people who are
quiet, well disposed and who do not
want to be disturbed by the unceasing
agitation of this class of people.

In the case we have under consider-
ation these defendants are known as
professional agitators, organizers and
walking delegates. They have noth-
ing in common with the people who
are employed in the mines of the
Clarksburg Fuel Company.

The evidence in this case shows that
their only object and purpose is to get
the people, who are in the employ-
ment of the Clarksburg Fuel Com-
pany to go out upon a strike, as it is
termed, for the purpose of compelling
the owners of the mines to advance an
Increase In their wages.

It discloses that the miners in the
Pinnickinnick mines are making an
average of four dollars a day, In ex-
cess of their legitimate expenses.
many of whom have worked in for-
¢ign countries for less than a half dol-
lar a day. :

The defendants in this case are not



laborers in the mines, and have no
connection with them whatever.

Their mission here is to foment
trouble, create dissatisfaction among
the employees in coal mines, produc-
ing strikes, which tend greatly to
damage and injure the business of
the employers.

In this case there is no dissatisfac-
tion among the larger number of the
miners, only a small part of them have
quit the mines from fear of intimida-
tion, threats and violence,but those re-
maining in the mines say they will
quit work umnless they are protected
against the threats of these agitators
and organizers.

The strong arm of the court of equi-
ty is invoked in this case, not to sup-
press the right of free speecn, but to
restrain and inhibit these defendants,
whose only purpose is to bring about
strikes, by trying to coerce people who
are not dissatisied with the terms of
their employment, which result in in-
flicting injury and damage to their
employers, as well as the employees.

It is apparent that if these agitators
are permitted to interfere with the
orderly, well disposed miners who are
anxious to work, and contented with
the wages they receive, that in the
end this contented class of miners
would, through fear, intimidation, as
well as threats, be induced to throw
down their shovels and picks and cease
to work in the mines, whereby the
Clarksburg Fuel Company would be
greatly damaged; not only would it be
greatly damaged, but it would be pre-
vented from fulfilling its contracts
for the future delivery of the product
of its mines.

The right of a citizen to labor for
wages that he is satisfied with, is a
right protected by law, and is entitled
to the same protection as free speech,
and should be better protected than
the abuse of free speech, in which the
organizers and agitators indulge in
trying to produce strikes.

The utterances of “Mother” Jones
in her public address, at or near the
Pinnickinnick mines, on the 20th day
of June, 1902, should not emanate from
a citizen of this country who believes in
its institutions. Such utterances are
the outgrowth of the gentiments of
those who believe in communism and
anarchy.

1t is idle for this class of people to
attempt to shield themselves from, not
only a just criticism of their princi-
ples, but from their violations of law
and order, by citing and relying upon
the principles contained in our immor-
tal Declaration of Independence, in-

spired by the pen of Thomas Jeffer-
son, and also the First Article of the
Amendment of the Constitution of the
United States protecting “freedom of
speech.”

The rightful exercise of freedom of
speech is not denied, but the abuse of
it, its unrestricted license has always
been open to the animadversion and
condemnation of the law.

No publicist or statesman, loyal to
his country ever claimed that free
speech gave the right to anyone to
advocate and defend treason to his
country, or destruction to its Institu-
tions.

The abuse of free speech is the germ
or vital element upon which anarchists
feed and formulate their conspiracies
against the government and rulers of
nations, whose only object and purpose
is a desire to destroy the social and
political form of all governments.

The abuse of free speech inspired
the anarchists and assassin to take the
life of our late beloved President.

May I not respectfully ask the ques-
tion: Whether it is not time for our
law makers, both Federal and State,
to consider the question whether free-
dom of speech should not be restricted
by statutes as to suppress seditious
sentiments?

Under this condition and the circum-
gtances surrounding the mines of the
Clarksburg Fuel Company, the plain-
tiff in this bill, applied for an injunc-
tion, which was granted by this court,
to protect their property, and to re-
strain the defendants in this case from
interfering with their employees in
operating and working their mines.

It is contended by one of the counsel
for the defendants in this case that
the injunction was too sweeping in its
chareter and should be modified; while
another counsel for the defendants
thought that there was no objection
to the terms of the injunction, but con-
tended that the order of injunction as
granted by the court had not been vio-
lated.

The right and power of a court of
equity to issue an injunction upon the
allegations of this bill cannot at this
day be questioned. Numerous decis-
fons could be cited to sustain this posi-
tion, but the only case that the court
deems necessary to refer to to sustain
its power and authority to issue this
injunction, is the case of In re Debs,
158 U. 8., b64.

It is true that the bill in that case
was filed under the Interstate Com-
merce Act, but it is equally true that
the general principles of law upon



which that bill was filed and sustained
are as applicable to cases of the char-
acter that we have under considera-
tion as they were to that case.

It iz well established that courts of
equity may be resorted to to redress
grievances, “where the object sought
cannot be as well attained in the ordi-
nary tribunals of the country.”

In the case under consideration
there is no adequate remedy at law,in
fact, the law furnishes no satisfactory
remedy against irresponsible, itinerant
professional agitators unless the pow-
ers of the courts of equity are invok-
ed. This was conceded by Debs in his
testimony before the United States
Strike Commission referred to by Jus-
tice Brewer In his case.

So far I have omly considered the
power and authority of the court to
award the injunction in this case.
This brings me to the consideration of
the question of contempt, and whether
or not the defendants in this case
have violated the injunetion of this
court.

The evidence in this case shows that
all the defendants were served with
copies of the injunction prior to the
order of arrest; that a portion of them
was served on the morning of the 20th
of June: that in the afternoon of that
day they assembled at and near the
Pinnickinnick mine, a mine of the
Clarksburg Fuel Company, and there
held a public meeting, a distance of
about one thousand feet from the
opening of the mine, about one hun-
dred and fifty feet from the property
itself, and not far from the houses of
the miners, all of which places were
in plain view and sight of the people
holding the meeting; that the princi-
pal speaker was Mrs. Mary Jones, who
was known hy her co-agitators, organ-
izers and walking delegates, as “Moth-
or” Jones: that at the meeting all of
the defendants were present, applaud-
ing and cheering her while she was
making her speech. and endorsing the
sentiments that she uttered upon that
oceasion: that Thomas Haggerty, one
of the leaders of the agitators, stated.
“that the injunction did not amount
to anvthing: that it was a farce, and
would not stop and prevent other men
from taking their place in the event
that the court enjoined them from in-
terfering with the miners.”

The evidence shows that Mrs. Jones
called the miners slaves and cowards;
ghe criticised the action of the court,
and said she did not care anything for
injunctions: that if they were arrest-
ed, or anything done with them, the

jails would not hold the agitators that
would be there to take their place;
that it was the duty of every man
there to urge the men that were at
work in the mines to lay down their
tools; she said that if she or any of
the agitators were arrested that others
would take their place, and the
injunction would mnot stop them;
she advised the men to strike; she
stated that if was the duty of all of
them to influence the men at work to
lay down their tools; she further stat-
ed, that if they would come to Illinois
they would be taught how to fight and
then they could come back and take
care of themselves; she stated, that
the Judge was a hireling of the coal
company: that the coal operators were
all robbers and that the reason that the
court stood in with them was that one
robber liked another; she said in her
speech to pay no attention to Judge
Fackson or the court; for them not to
listen to Judge Jackson, or anyone
else, or pay any attention to the court,
bhut just make the miners lay down
their tools and come out.

This was the concurrent testimony
of nine witnesses as to the material
facts, who were examined upon the
rule for contempt, and the evidence
was uncontradicted as to those facts,
but there was a difference in the recol-
lection of the witnesses, as to what
«Mother” Jones said about the court.

1t is true that “Mother” Jones denies
some of the statements of the wit-
nesses, but her denial was not positive,
but equivocal.

She admitted on the witness stand
that she stated in her speech “not to
fear injunctions;” she admitted in her
answer to this question put to her:
“Wasn’t your purpose to go as near
to those mines as you could to hold
that meeting, without a violation of
the iniunction ? Were you in your
judgment violating the injunection?”
Her answer was: “Perhaps that was.”

It must he evident to every unpre-
judiced mind that the object and pur-
pose of the agitators was to hold a
meeting so near the mines of the
Clarksburg Fuel Company. as to alarm
and intimidate the miners that were
at work in the Pinnickinnick mines,
and in the language of Mrs, Jones to
get them “to lay down their picks and
shovels and quit work.”

The evidence discloses that Hagger-
ty, Morgan, Wilson. Rice and the oth-
er defendants were present at this
meetine, took an active part in it, ap-
plauded the speech of Mrs. Jones, en-
dorsed her sentiments and at the time



of their arrest advised the miners to
continue to strike.

It is in evidence that after Haggerty
was released upon his recognizance,
one of the conditions of which was
that he should not violate, incite, aid,
encourage, or abet the violations of
the injunction of the court granted in
this case, directly or indirectly, either
in spirit or in letter, presided at a pub-
lie mesting, in which the action of this
court was criticised and denounced
For granting this injunction, at which
time, it is alleged that the principal
spriker upon that occasion stated that
the Judge should be impeached, while
thie conrt had their case under consider-
ation,

It is in evidence that they rented an
unoecupivd lot to hold their meeting in
the opeu air, where they all assembled
and Mrs. Jones addressed the meeting.
We must infer from the evidence
what their purpose was. They were
forbidden by the injunection “from as-
sembling tugether in camp or other-
wise, at or near or so near the mines
of' the Clarksburg Fuel Company, or at
or so near the residences of its employ-
ees as to disturb, alarm or intimidate
such employees so #s to prevent them
from working in the mines or to pre-
vent or interfere with them in passing
to or from their work at the mines, or
in otherwise Interfering with them as
‘he employees of the Clarksburg Fuel
tompany."” There can be no question
1hat the defendants violated this clause
of the injunetion, for they assembled
within one thousand feet of the tip-
ples and opening of the mine, within
three or four hundred feet of the resi-
dences of the miners and in ahout one
hundred and fifty feet of the property
of the Clarksburg Fuel Company.

It is further disclosed in the evidence
that the miners in passing to and from
tlieir homes to the mines had 1o pass
near the place where the meeting was
held, which was witin plain view of
the mines.

Ard the evidence further shows that
the noise and confusion createil by the
meeting could be heard distinetly at
the mouth of the mines and where the
tipples were; that those who wer:
working in the mines were constantly
sending out by the employes engaged
in hauling the coal to the tipples, for
news, which was carried back to the
miners, creating more or less alarm,
disquiet and intimidation to those
working inside of the mine, and that
“they were afraid of personal injury
and being blown up.”

As a result of this meeting quite a
number of mimers left their work, and

otker persons who were employed to
tuke their places were prevented from
doing so by this agitation and excite-
ment.

I reach the conclusion that the defen-
dants, in this case, who were served
with notice of this Injunction have vio-
lated it, and have treated with con-
tempt the order of this eourt.

As a consequence of their action this
court will have to punish them for
their contempt in violating this injunc-
tion,

It would have been far better for
them to have pursued the usual legal
methods by moving the court, either
to dissolve or modify the injunection,
and Mrs. Jones admitted on the wit-
ness stand that she “knew very well
that if she and her confederates want-
ed to test the injunction the way to
de it was to come into court and have
it dissolyed.” Instead of pursuing
that course they elected to defy the
court’s injunction, and openly disre-
garded their duties as good citizens of
the country by setting a precedent in
cpen defiance of the injunection, which
tends to promote disorder, which, if
permitted to go unpunished would
sooner or later lead to anarchy.

I cannot forbear to express my great
surprise that a woman of the apparent
intelligence of Mrs. Jones should per-
mit herself to be used as an instru-
ment by designing and reckless agita-
ters, who seem to have no regard for
the rights of others, in accomplishing
an object. which is entirely unworthy
of a good woman.

It seems to me that it would have
been better for her to follow the lines
and paths which the Alwise Being in-
tended her sex should pursue. There
are many charities iu life, which are
open to her, in which she could con-
tribute largely to mankind in distress,
as well as avocations and pursuits
that she could engage in of a lawful
character that would be more in keep-
ing with what we have been taught,
and . hat experience has shown to be
the true sphere ot womanhood.









