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health on the occasion of the 

Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration’s (OSHA’s) 50th 

anniversary explores the ongoing 

struggle by labor and its allies 

to address workplace inequali-

ties that have resulted in injuries 

and disease among workers 

over time. This is not a compre-

hensive history of the various 

social movements, professional 

developments, governmental 

actions, or individual actors 

that have contributed to what 

is a centuries-old and ongo-

ing eff ort to provide security 

and well-being to workers and 

their families. Nor does it fully 

explore the uneven roles that 

unions and public health have 

played in promoting safety and 

health. Rather, we explore here 

the cross-class coalitions of labor 

activists, lawyers, government 

bureaucrats, journalists, medical 

clinicians, social workers, some 

unions, and others from various 

social strata that at diff erent 

moments in history sought to im-

prove the lives of working people, 

their families, and communities. 

The post–Civil War era saw 

America transformed from a 

largely rural, agricultural society 

to an urban society in which an 

industrial workforce was em-

ployed in the growing number 

of factories, mills, and mines. In 

the postwar period, legal histo-

rian Robert Steinfeld writes, the 

abolition of slavery “gave way to 

another form of legal regula-
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The physical exploitation 

of the powerless by the power-

ful, slavery itself, was literally 

engrained in the Constitution 

as a tenet of American political, 

economic, and legal culture. But 

the law was also instrumental in 

maintaining the power relation-

ships of the landowner over the 

sharecropper, the manager over 

the employee, the husband over 

the wife, the White over the 

Black. In the workplace specifi -

cally, the courts often enshrined 

the terms “master” and “servant” 

to encompass a host of formal 

and informal relationships be-

tween worker and owner.2

This brief review of the his-

tory of occupational safety and 

Abraham Lincoln’s Second 

Inaugural Address, deliv-

ered 41 days before his assas-

sination, is rightfully remem-

bered for its powerful statement 

on the moral underpinnings of 

the American Civil War: slavery 

was a system of exploitation in 

which owners wrenched “their 

bread from the sweat of other 

men’s faces.” Lincoln contended 

that the war was God’s retribu-

tion for “all the wealth piled by 

the bondsman’s two hundred 

and fi fty years of unrequited 

toil” and might righteously 

continue “until every drop of 

blood drawn with the lash shall 

be paid by another drawn with 

the sword.”1

“It may seem strange that any men should dare to ask a just God’s 

assistance in wringing their bread from the sweat of other men’s faces.”

—Abraham Lincoln,

Second Inaugural Address, 1865

See also Rothstein, p. 613, 

and the AJPH OSHA 

@50 section, pp. 621–647.
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tion that off ered workers greater 

formal autonomy but continued 

indirectly to place them at the 

disposal of those who owned 

productive assets.”3 The evolu-

tion of a labor system in which 

workers and owners bargained 

for wages in exchange for labor 

superfi cially papered over the 

ongoing inequalities that were 

intrinsic to the new industrial 

economy.4

With industrialization came 

mechanization, speedups, massive 

factories, and other changes that 

increased the dangers that work-

ers faced on the job. Dangerous 

machinery, and the introduction 

of new chemicals and scien-

tifi c management techniques, 

sapped the health and strength 

of industrial workers.5 In the 

wake of such conditions, unions 

began to fi ght for safer working 

conditions, better pay, the 10-

hour and then the 8-hour day, 

and shorter work weeks. In May 

1886, tens of thousands of work-

ers marched in the fi rst May Day 

Parade in Chicago. Subsequently, 

hundreds of thousands of work-

ers throughout the country went 

on strike for shorter hours with 

no reduction in pay.6 Immigrant 

workers organized fraternal 

societies that provided “contract 

doctors” in case of sickness and 

burial benefi ts for breadwin-

ners who died young because of 

injuries on the job.7 Labor, along 

with journalists, social reformers, 

socialists, and others, advocated 

for better working conditions—

what today we capture under 

the umbrellas of “occupational 

safety and health” and, more 

generally, “public health.”8

Responding to increased 

labor activism that arose to 

protest against unsafe and 

unhealthy working conditions, 

some state legislatures passed 

regulations that challenged the 

ideology—propounded by rul-

ing elites and the courts—that 

individual workers were truly 

“free” to negotiate the terms of 

their employment. In the 1880s 

and 1890s, there were a series of 

strikes in the bakeries of New 

York City against horrible work-

ing conditions that often lasted 

18 hours a day in hot, unven-

tilated basements. In response, 

in 1895 the New York State 

legislature passed a law limiting 

bakery workers to no more than 

10 hours per day or 60 hours 

a week.9 The legislation was 

successful in large part because 

the plight of workers was tied to 

fears that these conditions were 

a breeding ground for infectious 

diseases, particularly tubercu-

losis, that would be transmitted 

through the bread consumers 

ate. The role of women in this 

movement through the Con-

sumers League—and especially 

its leader, Florence Kelley—was 

critical, linking together work, 

family, and community. In 1901, 

a bakery owner, John Lochner, 

in upstate Oneida, New York, 

was found in violation of this 

law; he appealed his convic-

tion, and the case eventually 

was heard by the US Supreme 

Court.10 The case, Lochner v. New 

York (1905) was decided in a 5 

to 4 decision, with the Court 

determining that the law was 

unconstitutional because it inter-

fered with the “right” of owners 

and workers to “purchase and 

sell labor.”11 The court held that 

the “free” laborer was “guar-

anteed” the “right” to work 18 

hour days, and the state could 

not prevent them from doing 

so. For industrial workers and 

their advocates, this “contract” 

was akin to what many called 

“wage slavery,” and injuries on 

the job came to symbolize the 

huge costs of this new produc-

tion system.12 (We will be using 

the term “injury” rather than 

“accident” throughout as many 

of the events that occurred in 

the rising industrial plants were 

anticipated, even expected. The 

exceptions, of course, are in the 

quotations of contemporaries 

like Upton Sinclair and Crystal 

Eastman.)

WORKING CONDITIONS 
IN THE EARLY 20TH 
CENTURY

The enormous costs of indus-

trialism in the decades around 

the turn of the 20th century 

reached into every aspect of 

American life as “muckraking” 

journalists detailed the extraordi-

nary injury rates in mining, steel 

manufacturing, and meat pack-

ing, and the growing number of 

diseases that accompanied the 

development of new industries 

and industrial processes. Upton 

Sinclair’s The Jungle is gener-

ally remembered for its role in 

the development of consumer 

protection of the food supply 

and the passage of the 1906 Pure 

Food and Drug Act. But, in fact, 

the novel tells the story of how 

Jurgis Rudkus, a vibrant, strong 

Lithuanian immigrant worker, 

was destroyed in body and soul 

by the production process and 

capitalism itself. As Sinclair 

himself later wrote: “I aimed at 

the public’s heart, and by ac-

cident I hit it in the stomach.”13 

The Pittsburgh Survey, a classic 

investigation of working-class 

life in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 

appeared in 1907. Included in 

the survey was Work-Accidents 

and the Law by Crystal East-

man—feminist journalist, lawyer, 

and cofounder of the American 

Civil Liberties Union—which 

detailed the impact of indus-

trial injuries on working-class 

families and communities in 

this center of the steel and coal 

industries.14

Shortly thereafter, a massive 

strike of largely young immi-

grant Jewish and Italian women 
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in the garment industry in New 

York City brought the wretched 

conditions of the sweatshops of 

this industry to the attention 

of millions of people across the 

country. A year later, a fi re in the 

Triangle Shirtwaist Factory in 

lower Manhattan galvanized the 

nation as thousands of onlook-

ers—along with reporters, pho-

tographers, and graphic artists—

watched women, faced with 

the prospect of being burned 

alive, jump to their deaths from 

the ninth fl oor of the factory. 

Reformers were spurred to ac-

tion by these striking images and 

reports.15 The response, however, 

fell very short of the overall 

demands and only addressed the 

horrendous working conditions 

in a few of the industrial states. 

In the short run the impacts 

were limited, but the attention 

to the human costs of industrial 

capitalism were brought to a na-

tional audience. Alice Hamilton, 

Eleanor Roosevelt, Frances Per-

kins, and other women reform-

ers emerged from the turmoil 

of the early 1900s dedicated to 

addressing the terrible conditions 

of work and life for the indus-

trial workforce—both female 

and male, child and adult. 16

Questions arose that led to 

ongoing debates throughout the 

middle decades of the new cen-

tury. When was a worker truly 

free, and when was he or she 

being coerced through threats 

of violence, deprivation, or lost 

wages? When was the worker’s 

assumption of the dangers of the 

job—danger from injury, from 

poisoning and disease—a reason-

able outcome of the free negoti-

ations between a worker and his 

employer? And when was it an 

outcome of the coercive power 

that employers had in their 

“negotiation” with workers? The 

question of occupational safety 

and health was part and parcel 

of a larger movement to reform 

American society and improve 

public health.

This movement produced 

legislative results. Many states 

passed legislation to improve 

factory inspection systems and 

prodded local labor and health 

departments to pay attention to 

occupational safety and health. 

States passed the fi rst signifi cant 

labor legislation designed to 

protect women and children as 

particularly vulnerable, “weaker” 

populations. Some in the wom-

en’s and labor movements ob-

jected that protective legislation 

excluded women from certain 

jobs rather than improving the 

workplace for the benefi t of all 

workers, male and female. Oth-

ers in those movements believed 

that these legislative eff orts were 

inadequate and discriminatory 

but would provide the basis for 

more general reforms later.17 In 

various localities, specifi c acts 

were passed regulating working 

conditions in tanneries, bakeries, 

foundries, and other industries. 

Also, for the fi rst time, there was 

a serious attempt to organize a 

more reliable method for col-

lecting statistics on occupational 

injuries and deaths.18 In 1900, no 

state in the country had a work-

ers’ compensation law on the 

books, but by 1915, most highly 

industrialized states had passed 

an act for some form of workers’ 

compensation.19 As important 

as this set of state laws was, 

historians have critiqued these 

laws as eff orts by employers to 

protect themselves against large 

lawsuits.20 Workers’ compensa-

tion legislation also made fi ling 

for compensation extremely 

diffi  cult for laborers.21

On the federal level, Congress 

established the Department of 

Labor in 1913, which included 

active women’s and children’s 

bureaus devoted to protecting 

their lives and health. In addi-

tion, in 1912 the Public Health 

Service (PHS) was assigned 

responsibility for addressing 

occupation-related diseases. The 

advent of World War I made 

occupational safety and health 

a national priority as busi-

ness, political, and labor leaders 

emphasized the need to protect 

the workforce, especially in the 

war-related industries. The con-

cern with the unknown eff ects 

of new toxic chemicals such as 

TNT and picric acid shifted 

some of the focus of the PHS, 

with its established laboratory 

and technical expertise, from in-

fectious disease to the dangers of 

the new industrial workplace.22

RADICALS AND CONSER
VATIVES IN THE INTER
WAR YEARS

During the more conserva-

tive 1920s, the broad view of the 

relationship between work and 

health narrowed. Many corpora-

tions, large and small, joined the 

National Safety Council, fi rst 

formed in 1912, which focused 

on the prevention of what the 

organization called accidents 

through its “safety fi rst” educa-

tional campaigns.23 In addition, 

during the 1920s some com-

panies attempted to hide the 

impact of industrial exposures 

and dangers from the workforce 

through their employment of oc-

cupational physicians. During this 

time, physicians interested in oc-

cupational safety and health had 

few options other than to work 

directly for corporations. There-

fore, they were often placed in 

the position of serving their 

employers by identifying workers 

who were ill or poisoned on the 

job so that companies could lay 

them off  before they fi led work-

ers’ compensation claims.24 

But there were countervail-

ing tendencies as well, such as 

the Workers’ Health Bureau 

of America. It was organized 
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by Grace Burnham, Charlotte 

Todes, and Harriet Silverman—

leftist women who sought to 

use both technical expertise 

and union activism to address 

workplace hazards. Providing the 

former were Emory Hayhurst 

of the Ohio Department of 

Health, Yale University’s C. E. A. 

Winslow, and Harvard’s fi rst 

female professor, Alice Hamilton. 

Among the unions that worked 

with the bureau were the 

International Union of Painters 

and Allied Trades, the United 

Hatters of North America, and 

the International Ladies’ Gar-

ment Workers’ Union. In 1927, 

the Workers’ Health Bureau 

organized the First National 

Labor Health Conference with 

the Pennsylvania Federation of 

Labor, the Michigan Federation 

of Labor, the Electrical Workers, 

and the United Mine Work-

ers, among others, although the 

American Federation of Labor 

itself maintained a frosty rela-

tionship with the bureau.25

The New Deal expanded 

the role of the federal govern-

ment in the fi eld of occupational 

safety and health, particularly 

regarding the chronic dust dis-

eases silicosis and asbestosis. This 

was in part due to the tragedy at 

Gauley Bridge, West Virginia, in 

which more than 700 primar-

ily African American migrants 

died as a result of dust diseases 

contracted while digging a tun-

nel for Union Carbide.26 The 

PHS provided money to state 

and local departments of health 

to establish industrial hygiene 

units. By 1941, 24 states estab-

lished offi  ces with funds from 

Title VI of the Social Security 

Act of 1935. Before 1936, only 

fi ve state departments of health 

had industrial hygiene units.27 At 

the same time, the US Depart-

ment of Labor established the 

Division of Labor Standards, but 

there were fundamental diff er-

ences in the ways that the PHS 

and the Department of Labor 

approached the issue of how to 

protect workers on the job. The 

PHS defi ned its role as primarily 

to gather data and act as non-

partisan scientists, not as activists. 

The Department of Labor—un-

der the leadership of the fi rst 

woman cabinet secretary, Frances 

Perkins, and her colleagues Verne 

Zimmer and Clara Beyer—saw 

its role as an advocate for labor 

in union eff orts to improve 

working conditions.28 The 

United Automobile Workers, for 

example, incorporated working 

conditions into their original 

unionization demands.29

Until the New Deal, the state 

departments of labor were the 

sole governmental agencies that 

had any right to intervene in the 

private workplace. This changed 

in 1936, when the fi rst federal 

legislation to control workplace 

conditions was enacted. The 

Walsh–Healey Act required 

companies with contracts with 

the federal government of more 

than $10 000 to maintain certain 

workplace standards for health 

and safety.30 Until the enactment 

of OSHA, the limited protec-

tions of Walsh–Healey were the 

only federal safeguards workers 

could expect. 

World War II presented 

new challenges for protecting 

workers’ safety and health. The 

massive military buildup, com-

bined with the draft of millions 

of young men, resulted in the 

recruitment of women in un-

precedented numbers into heavy 

industry, and they were faced 

with speedups and long hours.31 

The exposure of these workers 

to asbestos in the ship-building 

industry, to benzene, beryl-

lium, lead, and a host of other 

toxic chemicals in airplane and 

ordinance production—along 

with the dangers inherent in the 

production of explosives—made 

safety and health and the conser-

vation of labor a major concern 

for government, management, 

and unions alike.32

THE POSTWAR LABOR 
ACCORD AND THE 
CREATION OF OSHA

The end of the war unleashed 

many of the tensions that had 

been built up between man-

agement and labor during the 

war years. In 1945, the death of 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt 

and the resignation of Secretary 

of Labor Frances Perkins marked 

the end of the New Deal for 

labor. In the two years following 

the end of the war, there were 

more strikes involving more 

workers than at any other time 

in American history. Business 

and more conservative politicians 

reacted strongly to this challenge 

to business dominance in labor–

management relations. Spear-

headed by conservative Repub-

lican congressmen and fueled by 

a growing fear of communism 

at home and abroad, a series of 

antilabor initiatives were passed, 

including the Taft–Hartley Act 

of 1947. In addition to legisla-

tion, labor and management 

sought to achieve an “accord” 

to reduce labor strife. As part of 

this accord, most unions often 

ignored or downplayed issues of 

occupational safety and health in 

contract negotiations. Although 

wages and hours were negotia-

ble, safety and health issues were 

ceded to management as part 

of their control over the work 

process.33 This had important, 

negative eff ects on labor’s ability 

to shape conditions at work. 

For most unions, negotiations 

regarding health now revolved 

around health insurance and 

hospital and physician care rather 

than control over working con-

ditions. For example, the United 

Mine Workers, among the most 
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vocates such as Tony Mazzocchi, 

Irving Selikoff , Barry Common-

er, Ralph Nader, Lorin Kerr, and 

Rachel Carson became part of a 

broader environmental and labor 

movement pushing for federal 

legislation to protect workers 

and consumers alike. Among 

the major occupational diseases 

that were the focus of attention 

and activism were asbestosis 

and mesothelioma, coal work-

ers’ pneumoconiosis, byssinosis, 

and lead poisoning for both 

workers and children.35 Out of 

this mobilization by unions and 

social movements alike came the 

passage of the Coal Mine Health 

and Safety Act of 1969 and the 

Occupational Safety and Health 

Act of 1970 (OSH Act), as well 

as the National Environmental 

Policy Act (1969), the establish-

ment by Executive Order of 

President Richard Nixon of the 

Environmental Protection Agen-

cy (1970), and the Consumer 

Product Safety Act (1972). The 

role of Mazzocchi and the Oil, 

Chemical and Atomic Workers 

Union was especially important 

for the passage of the OSH Act, 

but it was the organized eff orts 

of retired union miners with the 

guidance of Lorin Kerr, even in 

the face of opposition or inac-

tion on the part of the United 

Mine Workers, that led to the 

passage of Coal Mine Safety and 

Health Act. Never before had 

the federal government estab-

lished agencies with as broad a 

mandate to protect the majority 

of the nation’s workers, the envi-

ronment, and consumers alike.36

THE OSH ACT AND 
BEYOND

The OSH Act is rightfully 

recognized as a milestone in 

overcoming the challenge that 

Lincoln raised a century earlier. 

Through it, the long history of 

labor’s struggles over exploita-

tion was formally recognized by 

the government, and two agen-

cies, OSHA and the National 

Institute for Occupational Safety 

and Health (NIOSH), were 

established to rectify centu-

ries of injustice. NIOSH, as an 

agency in the Department of 

Health, Education, and Welfare, 

was designed to provide OSHA 

with the best scientifi c evidence 

of how workers should be 

protected from harm, and under 

administrators such as Anthony 

Robbins it fulfi lled those objec-

tives. But OSHA, as a regulatory 

agency, had a more complex 

mandate: to balance the interests 

of labor and management, as 

well as to take into consideration 

the economic impact of regula-

tions and their technical feasibil-

ity. From the fi rst, the historical 

tensions over the inequalities 

that led to workers’ deaths and 

diseases were evident. The his-

tory of asbestos regulation is 

an example. NIOSH, in 1972, 

speaking of asbestos-associated 

lung cancer and mesothelioma, 

held that there was no truly 

“safe” level of exposure. But 

OSHA was unable to adopt 

a zero-exposure standard that 

threatened the existence of 

entire industries. While OSHA 

had over the decades signifi -

cantly lowered the Permissible 

Exposure Limit for asbestos, to 

this day, despite the unanimity of 

professional opinion that asbestos 

is carcinogenic, it is still allowed 

in many products.

Despite the legislation’s short-

comings, there was tremendous 

optimism among unions and 

their membership that OSHA 

would improve conditions on 

the job, bringing the author-

ity and power of the federal 

government to work on behalf 

of labor. The leadership of Eula 

Bingham from 1977 to 1981 

gave hope that this could be 

the case, especially since OSHA 

was able to establish a series of 

new standards that signifi cantly 

lowered exposures to dangerous 

materials such as asbestos, arse-

nic, benzene, lead, cotton dust, 

and others, including a number 

of carcinogens.37 Bingham also 

was instrumental in broadening 

OSHA’s base of support through 

her use of “New Directions” 

grants, which provided support 

for the Committees for Occu-

pational Safety and Health that 

had begun forming in the early 

1970s.38 OSHA’s reputation as 

an activist agency stems almost 

completely from its activities 

during Bingham’s brief tenure.

Very quickly, strong industry 

opposition to OSHA developed 

through such organizations as 

the Business Roundtable, the 

John Birch Society, and lawsuits 

challenging the right of OSHA 

inspectors to enter private 

workplaces without warrants.39 

Soon, OSHA’s eff orts to reform 

the workplace were undermined 

by lawsuits, industry-funded 

scientifi c studies, challenges to 

the evolving science of occupa-

tional safety and health, and an 

enormous propaganda campaign 

associating regulatory actions 

as a threat to business growth 

and prosperity.40 Beginning in 

the 1980s with the ascent of 

Ronald Reagan to the presi-

dency, business groups pushed an 

antiregulatory program. OSHA 

was a particular target as Reagan 

appointed Thorne Auchter, an 

executive in the construction 

industry, to head the agency. 

As Charles Noble describes 

his tenure, Auchter “withdrew 

[OSHA’s own] booklets on 

cotton dust, acrylonitrile, health 

and safety rights, and vinyl 

chloride because they were 

too one-sided.”41 Opposition 

continued through the 1990s 

and early 2000s. During the 

Clinton administration, OSHA 

worked with labor unions to 

radical unions of the 1930s, 

was faced with demands for 

increased production and greater 

exposure to deadly coal dust 

with the introduction of high-

speed power drills. In exchange 

for this increased production and, 

ultimately, higher rates of disease, 

owners provided funding for a 

system of hospitals and health 

clinics for their workforce. There 

were notable exceptions to a 

pattern of exchanging health 

services for control over the 

workplace, such as the Union of 

Mine, Mill and Smelter Work-

ers in the 1950s and the Oil, 

Chemical and Atomic Workers 

Union in the 1960s, both of 

which continued to prioritize 

working conditions.34

By the 1960s, the beginnings 

of deindustrialization and the 

mobilization around the war 

in Vietnam led US industry to 

intensify its demands on labor, 

which resulted in longer hours 

and increasingly dangerous 

working conditions. Workers in 

the shipyards of Louisiana and 

the oil fi elds of west Texas would 

witness epidemics of once seem-

ingly rare silicosis; miners in West 

Virginia and Pennsylvania would 

later fi nd themselves disabled by 

coal workers’ pneumoconiosis. 

Immigrant labor was an early 

focus of attention among unor-

ganized agricultural workers in 

California, Washington State, and 

Oregon. Cesar Chavez brought 

to national attention the sorrow-

ful conditions of labor and the 

threat of pesticides to migrant 

workers through a national strike 

and boycott of grapes, joining 

together their concerns with 

those of middle-class consum-

ers who, in the wake of Rachel 

Carson’s Silent Spring, were 

conscious of the potential harms 

of pesticide residues in foods. In 

addition, labor organizers, public 

health physicians, scientists, envi-

ronmentalists, and consumer ad-
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pass new ergonomic standards, 

but their eff orts were quashed 

by the Republican Congress and 

George W. Bush, who in March 

2001 signed a joint resolution to 

reject it.42

Barack Obama’s election 

led to new hope that OSHA 

would once again live up to 

its original promise, especially 

with the appointment of David 

Michaels, epidemiologist and 

labor advocate, as its administra-

tor. He reinvigorated an agency 

that had been under assault for 

nearly its entire existence. One 

major accomplishment was 

OSHA’s promulgation of a silica 

standard that the agency had fi rst 

proposed in the 1970s.43 Shortly 

after the advent of the Trump 

administration, OSHA once 

again found itself under attack as 

the administration’s antiregula-

tory policies led to “declining 

federal oversight of workplace 

safety” that “coincided with an 

increase in deaths in workplaces 

monitored by OSHA.”44 Mi-

chaels stated in 2010 that “Four-

teen workers die on the job each 

day, far from the headlines, often 

noted only by their families, 

friends, and co-workers.”45 And 

injuries have been far from the 

only hazards US Labor faces. As 

Michaels pointed out, “every 

year more than four million 

workers are seriously injured or 

sickened by exposure to toxic 

agents.”46

Throughout the 20th century, 

the central contradiction of a 

culture that idealized the rights 

of the individual and equality 

between workers and owners 

was pressed by the changing so-

cial realities of work in America. 

On the one hand, the state could 

intervene to protect the health 

and welfare of workers because 

it recognized that there was a 

fundamental inequality in power 

between management and labor. 

On the other hand, despite all 

the reforms and accomplish-

ments of OSHA, there is a 

continuing inequality in power 

between owners and work-

ers. Although Lincoln’s Second 

Inaugural addressed the funda-

mental immorality of slavery and 

although the Civil War formally 

ended the most obtuse manifes-

tation of its grotesque legacy, the 

struggle over occupational safety 

and health continues.

In 1960, Edward R. Murrow 

commented on the world as he 

saw it then when he noted that 

“We no longer own slaves; now 

we can rent them.”47 Today, the 

daily toll of mesothelioma, lead 

poisoning, injuries in construc-

tion and trucking, silicosis, and 

numerous other deaths and dis-

eases is a testament to this truth. 

As this short history of occupa-

tional safety and health demon-

strates, labor and its allies have 

recognized these perils in the 

workplace, and as a result, work-

ers’ safety and health capture the 

ongoing history of America’s 

struggles against various forms of 

oppression.  
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