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ABSTRACr

Our firdixgs contradict if they do not confute the theory that "oligarchy"

in labor unions is an "imnaent necessity" of "organization." Neither

oligarchy nor denxcracy is more inaent or necary than the other; they

are alternative possible paths of union develncpIt. Which path the union

takes ps on the resolution of relatively cantingent political

struggles among workin-class factions and parties, and thus on the

resultant pattern of political relations in the union, and the character,

radical or conservative, of its political leadership. togit analysis shows

that a.) the ensembles of political practices involved in organizing, b.)

internal factionalism, and c.) a union's political leadership had

substantial irdepergent effects, whatever the "structure" of the iustry,

in determining the odds that the constitutions of America's irdustrial

unions were democratic or authoritarian.
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"Irgen, Radicalism, and Democracy in Aerica's Idustrial Unions"

A seter haunts the analysis of union de ray, the secter of "the

iron law of oligarchy." In Robert Michels' oft-quot flation, "every

system of leadership is Compatible with the most essential postulates of

de cracy. . . It is organization which gives birth to the dlinion of

the elected over the eleors.... Iio says organization says oligarchy"

(1949, pp. 400, 401, 402). This naked assertion, draped in a "theoretical

tapestry devoid of even the plainest empirical trimmings" (Gouldner 1955,

p.501), has long been the prevailing premise of the writings on union

governeent in the United States. The "tragedy of organization," so it is

said, is the "organizational frustration" of "relative dracy. " For

"[w]herever there is organization, whether formally d atic or not, there

is a split between the leaders and the led" and an "abdication to

boreaucratic iTjeratives" (Selznick 1943, p.49; 1949, p.9). So, the "spread

of anreaacy ard the decay of dracy in trade unions are not abnormal

Sbt are rooted in the very nature . . . of organization in general"
(cerberg 1943, p. 413). A real dogmcratic union thus bcmes tually

transngrified into a "deviant case"-that is, it is said to "deviate fran

the iron law of oligarchy" (Lipset, Traw, and Coleman 1962, p.12) -and the

"quest" for union d cracy bnes "futile" (Magrath 1959, p.525). In such

a theoretical world, "all that remains . . ." of the dream of the docratic

self-determination of labor "is the inevitable current moving the trade

unions toward bmreaucratization aid oligarchy" (Jacobs 1963, p.151).

We reject this cast of thought as a theoretical starting point for our

owm empirical analysis. For not only does it mistake postulation for

analysis, but it also converts undemonstrable organizational "needs"-e.g.,
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for stability, security, and continuity-into inescapable, tragic

realities.1 No such "teleology of bureaucratic iperatives" (Zeitlin 1989,

p.7) underlies our own substantive theory of the origins and of

d acy and dictatorship in labor unions. Rather, if history often has

the etospective a of inevitability, the analysis of the conarete

circumstances in which the political forms characterizing labor unions

originate will reveal that "oligarchy," like democracy, is the product, not

of "ioininent necessity" (Michels 1949, pp. 402, 382) or "inevitable

currents," hbt, on the contrary, of contingent, thaoh determinate,

political struggles.

The most democratic unions, C. Wright Mills suggests (1948, p. 268) "

. . . are usually born of a direct struggle, such as the sit-down strikes.

* . . Everythil has been gained bitterly over long periods of time."

Mills' proposition focu on the ostensible denatizixv effects of the

workers' direct str le against capital, of the "industrial battle" of

class against class. But "every class struggle is simultaneously an

jntrclass struggle"-a struggle "among [its] ntending factions and

parties . . . to define its interests and what has to be done to p ect and

advance them" (Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin 1989, p. 504).

So, union organizing, as a mode of class struggle, also involves the

workers sinultaneously in battles on two fronts. The main front, of course,

is their "direct struggle" against their employers. The second front is the

fight aong the workersI' own factions and parties to win their political

le rship-and thus to actively contruct he political forms through which

the unions are governe.
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mhe fights on this seond front are crucial in determinirn not only who

wins "power and trust" in organized labor (Stepan-Noris aid Zeitlin 1989),

but also whether union g nment is demcratic or authoritarian. our

empirical analysis will reveal that dracy in America's industrial

unions-nudi as in natian-states (see More 1966; Therborn 1977; Zeitlin

1984; Stqthens 1989)-has insurgent and radical origins.2

bhe facus of our empirical analysis is on the "international unions" of

the Congress of d ial Organizations, during the late 1940s, at the

height of the CIO's --in d stence.3 Born in 1935, in the midst of

an upheaval which "ripped the cloak of civilized decorum frcm society,

leaving naked class conflict" (Bernstein 1970, p. 217), the CIO

organized so many workers so quickly that within less than a dede its

affiliated unions reprsnted roughly 80% of the Country's industrial

workers (Bell 1960, p.91). Irdeed, by midoentury, unionization was so

extensive that organized labor had become "to all intents and purposes the

g of the labor cmunity" in the United States (Leiserson 1959,

p.3) .4

rME "DIVIDEo SOUL"

Any analysis of the scuroes of d racy, necessarily implies a

conception of an ideal demeatic polity-that thisis "difracy-against

whidh any oPrxete polity has to be easued. hat d acy is, mereover,

is not a mere matter of definition, bit involves conentious questions in

political theory: especially,whethe the active participation of ordinary
men and wimn in making the decisions that affect then is essential to

desocracy (see Patenan 1970), or if it suffices that-instead of "tak(ing]
upon theielves collectively" the responsibility for gcvernige-they merely
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take part, as Jcm Stuart Mill sardonically arked long ago (1963, p.229),

in elections, "a political act, to be done only onAe in a few years."

Corneptualizirn "uion dcracy" and tryirx to meastre it is thus

doubly difficult. For even asoanx theretical agrenemnt on the meaning of

democracy in a state or other polity, the qestion remains, whether a labor

union "4ight to" be deixcratic, and if so what that means empirically. For

the union's sine aua non is that it is suppse to be a fightin

organization of wrkers, a "reserve corps for industrial battle," that has

to be in cntant readiness to confront, defy and limit the "sway of

property" over their lives; "at each point where property owners strive to

dcMinate," the union Must be ready to engage them (Mills 1948, pp. 8, 4).

So, any labor union worth its salt is, minimally, a sort of irrular (if

unarned) ;kers' "army" engaged in "a guerrilla war against the effects of

the existin system" and "the encroachments of capital" (Marx 1973,

pp. 75-6).

So, askiWn what determine union democracy, implies that the labor

union not only can but also should be not only an "army" but also a "town

meeting": the unionts irregulars, its rark and file, should participate

fully in making the decisions that affect them; they should freely argue the

issues, decide on a battle plan, elect their "generals" and "sergeants," and

theD~elves vote an the "dlaration of war" (strikes) and on the terns of

each tnce (contract) (Huste 1928, p.187; Mills 1948, p.4).

But why "shuxld" they? Why nust the labor union be torn by a "divided

soul," in A. J. MSste's words (1928, pp.187, 189), and seek to "cabine

within itself two extrmly divergent types of social structure, the army

and the damWatic town metin? Tw polar answers have been given: first,
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that it "iust," for dxracy is of the union's essence; second, that it

"nust" do no such thing, for dracy is irrelevant or even detrimental to

the union's real objective.

"For the union to becoce an instrment of social transformation," in

the first view, its members ". . . mist think of it as their creature; they

nust want to krnw all about it and want to run it in as nuch detail as

possible." In this way, as C. Wright Mills argues (1948, pp. 268, 253),

their ca-u-m struggle also makes them "humanly anrd politically alert."

Without internal democracy, without "a sphisticated organized wposition,"
S. Martin Lipset, Martin Trail arnd James Coleman argue (1962, pp. 460-61),

"the members have no way of discoverir for themselves what is possible."

Nor can the "unions represent their members' interests when the nbers have

little contrl over policy formation."

In the opposite view, "trade union organization is nrt based on

theoretical concepts prior to it, that is, on sne c t of dKracy, bit

on the end it serves. . . . (T]he end of trade union activity," in V. L.

Allen's words, "is to ptt and inprove the general livirg standards of

its members and rit to provide workers with an exercise in self-government"

(1954, p.15). "Sutccsful union activity vis-a-vis Jmderni stry d s

hbsinesslike, i.e., rid r-ratic, organization. . . . [D]erocracy," says C.

Peter agrath (1959, p.525) is as inappropriate within the international

he rters of the tUW (United uabile Workers] as it is in the front

office of General Motors."

MEASURING UNIaN DEEZVRCY

our conception of union deocxracy derives frcn the "critical theory of

dsratic titutionalism" (Neumann 1957, pp. 173-76): certain basic
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"freedoms"-inscribed in the constitution or commn law-are the

indispensable (though not sufficient) fondation of the active

participation, and self-realization, of men and wne in self-governin

ccmaunities. All CIO unions were governed under a constitution of their own

Makin, and our measure of a union's "level of desocracy" is based on the

provisions in its constitution that specify, and limit or exand, the

personal, civil and political rights of its mambers. We describe these

provisions in a monent. A prior question, of course, is whether these

provisions can provide a rough measure of the "real" level of d acy in

the unions of the CO.

For "the differences between formal democratic structure and the real

exercise of rark and file rights" can be vast (Ievenstein 1981, p.333). As

Jacob Dubinsky, then president of the Inernational Ladies Garent Workers

Union (IIMJ), told Victor Reuther at the UTJR's tltu s founding

onvention, "In my union, we have deocracy too-but they know who is boss!"

(Chran 1977, p.339).

So, any realistic analysis has to recognize that dis cs

necessarily existed between the letter of the law and political actualities

in America's unions. But this is not the same as simply assuming (as the

authors of what is arguably the major sociological study of union d acy

do) that they were unrelated. In "naninally deTra-tic [trade unions] . . .

the clauses in the constitutions which set forth the macir for

translatir mebership interests and sentiments into organizational purpose

and action bear little relationship to the actual political pro "

(Lipset, Tr[w, and Coleman 1962, pp. 2-3, italics added) .5 Rather, the

critical question is how widespread the pancie between constitutional
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provisions aid actual political processes were, and what the pattern was.

For even if the were discret (as they probably were, to sHte unkown

extent), they cold have been (and, we shall argue, probably were)

atically related.

If clauses t basic personal, civil and political rights are

mere shikboleths (as Lipset, Ttow,, and Coleman Frly), huldn't this also

be true (by the same reascning) of clause that restrict these rights? We

ourselves doubt that clauses in a union's constitution endowing the

exemotive with extensive power over its nmIbers are "little" related to "the

actual political processe" in the union. So, for instance, the

contitution of the AFI United leather Workers, gave the union's ". . .

executive council . . . the pner to declare an e r and s the

cperation of any law for a period of 90 days, [and] to extend the suspension

frcn time to time until in their judgment the emargency has ceased to

exist." The constitution of the AM's International Brotherhood of

Electrical Workers authorized the president to remove any officer for "non-

performance of duty"; to suspr or expel locals; to "I the cards and

MM rship of any member who,, in his judgment, is working against the

welfare of the I.B.E.W. in the interests of any group or organization

detrimental to te I.B.E.W.-or for creating dissension among fibers or

amqng L.U's [local unions] . . ."; and to decide all "questions of law and

organization disutes" (Taft 1948, p. 468). The MUsicians Union vested the

power in its president to "annul and set aside constitution, by-laws, or ary

portion thereof . . . and substitute therefor other and different provisions

of his wn making; the pner to do so is hereby made absolute in the

president . . ." (Shister 1945, pp. 105, 104). Or take the scmewhat less
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absolute power given to the presidents of the CIO's cxxservative

Steelwokers or radical Farm uipnt Workers (FE). The USN& president had

"the authority to appoint, direct, susperd, or rave, such organizers [and)

reesentatives . . . as he may deem necessary" (USWA 1948, p.8). FE's had

"the por to s d local unions for violation of the laws of the

Constitution of the Intenational union, or to the officers or

Decutive Board n s of such local unions" (FE 1949, p.27).

Surely, it isn't sensible (indeed, it is dangerous) to sinply assume

that such clauses, whict concentrate poer in the hards of tcp union

officials, "bor little relationship to their actual political proceses."t6

And if such anti-demcratic clauses really matter, then class that provide

gggrantM of darocratic fr ym ard political rights ought to be taken no

less seriously, as meaniraful if inrerfect measures (aid determinants) of

the internal political life of America's unions.

Several prior studies have dented the extent to which the

constitutions of America's international unions in the 1940s protected

internal d racy. Clyde Summers (1946) Mined the claus relatizq to

equality of frie; Philip Taft (1948) examined the provisions relating
to the "constitutional power of the chief executive."7

swmers' studiy of the franchise, provoked by the "frequent charge of

racial d rinination" and other alleged discriminatory union admissions

policies, focuses on the rights of workers to join and retain nbership in

a union-regardless of their race, creed, nationality, sex, or political

beliefs or affiliations-as "one important part of the problem of internal

demscracy" (1946, p.66). He found that, as of 1946, the constituticns of

most international unions (AFL, CIO, and irdependent combined) had no
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provision expressly prohibiting the exclusion or expulsion of mambers on any

of these grcurds: only about a third of the constitutions of these 138

international unions expressly rohibite diritin on the grounds of

race or creed (religion); about a fifth prohibited discrimination against

noncitizens or winen; and a sixth prohibited discrimintion on political

grourxs. On the other hand, one onstitution in eight expressly limited

rSobership to "white," or "Caucasian," workers or excluded Negroes,

Mexicans, or American Indians; a fourth excluded non-citizens--or allowed

in, as did the AFL Boilermakers Unionr, only citizens "of sane civilized

country"; a fourth also excluded "subversives," and ibers of the

Industrial Workers of the World (IWW)), One Big Union, and the Ccmuist,

Fascist, and Nazi parties.

Taft's study of the constitutional power of the union's top officer was

caberned with the "extensive and many sided powers" that this officer

"frequently exercises," including the power to sanction strikes, to

intervene in distes with the employer, to preside at the union's

conventions and apoint its ccmittees, to control the content of the

union's newspaper, to discipline subordinate groups and bers, etc. Based

on an examination of the chief exeutive's appointive aid disciplinary

powers, and cheok on them, Taft classified each union's constitution as

endowing this official with "routine," "nKderate," or "considerable" power.

Of the 115 union constitutions Taft examined, sme three out of four gave

their top officer "extensive" (i.e., either moderate or considerable)power
(44% gave him "considerable" power).

Thus, these tent analyses of union constitutions certainly suggest

strongly that, at least during the 1940s, it was probably a "fact [that]
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* . . entrenhed. oligarchy and lack of internal opposition . . .

iaracterizefd] most unions on the national level" (Galenson and Lipset

1962, p.203).8 But, it has to be elphasized, this was not a "fact" about

nmst of the _QL0's unions (not, at least, until thess Cold War purges of

disidents on the Left). Both the relative quality of franhise and the

coKentraticn of executive power embodied in the constitutions of the AFL

and CIO unions differed sharply.

Anong the 88 AFL and 12 independent unions, only a small fraction

(rarxiig fErcw one in six to less than one in twenty, denin on the

prWovision) of the constitutions expressly prohibited discrimination on the

grords of race, creed, citizenship, sex, or political beliefs or

affiliation. But in the mass industrial unions of the CIO-born in an

insurrection against the inmobilism and conservatism of the AEL, as "naked

class conflict" raged in the nation-some seven in ten prohibited

discrimination by race or creed; and-give or take a few percentage points

rcuhly half of the C1O's 38 internationals prohibited discrimination

against non-citizens or wIien, or on political grounds (Sirs 1946, Table

3). Similarly, though the contrast on this political dimension is not as

sharp, some half of the CIO constitutions examined (14 of 29) gave their top

officer only "routine" power, but this was so for less than one sixth of the

AFL union constitutions examined (12 of 74) and one quarter of the

indeperdent unions. On the other end of the spectrum of power, one fifth of

the heads of CIO internationals but half of the heads of the AFL and

irdeendent Lunions held "considerable power."9

So, the vast majority of the independent and AFL unions (quite

consistent with the latter's autocratic reputation) were not eve "nominally
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demcratic" (as measured by these constitutional provisions). But between

half and three quarters of the CEO unions on the provision

examid) were, in fact, at least "Itinally democratic." (On our awn Oxh

iarec hve irdex, deribed in detail below, two out of three of the

CIO internationals had either a "high" cr "medium" level of constitutional

democracy.)

These findi s (which reveal sharp differences in the patten of the

franchise and executive power died in the constitutions of the AFL,

i endent, and CIO unions) s t hat it makes good sense to consider

their constitutions relevant to the unions' inner political life. Indeed,

it is especially sensible to take union constitutions seriously-to consider

them as the "enacted rules of the game," which both reflect and shape "the

nature of parties and of representation" within the unions (cf. Lipset 1963,

pp.292, 313). For if the constitutions of states often have been swept

aside or ignored, labor unions are not states. Nor do they posess a

"Imropoly of legitimate violence" with which their officials can defy their

union's constitution and impose their rule on its nC 10bers.1
In the United States, in particular, the judiciary has long reinforced

the potency and doinion of union constitutions. In "intra-union disftes"

concernirq members' rights boght before the courts, fron the early years

of the 20th centry troh the CIO era, the source of the court's decision

was "in most instances" the relevant provisions of the union's constitution

(Shister 1945, p.79; Williams 1954, p.829; Summers 1955, pp.604-6). Ind,

the courts often protected "union members by demanding literal compliance
with the [union] constitution" (Summers 1955, p.605). In sane instances,
therefore, they have even upheld the right of a union-in order to defend
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itself agaist slader and libel, aid as a means of punishing deliberate

violations of union rules-to invoke provisions in its constitution

forbidding criticism of its officers, printing and distributing leaflets to

union itbes without the consent of its officers, or forming factions

withn the union. "On the other hand, the courts have been prcqt to set

aside union abuses of these provisions for the purposes of taking revenge

upon defeated political opponents [ard] suppssing criticism . . ." (Aaron

aid Kamaroff 1949, p.657). Evidently, then, the working of our courts,

during the era in question (1935-1950), tended to assure that the relevant

clauses in union constitutions and their "real" internal political processes

wee sysatically if not closely related.

Oreover, the constitutions of the CIO's international unions-whatever

might have been the situation in the AFL or other unions at the time-wre

undoubtedly not mere shibboleths, but living political documents. They were

written originally during a moment of escalating workers' i surgency and

self-organization that transformed the political terrain of labor/capital

conflict in the nation. In the aftermath of the CIO's split from the

moribund if not reactionary AFL, the constitutions defined the distinctive

identity of the new, militant, socially conscious, industrial unions. They

embodied the decisions of the unions' founders about the union's future

structure, defined and channelized the union's aims, and established the

organizational forms of its internal political life (cf. Neumann 1944, pp.

8-9). Foan the constitutions' original lfonation, not "by constitutional

lawyers, bSt working men" (Taft 1962, p. 125), at the unions' fourding

conventions (which often involved heated, lengthy, and detailed dates aid

political infighting among contending union factions over each crucial
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provision) t h their repeated aendment and revision in the midst of

serious political struggles over the years, a close reading of union history

suggests that the constitutions of the CO unions rouhly reflected their

real inner political dynamics.11

The regular convention of the CIO international union was

sirmltaeimsly a legislature, a supreme court, aid a constitutional ly

(Leiserson 1959, p.122). It was at their conventions that the major

political battles of the internationals were fought to a conclusion,

ccmpacts made, officers elected, arid, as a result, their constitution often

amerded or revised. So, under these ciromstances "the constitution itself

paints a very vivid picture of the actual operation of the union" and,

especially, of the union's "dominant political machine . . . in action"

(Shister 1945, p.78; Seidman 1953, p.227).

Decisive political shifts, especially in the balance of pcwer among the

unions' contending factions, were usually sealed at their conventions by new

constitutional provisions affecting their members' civil and political

rights, local autonomy, exeoutive authority, "rank and file" power, and even

their formal aims or official union political philosophy.12 So if a gap

existed between the provisions of CIO international constitutions and their

inner political realities, these were, nonetheless "effective forces"-as

men on opposing sides agreed-in the often "bitter factional struggle"

within them (Herberg 1943, p. 408). "Correct constitutional laws . . . are

vital," said the sometime Wobbly, syndicalist, and then Red unionist William

Z. Foster in 1937, "as they place in the hards of the rank and file

effective democratic weapons, if they will but use them" (1937, p.258).13
In sm,, we are convinced (and will show) that the constitutions of the CO
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international unions were palpable reflections and e nts of their

actual political life, and they can, therefore, provide us with meaningful
neasures of their "real" level of internal d racy.

If a political system claims to be a d racy, it must implement

specific, minimal basic personal, civil, and political rights: "EBkal

rxtise and equal access to all public offices, ard equality of

treaLhent," without rward to class or calling, are the most basic political

rights, without which open participation in political life is Impossible.

In turn, these presuppose basic civil rights (or "liberties"), both

"personal"-freedan of the person-and "societal"-freedom of association

(or organization) -without which equal suffrage is a sham and political

representation an illusion. Any abrogation of civil rights necessarily

vitiates political rights-though not vice versa.

By "personal rights" (or "human" or "natural" rights) are meant those

whose validity is bound solely to a person as "an isolated individual" and

which do not depend on association or organization: "security of the person,

of hcuses, papers, and effects, the right to a fair trial, prohibition of

unreasonable searches and seizures."

In contrast, "societal civil rights" are rights of association and

organization: the "freedons" of religion, of speech, of assembly, and of

property. One limitation, however, is inherent in them: their exercise rmust

not deprive others of the exercise of theirs. These rights or freedams

presuppe pernal rights; without security of the person, freedam of

association is impossible, for if people are subject to arbitrary arrest and

cannot expect to have a fair trial, they cannot associate or amble freely

either (Neumann 1957, pp.173-76).
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We have tried to translate these precepts of dexcratic

constitutionalism (against which any concrete political system would be

found wanting) into a scheme for measurirg constitutional deKocracy in

irdustrial unions. We reviewed the constitutions of the CIO unions, as of

the late 1940s, to see whether they guaranteed the same or equivalent basic

rights.14 We were also guided by a number of articles by legal scholars,

and by "a bill of rights for union mebers," drafted in 1947 by the American

Civil iaberties Union, "c ed in terms of the rights of an irustrial
worker" (ACLU 1947; Aaron and Kicaroff 1949; Baldwin 1946; Kovner 1948;

Sunders 1946, 1950; 1951; Williams 1954).

We constructed a Guttman scale for each set of civil rights (both

personal and societa) and political rights (both franchise and

acouintability) based on the presence (or ab ) of relevant provisions in

the union constitution (item analysis indicates each scale has an

acceptable, and high, coefficient of rerubility). We ccnbined the

scores on these separate Guttman scales into an "irndex of the level of

constitutional union dImKcacy" for each union. We made Guttnan scales for

two reasons: 1. technically they are required for scales used as variables

in logit analysis (though we decided nct to run them as sepaate variables

pecisely buse co nstitutional d acy is an inserable onru of

all these basic rights). 2. theoretically, much as political rights

presuppose societal civil rights, and the latter prpo personal rights,

and they all hang together (or they each hang separately!), the same is so

for the specific constitutional provisions omposing each cluster of rights,

which also tend to form a set whose c pcnents presupose others (higher in

the scale). The iteam and scales, and the method of scoring to construct
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the index of union dev~racy are given in Caart 1.15

FACTICNALISK

7he entire burnile of ersonal, civil, and political rights is meant,

above all, to guarantee the freedym of political opposition, that is, the

freedan to opose the existing rgime and its policies, alone or in

association with others, to form, join, and participate actively in

organized apoosition groups, factions, or parties. "Liberty is to faction

what air is to fire, an ailment without which it instantly expires. . . ,"

James Madison wrote during the debate over the provisions of the U.S.

Constitution. "(LIiberty, which is essential to political life, . .

nourishes faction" (Beloff 1987, p. 42).

Union "liberty" also "nourishes faction"-and is nourished by it.

"Faction is the life blood of (union] demcracy," if not its very definition

(Martin 1968, p.207; cf. also Lipset, Trm,, and Coleman 1962, pp.7-11, 13;

Magrath 1959, p.505). The "theoretical freedom (to voice opposition to

leaders and policies] is made instrumental," as Bert Cochran (1977 p.340)

argues, "only by the corrolary right to organize opposition factions." In

other words, the existence of active opposition to established leadership or

of cantention for power among Wposing groups, blocs, or factions, as a

recognized form of political activity, is an "essential feature" of union

deecracy (MNnell 1958a, p.604).

The "decisive proof of drKccy in a union," or in any polity, as

Irving Howe and B. J. Widdicik (1949, pp. 262-63) argue, is that ".

oppositionists have the right to organize freely into 'parties,' to set up

factional machines, to circulate publicity and to proagardize among the

members. . . . (T]he right of factions to exist and function freely or the
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aually instant right of the rship to epress its attitude toward

them . . . is the overhead (well worth paying!) of d ry.... the

alternative is dictatorship."

Even hen a constitution enshrines basic rights, organized opposition-
and an active minority arnious to guard their own frd-is essential to

enforce them, and to preserve and enliven d c. Put as a general

proposition, "a system of factionalism within a union" is " . . . the surest

means of gaining what is irtant in constitutional govern t as found in

any of the western de ncracies." Conversely, constitutional guarantees that

are essential to the security of political opposition are also "probably

necessary as a condition for the successful operation of a factional system

. (Mckonnell 1958a, p.604; 1958b, p.639).

Unlike the probable pattern in the AFL, whose unions were

"characterized internally by the rule of a one-party oligarchy" (Lipset,

Trow, and Coleman 1962 , p.1), many if not most of the unions in the io

probably were relatively democratic. The established leadership of many cio

unions often faced serious organized internal opposition; organized

"calmses," "blocs," or "factions"-which were recognized parties in all but

n erflarly n ed for power within them.16

Many if not most CO unions were characterized, then, not by "one-party

oligarchy," but (as the situation in certain major unions in Britain is

dcribed) by a "fluid and fragmented 'ulti-party' political system," whose

government involved "an uneven and uneasy coalition between representatives

of different ideological tendencies." The dynamics of such intraunion

coalitions, "like the dynamic of g ent formation in the French Foarth

RepIblic," was d id by the relative strent of the contd
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factions (Martin 1971, p. 244). In short, the gove in CIO unions

often was a form of "polyarchy," in which "multiple minorities" having their

own independent political bases cmpeted for poer (Dahl 1956).

So, if both pluralist arxn critical theories (see Neumann 1944, pp.10,

11, 79, 477) would predict a close relatiip between the level of

constitutional democracy in CIO unions ard the presence of internal

political factions, the same is s d to us by the available historical

evidence. For, as we stressed earlier, intraunion fights among conterding

factions often involved attenPts to amend anl revise the union's

constitution.

A couple of examples are instructive. In 1941, a fight in UE over the

issue of "local autoncmi" led to "an open split" between its left and right.

UE's president, Jamas Carey, in reply to an inquiry from a union local, said

that UE's constitution allowed a local to bar Cammunists and fascists from

positions of "responsibility and trust." Other UE officers said that such a

prohibition would be unconstitutional. UE News carried letters for months

afterwards taking sides on the issue, and a newly organized caucus for

"Progressive Trade Unionism" openly denounced UE's leadership for "following

the Qmsunist line." At the convention that year, the delegates voted

overwhelmingly against andin the constitution, bit re-affirmed the right

of local unions to set qualifications for office as long these would not

deprive any "good standing nember of the Union" of rights guaranteed by UE's

constitution. At the Oil Workers 1940 convention, in contrast, an insurgent

"%orkers' control" group, which had been active since the union's founding

four years earlier, won the union's leadership, and then carried its program

into effect by passing a complex of constitutional a ets that aired to
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limit the executive pwer of the union's tcp officers. These aierI--ents

provided that all members, rather than convention delegates alone, could

vote on the election of officers and the executive council; and they

excided full-time officers from the executive council (Galenson 1960,

pp.262-64; 417, 423).

Whether or not the presence of factions was associated with

constitutional democracy in CIO international unions, is not an easy

question to answer empirically, for the available information on

factionalism provided in historical works, while occasionally detailed, is

spotty and sparse. Much has been written about the same few major unions

and little or nothing about most. We scoured many historical works on

American labor, but few provided anymore than sketchy information on the

extent of organized cpposition in certain unions. Frin the information in

these works, we were able to classify 23 of the 38 durable CIO unions on the

presence of internal factions. We classified each union as having enduring

or "organized" factions, periodic or sporic" factions, and no knom

factions.17

Even these cride data on a truncated universe, with small nmbers in

the cells ccmipared, reveal a striking assiation between the presence of

factions and the level of constitutional d acy in CIO unions during the

late 1940s. (Not incidentally, this finding thereby also tends to confirm

the validity of our neasure of constitutional democracy, for it reveals a

close association between a crucial expression of the unions' actual inner

political life and their written constitution.) Unions with organized

factions were nearly twice as likely as unions with sporadic factions to

have a high level of constitutional denocracy; none of the unions without
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factions had a high level of dracy, and most had a low level of

deTocracy (Table 1).

-Table 1 goes about here-

IPACLASS WGLE

No "factional system" is born full blown; nor is it snhw self-

induced. Rather, it is the prout both of earlier and continuing stnxggles
over the nature of the cocmmn interest-in the CIO's case, of intraunion

struggles over the nature of the ccommn class interest of workers.

The CIO itself was born as an organized faction of the American

Federation of Labor. When the "dCommittee for Industrial Organization" was

formed on November 9, 1935 by the heads of eight AFL unions, this was merely

the formal culmination of a long-raging factional struggle within the AFL.

Their split with "reactionary AFT leaders" over the issue of "organizing the

u zed" in mass production industries (CIO 1949 (?), p. 3) was no

solitary act. Rather, it came in the imiiate wake of battles for

industrial unionism that thousands of workers had been waging since the

early 1920s, both within and outside the AFL.

So, the CIO was born as an amalgam of disparate, often hostile,

elements: involved in organizing the CIO unions were new, young, ard

inexperienced organizers and battle-hardened survivors, ex-AFL officials,

"pure-and-sinple" unionists, Catholic activists, liberals, cmuuists, and

radical of all stripes-and they were all determined to take charge, to

lead their unions, and thus their class, in accordance with their own

concepticns of its interests.

Our central question, then, is howImuich difference the stnr les among

contendirg working-cla factions and parties, and their organizing strategy
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and actual political practices, make in d inir the political relations

within a union, and thus its form of goverrrsent, deocratic or

authoritarian, whatever the "structure" of the irsty in which the union

is located.18

These strwugles and their resultant political relations can be seen as

constitatir and beii constitute by four beidles of historical events

involved in the drive to organize the unorganized into thnew CIO unions:

1. whether or not early Red organizirg had taken place in an iidsty; 2.

whether the union seceded from the AFL "frym below," in a workers'

ins or "fran above," in a revolt of its top officers; 3. whether the

union was originally organized independently or under the aegis of a CIO

"organizing ccmittee"; and 4. whether the union was formed as an

amalgamated or as a unitary organization. These bundles, we want to

asize, represent both crucial types of political practices ard

constellations of internal relationships among conterding political forces.

The inmuediate empirical question, then, is how and to what extent these

different political practices and relations were involved both in the

creation of "a system of factions" aid the consolidation of constitutional

desccracy in the international unions of the CIO.

I. RedUiism

For many years before the CIO took up the call, the cause of irdustrial

unionism and of "revolutionary" or "9Red" unionism had been all but

synous. Since the decline of the "Wobblies" (dstrial Workers of the

World (IWW]), the Cmuiists had been the main bearers among workers of the

ideas of militant action and irdustrial unionism. In the early days of the

CIO's split with the AFL, the cmunists were, therefore, skeptical or even
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hostile taward CIO efforts. "In a way, the oanunists looked upon the CIO

as a rival that was capitalizing on sane of its issues, particularly that of

irxustrial unionism" (Saposs 1959, p.123).

From 1920 through late 1935, two successive Red "trade union leagues"

urxer Ccc mist leadership had been trying (first by formirn militant

factions within existing AFL unions, then by organizing independent

industrial unions to wage a struggle of "class against class") to organize

som of the sane industries and plants that the CO targeted for organizing.

By the time of the CIO's birth, tens of thousands of workers had been

involved in mass strikes and unionizing drives under Red leadership, most

recently thrcugh the "Trade Union Unity League" ([MM).19

fimunist union organizers led soe heroic, fiercely fought and

bloodily suppresed strikes. "All unions were fought bitterly in those

days. But the most brutal terror was reserved for the Ccrmnist unions"

(Draper 1972, p.392). Scan of the "brutal terror" reserved for them came,

however, rot frcm enployers but hostile AFL unionists, who collaborated with

employers in heing off radical unionism and in quashing the rival Red

unions. "The American Federation of Labor had no qualms when it came to

breaking I.W.W. and T.U.U.L. strikes" (Galenson 1940, pp.40-41).

Characteristic, for instance, were the clashes between Red unionists and AFL

adherents: in the "arent inusty wars of the 1920s" (Levnstein 1981,

p.108); in the anthracite coal fields, where "one of the bloodiest

fratricidal wars in the history of trade unionism" was waged during the late

1920 and early 1930s (Galenson 1940, pp.12-13); and among furriers, sailors,

longshoremen, and many other rival unionists on the East Coast during the

same years (Ievenstein 1981, p.107).
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In the fur trade in New York city, for exaple, where "the Fur Workers

Irkustrial Union fought the A.F. of L. International Fur Warkers to a

stardstill, Vicious fights on the picket lines, in the shps and on the

streets were a daily occurrence. Few weeks passed by when workers, slashed

with the knives of their trade or trairpled by the boots of rival unionists,

did not fill the r wards and night courts."' (Galenson 1940, p.10;
internal quote frcn Scheyer 1935). Or, for example, in the 1936 East Coast

maritime union strike, AFL thugs "got some money from the shipowners," as

Joe Ryan, head of the AFL International Imgshoremn's Association (ILA)

himself told it, "and drove them [the strikers) back with baseball bats

where they bele. Then they called the strike off" (Kenpton 1955,

pp.95).

Scme of the ablest and taughest opponents of the Red unionists were

themselves other radicals, especially elements of the Socialist Party and

ex-Reds who had quit or been expelled from the Cimunist Party (CP) after

the late 1920s. Some ex-Red unionists even found themselves battling former

comrades with whom they had suffered through earlier Red organizing

struggles (Saposs 1959, pp.136-41, 150). In the early 1930s clashes between

rival unionists in the auto industry, for example, elements of the "CPUSA-

Opposition (led by Jay Iovestone)" whose nembrs had been expelled fran the

Ccmiist Party in 1929, were the bitterest enemies of the Red unionists

(and of such Red "tools" as the Reuther brothers!) (levenstein 1981, pp.107-

08).

To this motley and explosive political mix, were added, frcom the late

1930s on, Catholic activists organized in the Association of Catholic Trade

Unionists (ACIU), who saw their mission as fighting against Omnmist
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unionists, even-if not mainly-within Red union stronlholds. ACIUos

earliest rark-and-file caucus activity was often a direct response to

earlier Red organizing (Seaton 1981, pp.144, 153-159; Levenstein 1981,

pp. 110-20).

So, the CIO unions that were organized in industries that had been

etrat by earlier Red unionism, inhrwited not only nuclei of experiened

Red organizers and effective leaders, but a variety of rival ex-AF~rs,

Catholic activists, leftists, socialists, radicals, and ccmmunists of all

stripes, many of whom were also knowledgeable and alert leaders, ready,

willing, and able to engage in battle with each other over the destiny of

the union, no matter which of them had wen its iniidate leadership. For

these reasons, we should expect to find that contending factions were more

likely to characterize the unions established in the in ies enetrated

by Red unionism in earlier years than those established in industries where

no such earlier Red organizing had occurred.

For mauch the same reasons suggested as to why Red unionism was

cnected to the presence of factions in a CIO union, it should also have

been associated with a higher level of union d racy. Same of the

contending factions were especially active in seecing constitutional

guarantees of basic civil and political rights, both out of principle and

self-interest, given their wn vulnerable, minority political situation.20

This applies, in particular, to the Red unionists, who bore the bunt of

repression, and expilsion, in their battles to form "revolutionary

cppositions" inside AEL unions or to amalgamate existing AFL "trade" unions,

and organize the unorganized, into inustial unions.

So, like other opposition groups, Red unionists also tended to "develop



25

. . . a demoicratic ideology, an insistene on specific minority rights, as a

means of lUitimating their own right to exist" (Lipset, Traw, and Coleman

1962, p.16); they insisted that "the fight for irdustrial unionim (went]

hand-in hard . . . with the need for gemnine trade union de Icracy" (Foster

1936, p.208). In the words of a 1927 Trade Union Euctial league book on

the "lmisleaders of labor," written by its head, William Z. Foster,

reactionaries build up "powerful bureaucratic machines . . . . to prevent

the left wing from mobilizing the discontented rank and file against it.

(They] apply . . . autocratic methods of control . . . and new dictatorial

methods . . . [including] the arbitrary disfranchisement of the opposition.

. . . The very life of unionism . . . is at stake in this deserate effort

to suppress union democracy and to force the workers back under the

arbitrary direction of the reactionary lars, which means under the

control of the employers" (1927, pp. 286, 296-97, 299).

This TUEL hardbook first told American workers about the lessons

contained in Michels' Political Parties (long before its academic

apotheosis). Foster listed what Michels said were "the many devices used by

Social Denmocratic braucrats to maintain themselves in office," and said:

"But American trade union leaders use not only most of the tricks that

Michels touches upon but many more of which he never dreamed. Tb hang on to

their jobs they appeal to the gun and the knife, they make open alliances

with the employers and the state against the workers, and they ruthlessly

suppress decncracy in the organizations" (Foster 1927, pp.270, 273-74; 312,

316; 324).

So, then, was there a connection between earlier Red Unionism in an

irdustry, internal factionalism, and union denecracy? Unfortunately, we
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four information on factions in only six unions locat in irusties that

Red unionian had not ntrated; comparing them with 17 unions in irdustries

where Red unions had been active gives us mixed results: amrex the unions in

irviutries that had experienced earlier Red unionim, the proortion of

unions with o ed factions is higher, bit the prportion with no

factions is also chat higher (Table 2). Ihe pattern is roughly the

sane, with far ore cxmplete data, when we conpare the level of

cotitutional democracy among the unions in these contrasting industrial

categories. Axcng the 20 unions in irnustries that had experienced earlier

Red unionism, the proportion with a "high" level of dracy was three

times the proportion among the 15 that had none; bit the potions of

"oligarchical" unions, i.e., those with a "low" level of d racy, scarcely

differed (Table 3). We suggest ne crucial reason for this below, in our

analysis of how the chances for union democracy were affected by contrasting

"organizing strategies."

->Tables 2 and 3 go about here-

II. AFL secession: "from above" or "from below"

In the fall of 1936, the AFL "suspeOded" 10 unions affiliated with the

CIO (then still the "nittee on Iustrial Organization") on charges of

"dual unionism" (the sane charge the AFL used to throw out the adherents of

the TIUEL 11 years earlier) ard of "fcmenting insurrection." The 10 unions

inuatiately started maicng their per capita paynents to the now iRnependent

ciO (Bernstein 1970, pp.422-423).21 Ihese f0UrIing unions of the CIO, and a

few others that soon followed them, cane into the new irdustrial union

noverent as the result of what we term "a revolt from above." Their top

officers broke away from the AFL and joined the cio with their staff and
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organizational hierarchy-anrd much of their union jurisdiction-intact. As

a result, they had a continuity of leadership, and little if any internal

dinsion or cystallized-let alone organized-opposition factions; for

the same reasons, pobably only mina changes were made in the relatively

autocratic constitutions they inherited from the AFL.

In contrast, most other CIO unions grew out of local and district

battles between craft and irdustrial unionists over the control of its AFL

prearsor. Such workers' "insurgencies from below" split many AFL unions.

The workers in these AFL locals and districts then joined the CIO to form

the core of new international unions, and brouht their leadir organizers

into the new union with them. This happened, for instance, in the AFL's

Upholsterers International Union in 1937, where a mber of locals defected

fran the AFL, and canbined with saie other independent craft unions ard a

few CIO locals to form the CIO United FUnrniture Workers (Peterson 1944,

p.135). Other struggles "from below" took place in the newly chartered AFL

"federal labor unions," i.e., the newly organized locals given a trary

AFL charter to "store workers" until they could be "parcelled out" to AFL

craft affiliates (Bernstein 1970, p.355). Sne sece-ded fran the AFL to

bcne the locals of a new CIO union,, rather than be parcelled out and

subordinated to craft cotrbol.22

Of course, radicals and cmmunists abourded anmng the original

insurgent leers, but these rebellions also probably resulted in a

"colossal duction of organizers" (in Nikolai Bukharin's apt phrase)

and of experienced and skilled rank and file leaders at all levels of these

new unions. Tums, such insurgent origins iast have erndowed these unions

with an anple pool of skilled activists-with their own personal ambitions
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and diffeirin political czmitmnts and c tios of workers' interests-

that would "nullify the stability" of the union's officials and form the

basis of an organized opposition to them (Bukharin 1925, pp. 310, 311,

edghasis in original; also see Lipset, TtLw, and Coleman 1962, p.455).

At their foundiing coventions, one of the first political acts of the

unions that arose out of workers' insurgencies often was to thrCwr out their

old AFL constitutions, which had centralized poer in a haIdful of top

officials, and write nw oaes that broaened ran and file representation in

the union's e tive bodies and provided guarantees against the kinds of

organizational abhse suffered by their insurgent organizers when they had

been dissidents or radicals in the AFE. The nebers of the new IMUJ, for

instance, abolished the notoriously dictatorial InA constitution and

replaced it with one that was mrore open and dracrtic. Among its

provisions, for instance, ware, first, a simplified recall procedure to

assure acoountability: as few as 15% of the narbers could initiate recall

proceediEgs against any elected officer; and, second, an egalitarian salary

cap: no elected union officer could earn a salary more than 10% above the

earnirgs of the highest paid workers, so that any "purely econcinic incentive

for sking ard remaining in office" would be reduced (Kimeldorf 1988,

pp. 10-11) .

For these reasons, the unions born "frcn below" were probably more

likely than those born "frcn above" to have internal factions and a high

level of constitutional dII:racy.23 We find, indeed, that this was so:

the presence of factions and the level of eracy in the unions in these

categories both differ sharply. Over twice as many of the unions that arose

throug workers' rebellions had organized factions as those whose top
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officers roke with the AFL and took their union into the CO. The

difference in the proportions of constitutionally demoaratic unions in these

categaries is even s r: nearly half of the unions born "fran below" but

only about a tenth of the ones born "fram above" had a high level of

constitutional democracy (Tables 2 and 3).

III. ide n Oranizincr

Most of the CIO unions were organized by i t rark aid file

ttees, made up both of workers who organized clartinely "on the

inside" aid of their rds on the outside. They decided for themselves

on their overall organizing strategy aid on the detailed tactics of the

strugle: they wrote and then distribeted their own leaflets at the factory

gates or in the workers' neighborhoods, and decided what demands to make,

and when and how to make them, and whether to call strikes.

Top CIO officials, such as UMW's John L. Lewis and the Amalgamated

Clothing Workers' Sidney Hillman, often had little alternative but to let

indeperdent rank and file organizers alone, for without their hard-work,

courage, commitment and sacrifice to organize the unorganized, the ciO could

well have been still-born. Radicals of all kinds were found among the

organizers: same were exerienced, battle-hardened old hands, "the flotsam

and jetsam of years of sinking radical dreamns"obblies, hbye-grown and

ilmnigrant class-conscious Socialist unionists, and Reds-who had been

baptized in earlier organizing battles (Levenstein 1981, p.63). But many

more were young radicals who came of age in the Great Dression and were

drawn to the cause of d ial unionism by the mass misery and the open

clas war then being waged in America. Although CIO officials had to give

"isn leeay" to the ready but recalcitrant, even politically dangrs,
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radical organizers who usually todk the lead in organizing the new unions,

they also did what they could to keep "firm control" in their own hards.

Whenever they could, CIO officials set up "organizing ccmaittees"

instead of independent international unions, put their own men in charge,

andl tightly cotrolled the organizers (Taft 1964; Bernstein 1970, p.616).

For example, Lewis put Philip Murray, his awn union's vice president, in

charge of the Steel Woriers' Organizing Ccmittee (SWOC), and Van Bittner,

another United Mine Workers Union official, at the head of the Pacdnghouse

Workers' Organizing Czmnittee. CIO organizing ccmittees were also set up

in shoes, textiles, oil, and other industries. These committees were not

autorns; their nbs, who daily went out to organize, were not allowed

to decide on their own strategy, make policy, call strikes, negotiate

contracts, or vote on any issue-only Lewis ard Hillman and their closest

-oates made these decisions.

CIO officials also tried to make their own deals with the bo , and

often forged agrents with them in "informal, secret sessionals" (as Lewis

did, for example, with Myron C. Taylor, U.S. Steel board chairman, "after

three nxnths of secret negotiations"), without involving the rank-and-file

rccimittees that sprang up in industry after industry or even their own ciO

organizing ccmnitts (Lens 1961, p.185).

If a CIO organizing ccmnittee's fibers, whatever their political

coloration, hit epially if they were radicals of any hue, began to gain

an indeperient following amang the local workers, or became "too dangerous a

threat, they were discharged" (Saposs 1959, p.122). SWOC, for instance, had

200 full-time organizers and another 233 part-tire organizers on its

payroll, paid out of CIO funds (mainly contrihbted by the unions of the
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inlers and the clothing workers). Aong the 200 full-time organizers were

60 mists (including the head district organizer in Pittshirgh, Bill

Gebert, a Polish-born member of the party's national committee) (Foster

1952, p.349; Walker 1982, pp.35, 184-85). All of SWOC's organizers were

hired, paid, and fired by the CIO's head office. As soon as they

successfully organized a local, Philip Muay either fired them-especially

the identifiable nists and radicals among them-or noved them to

another area, so that SWOC officials could take control (Taft 1964, p.57;

Levenstein 1981, p.51).

Set up in 1937, SWOC was not transformed into the autonomous USWA until

1942 (and then only because Lewis resigned aid took his umw out of the ciO).

At its first constitutional convention that year, the USWA was born without

endurirq the sharp "birth paIgs" characteristic of the indeperdently-

organized unions. Its fourdation was aoipanied by "nothing that could be

called factional strife" (Teiserson 1959, p.159). When a couple of

delegates tried to get time to study the 24-page printed draft of the

constitution submitted by a comnittee (because, as one delegate said, "I

think this constitution paper we have here is going to build our rights for

years to come, and we have got to establish them"), Murray told them they

would have "plenty of time" to study it while it was being read from the

podium. Wen another delegate asked if each section could be ameded,

Murray said they could 'vote down the report" if they wanted to, and then

added that he was not trying to push a "single solitary line in this

constitution . . . down your throat," but wanted the "bickering and . . .

noise making, . . . and all that stuff" stopped. After less than 10 hours

of discussion, at a convention attended by 1,700 delegates fram 1,100
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locals, "every clause of the ccnstitution was adpt by the delegate body

without chaning a word in the printed draft. . . . Each of the national

officers was elected by unanimous ballot"-the previous heads of SM)C

(Leiserscn 1959, pp. 159-63).

In auto, in contrast, a host of contending radical, Cmmnist,

Socialist, Coughlinite Catholic, and othe factions ccmpeted to organize the

unorganized and to win power in thnew CIO union. The UW financed Much of

its own organizing drives by collecting dues frcm the workers. Although the

CIO also contributed money and organizers to the Ford drive, top cio

officials had little direct influence on the corduct of the campaigns
against the big auto companies. As a result, "even at the height of CIO

influence in the internal affairs of the UAW," the CIO was unable to impose

"outside leadership" (Galenson 1960, p.133). Also, the major auto cmipanies

bitterly resisted unionization. GM, for instance, agreed to bargain with

the CIO union only after a tenacious ard often violent stnrggle with the

workers. In these battles, and in som of the decisive sit-down strikes-

e.g., in Flint, "the first great victory" for the UPW "and one of the epic

confrontations in American labor history" (Zieger 1986, pp.46-47)-all sorts

of radicals (frcm anti-Ccmnist Socialists like the Pauther brothers and

Emil Nazey, Trotskyists like John Anderson, "anti-anti-ommnists" like

George Addes aid Richard ILeard, to Ccmuunists like Nat Ganley, Bob Travis,

and Wyindham Mrtimer) earned reputations as superb organizers and curbative

and courageous leaders. Conseuently these groups were able to create

strong rank-and-file bases in the auto inrdustry (Galenson 1960, p.150). No

warder, then, that shortly after its fourding in 1937, the union split, and

had to be re-fourded again as a CdIO affiliate at a special convention two
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years later. Whatever their differences, the various UAW factions, which

held regulr meetings and had recognized delegates, sought in one way or

another to enhance rank-and-file power, prteact dissent, decentralize

authority, and, especially, limit the authority of the president and other

internaticnal exective officers (Galenson 1960, pp.171-72; Leisn 1959,

pp.154-59). The founding cventions of other unions that were organized

independenly may have "lacked the exaggerated conflicts and spectalarism

of the UAW-IO, " bit otherWise, they were quite similar (leiserson 1959,

p. 158).

These were the circumstances, we suggest, in which the chances were

highest that various factions of a union could build their own political

base and continue to contest if not win its leadership over the years.

Where, however, the organizing was done under the aegis (and thumb) of an

official CIO organizinxg comittee (as in SWOC), this tended to prevent the

organizers fro putting dawn roots frym which an independent opposition

might grow, and whose activities in the union would be reflected in a more

democratic constitution. If this reasoning is correct, we should find that

far more of the unions built by independent organizers than by CIO

organizing ciitsnot only had organized factions but a high level of

constitutional cracy as well.

This is, hoever, not exactly what we find. Rather, relatively few

of the unions formed th h in ndent organizing than those formed under

the aegis of a CIO organizing committee had orgnized factions, although
sporadic factionalism did characterize far more of the former than the

latter. But this finding is consistent with our prediction in the crucial

sense that nearly three times as many of the unions formed under a CIO
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organizier cca mittee as those formed thoh independent organizirg had no

factions. The pattern is roughly the same for the relationship with

onstitutional dawcracy: these contrastirg organizing strateies resulted

in no aable difference in the number of unions in each cateory with a

hijghlevel of dhcy. On other hand, again, nearly twice the

procortion of the unions built by CIO organizing camittees as of the

independently organized unions were "oligarchic, " that is, were

characterized by a low level of democracy (Tables 2 and 3).

One important reason for this result, we suggest, is that Lewis and

Hillman tried to put CIO organizing cuimittees in charge of the organizing

in precisely those industries in which they had earlier fought the Red

unionists: many m of the CIO unions that arose in these in ies, as we

have shown elsewhere (1989, p.516), than in the inusties that had not been

trated by earlier Red unionism were actually the product of a CIO

organizing oamittee (38 percent of the former (N=21] versus 23 p of

the latter [N=17]). This is the reason, we think, that the earlier

struggles and many-sided politicization of the workers in the industries

penetrated by Red unionism had contradictory effects on both the growth of

internal factions and the ergence of union democracy. Also, for the same

reason, independent organizing did not eventuate more often in organized

factions or democratic unions. The self-conscious political strategy of the

Lewis-Hillman officialdom tended to counter the effects both of earlier Red

organizing in an industry and of the later in e t organizing of CIO

unions (which otherwise might have arisen more frequently in the indsties

affected by earlier Red unionism). This, in turn, resulted, we suggest, in

the cotradictory effects of both of these insurgent practices in the
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determiation of the formation of organized factions and a high level of

demcracy in the CIO's unions.

IV. Amalgamation

Whether they were born "frcm above" or "fran below,"iy r

under the aegis of a CIO organizing ccanmittee, the formation of CIO unions

t ed to follow roughly either a "unitary" or a "federated" (or

"amalgamated") path. Unitary (i.e., centralized) organizations tend, as

they grow, to incorporate new rmbers and locals into their existing

(usually hierarchical) structure, "with the new subordinate officials and

groups deriving their authority from the sunnits of the organization." In

contrast, an amalgamated organization grows through the lateral merger or

canbination of a number of existing unions, locals or groups of leaders

(Lipset, Trow, and Coleman 1962, p.442).24

Sarm unions amalgamated because their "jurisdictions," whatever their

CIO charter said, were still mixed and shifting. Saretimes several unions

were organizing in different branches of the same "industry." Saetims a

single union branched out and organized locals in several closely related

"industries." To amalgamate or not to amalgamate was thus always a

political question, as well as a specific issue in the organizing strategy
of the unions and locals involved. Itether such coalitions should be

permitted or not was also a crucial political question for top CIO

officials. For example, the CIO's head office ordered the United

Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America (UE):, which soon was to

became Oavn as the CIO's '"ed fortress," to reli uis the utility worker

locals UE had been organizing for over a year. CIO officials created a new

jurisdiction and established a separate, conservatively-led, Utility Workers
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Union (Galenson 1960, p.253).

Two of the CIO's "Big Three," UAW arxi UE, arose through algamation;

bht the USWE, as we know, was a thoroughly unitary structure, "built from

the top dCFam, with power firmly connrated at the top. inde, despite

its enorious growth, . . . the union's top officers (retained] total

administrative power . . . (in the] still highly centralized union"

(Levenstein 1981, p.51). It became the very model of a unitary

organizaticn, with little if any local or district autoncmy, ard "no serious

factional disptes [giving] . . . the members the right to choose among

rival carilidates for office. Any local center of disturbance was eliminated

by (Philip] Murray" (Lipset, Trow, and Coleman 1962, p.443).

Was the USWA's authoritarian regime a "functional requirement" of the

irxiustry's (large scale, highly concentrated) structure itself? As

plausible as such an explanation is, it does not square, for instance, with

what happened in auto, i.e., in another iiustry with a similar scale of

production and level of concentration. Nor does it hold, for instance, in

the contrasting case of textiles.

During the 1920s, a number of rival unions had been involved in trying

to organize auto workers, among them the T[UUL's Auto Workers Union; in 1937,

their battered remnants, revivified by the decade's mass struggles,

amaama ted to form the UAW. In turn, they formel the basis for the UWW's

internal factions, most of whose leaders had been deeply involved in the

earlier years of organizing. The various factions consisted largely of

"coalitions of the groups headed by these different leaders jointly

resisting efforts to subordinate them to the national administration." So,

despite the unfavorable "structural conditions . . . for interal demcracy
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and large-scale rank-and-file participation" in a huge union in a ass

production irdusty like auto, it remained a relatively democratic union

thrghout ~most of the CIO era (and, as Lipset, Tr¶w, and Coleman wrote in

1962, "it has taken close to two daes to a ach a one-party structure

and the process is still not ccepleted" [1956, p. 443]).

So, the formation of a union through amlgamation, as the example of

the UP siests, in brirging the leaders, nambers, and f na of the

merged unions into a single organization, results in the redistribution of

rank, authority, and power within the new union. Some officials of the

previously separate unions are reduced, at best, to secondary officers of

the new international or even to officers of a local, while others emerge as

top officers of the international. But, whatever the outcome for

irndividuals, amalgamation ordinarily also tends to preserve autancerus

centers of power in the new union and to improve their leaders' charnes to

retain political bases within it, frcm which they can try to extend their

influence and cond for the international's leadership. In a sense, then,

such aalgated unions tend to " . . . have internal oposition groups

. . . bilt into them" (Lipset, Tnwc, and Coleman 1962, p.465).

We want to stress that "amalgamation" is by no means a simple product

of an ir y's "structure," nor even of the (conseuent?) prior existence

of c tis unions within it. For, as the situation in textiles

illustrates sharply, even where an industry's "objective corditions" on both

these counts were "naturally" corducive to the formation of an amalgamated

union, the political action of CIO officials had its own relatively

autioncmus-and anti-democratic-effects.

Textiles was "simply not an idusty," as Irving Benstein (1970,
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p.616) observes. "It was cotton, woolen and worsted, rayon and other

synthetics, silk, hosiery, carpets and rugs, thread and braid, dyeing and

finishing. Each of these 'industries' had its oin geraphic distrihition,

its own markets, its awn technology, its awn distinctive labor force."

So, this was an "industry" whose "stracture"-its grapical, tehnical,

and market diversity and heterogenous labor force-"naturally" should have

nurtured the formation either of several CIO unions fitting its major niches

or, insteadl, a single union formed through amalgamation, having, as a

result, diverse centers of poer with in it. In fact, in the pre-CIo era,

"no inustry had so nuch dual unionism": AF[,, Ridependenit, IW, and other

syndicalist arid radical unions had fought each other for years to organize

and win the alleiarc of the workers in this bunch of industries (Foster

1927, p.155). Historically, textile workers belonged to "inuable small

grups, characterized by . . . frequent combinations arid separations."25
Under these circumstances, the upsurge of unionism fran the late 1930s

on easily-if not "naturally"-"should" have led, through the amalgamation

of these unions, to the creation of a single, relatively decentralized union

with considerable autoncmy in its districts and locals; anrd these pre-

existing unions would then have formed the basis for lively rival factions

and organized opposition to its international officials, resulting in the

formation of a highly democratic industrial union. But this was not the

path taken. Rather, Sidney Hillman, who headed the CIO's Textile Workers

Organizing (emuittee (¶IWC)d, set it up and ran it so that the pre-existing

unions aligned within it (especially unions like the NIWU, that were led by

CcM unists or other radicals with a long history of involvement in textile

unionism) had no voice in the TIoC (Bernstein 1970, p.616).
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To achieve this, aid at the same time rein in the centrifugal forces of

this newly formed "industry," Hiliman's l3)C i s a centralized

bureaucratic structure on the new union.26 SAC established irxisty

conferences and joint boards designed "to provide the internal coordination

that was esntial in so diversified an irusty . . . without permitting

the rise of perment functional subrganizations which might eventually

challeuge the authority of the national union" (Galenson 1960, p.333,

italics added).

The way the textile workers union was organized, then, illustrates how

effectively political men can impose a system of concentrated power designed

to override an iIdustry's "underlying tendencies" toward the emergence

within it of a highly decentralized union with many autonomous centers of

power, organized factionalism, and, consequently, democracy. Instead,

Hillman and his comrades forged a political structure for the new textile

workers union that was unitary, centralized, and hierarchical-with, of

course, their awn subalterns in control. So, once it was formally

established and recognized, the Textile Workers International Union was not

"plagued" by factionalism; nor were its officials bothered by organized

oposition. Instead, KWIU becma a lasting oligarchical union whose _Ambers

surely came to "kmow who is boss!"

Evidently, then, the "shotgun marriage" of independent unions, through

enforced "amalgamation fron above,," can vitiate amalgamation's otherwise

demacratic potential.27 Ordinarily, however, amalgamation tend to result in

the preservation of autonmxms centers of power and of diverse leadership

groups-and thus in political ccupetition if not factionalism-within the

amaamamated union, so that the chances for the consolidation of democratic
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self-goverruent are enhanced. Unitary unions, in contrast, would tend not

to have such intenal political heterogeneity built into them; and this in

turn would lessen their chances of being cratic.

Consistent with this reasoning, we fird that the vast majority of the

amalgamated unions had organized factions within them; and half of them had

a high level of constitutional democracy; in contrast, the vast majority of

the unitary unions had only sporaic factionalism or none at all; and a

plurality ang them were oligarchic (Tables 2 and 3).

I:NDEPEND~MTEFFECTS OF I[HE FOR INSURGENT POITMCAL PRACTICES

Indeed, of the four historical brles of diametrically osed

political practices analyzed here, it was amalgamation, above all, that

determined the charms that a union would later turn out to be highly

demratic.28 Mis is revealed by a logit nmdel constructed to estimate the

irdeperdent effects of these political practices, in particular, the

"insurgent political practices" of earlier Red unionism, secession from

below, irde t organizing, and amalgamation. The odds that unions

formed h amalgamation rather than as unitary organizations would later

be highly deratic were 10 to 1. Also, though much lawe, the odds that

unions that seceded frao the AFL in a workers' insurgency rather than in a

revolt led by their top officers would later be highly democratic were 3 to

1 (Table 4). Dependent organizing has no measurable effect, however, and

earlier Red unionism in an industry has a negative effect on the odds of

union de-cracy.

Why earlier Red unionism was negatively related to the odds of union

dem cracy, has been suggested already: the Reds' CIO opposition eMiplaced
tightly controlled organizing ccnmittees in these industries to forestall
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nist penetration and lead p of the new CdIO unions and, perhaps

unwittingly, also prevented deep-rooted qpposition factions and internal

desracw frcya emrging there.

Nonetheless, we sugest, earlier Red unionism, as well as independent

organizing, contributed j.directly to the process that culmited in union

democracy.

-Table 4 goes about here-

Lang before the formation of the CIO, radical irdustial unionists-

frao E&gene Victor Debs to William Z. Foster-fought to make "amalgamation"

a "birning issue." They advocated the "cotcentration of the forces of

organized labor [tu amalgamation of the six score craft unions into a

few irdustrial unions," and saw amalgamation as a "life necessity of trade

unionism" (Foster 1927, pp.32, 22). So, for both practical and principled

reasons, the organizers and other workers (especially the radicals auong

then) who had been involved in, or at least influenced by, these earlier

organizing battles, probably tried to amalgamate the new CIO unions they

were building; in this way they could "concentrate their forces" against

capital. For these reasons, the CIO unions organized in irdusties

penetrated by earlier Red unionism ternded to originate through amalgamation.

In adkition, since the AFL long had oppo istrial unionism, in

principle, and had "made so little effort to organize the unorganized"

(Draper 1972, p. 374), the major industrial unions probably arose, with rare

eepions, only where radicals, and Red unionists particularly, had been

active in the pre-IO era.29 Maybe most of the MUUL unions had became

"'noribund" or had "faded away" by the time of the CIO upsurge (Klehr 1984,

pp.47, 133). But sane of then or their reants had survived with enough
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itdeperx~en and cdesion to be able, once the CIO drive bean, to

amalgamate with other such remnants, AFL federal locals or inde nt

unions. So, for instance, UE grew out of the lg ti of the locals of

the [UUL's Steel and Metal Workers Industrial Union led by James Matles;

several independent electrical worker locals organized by skilled immigrant

Enlish Socialist unionists, who elevated Julius Elpak to their leadership;

ard the Radio and Allied Trade Union Workers led by James Carey (who only a

few years earlier, in 1933, had been clashin with Red unionists in

Phidlphia) (levenstein 1981, p.60).

This reasoning about the effect of earlier Red unionism on the chans

that unions in the rusty would amalgamate, is supported by our findings:

of the 21 unions in industries which saw earlier Red organizing, 52% were

formed thigh amalgamation; but of the 17 unions in inusties without

significant earlier Red organizing, 94% were formed as unitary

oranizations 30 In turn, of course, amalgamation was to be crucial in the

formation of d ratic unions.

Similarly, to the extent that earlier Red unionism radicalized the

workers involved or created local Red bases within AFL unions, this made

insurrections against their officials and secession to join the CIO more

likely. As many as 635 AFL union locals had radical or Red nuclei organized

within them by the tire the CIO was born (Klehr 1984, p. 225). These nuclei

were decisive, we suggest (as AFL officials themselves charged) in

"fomenting insurrection" against the AFL, and leading their fellow workers

into the burgeonirg CIO unions. Again, this reasoning is consistent with

our findings: of the unions in industries with earlier Red unionism, 62%

were born in workers' insurgencies; but 71% of the unions in industries
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untaoed by earlier Red unionism came into the CIO in a revolt of their top

(AFL) officers.31 In turn, as we know, establishing a CIO union through a

workers' insurgency rather than through the revolt of its top officers'

favored its beccning t ic.

So, earlier Red unionism inreased thecha both of union

amalgamation and of workers' insurgency and thus indirectly contributed to

the consolidation of union dracy. But it had contradictory effects, as

we have pointed out, on independent organizing-although the latter also

inXirectly contributed, we suggest, to shaping a deJrcratic union. CIO

organizing committees tended, for the reasons given earlier, to foster the

formation of unitary unions, even under conditions where amalgamation of the

existing locals and independent unions in an industry might have been

expected, although amalgamation was also an unavoidable part of their

organizing strategy in sae industries. In conrast, independent organizers

in an industry, would tend to form their own local bases of suort, because

of the struggles they initiated and led; they built their unions frcmn the

bottom up, often linking thenmelves with other organizers, pooling their

resources, devising a ccummrn strategy, and engaging in more or less unified

industrial battles. We surmise that these alliances among various unions or

locals, also frequently would have eventuated in their actual amalgamation.

Our findins are consistent with this reasoning, for independently

organized unions were more than twice as likely to amalgamate as unions

forned under the aegis of CIO organizing ccmnittees: of the fortEr (N=26),

39% were fonrmd via amalgamation; of the later (N=12), 17%.32 Independent

organizing thus encouraged amalgamation and, therefore, indirectly

contributed to building demcratic unions.
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COXJNI5M, ANITI-COMMUNIS(, AND UNION DEFCACY

No factional struggle within the CIO was more chronic, divisive,

bitter, and ultimately self-destructive than the conflict between the anti-

Oisunists and the nists and their radical allies. The latter had

considerable s rt th t the C1O, and they led 18 of the CIO's 38

drable unions, enrolling nearly a third of the CdO's total e rip. But

whether Quwnists aid their allies won "power and trust" in these unions

varied with the political practices of the unions' organizers: the odds on

their winirng a union's leadership, rather than opposing CIO factions, as we

have shown elsewhere (1989), were far higher: first, if the union had

seceded from the AFL as the result of an insurgent workers'ntvement rather

than a revolt of its top officers; and second, if the union had been

organized by independent organizers rather than by a CIO organizing
ccmmittee. Two other insurgent political practices indirectly favored the

Ocumunists and their allies winning a union's lea p: earlier Red

organizing in an idsty (although its effects were cnradictory); and

forming a union through amalgamation instead of as a unitary organization.

Tus, the same insurgent political practices that raised the odds favoring

union deflxcracy over autocracy also (paradoxically?) raised the odds

(although rnt in precisely the same way) favoring the cmmuists and their

allies rather than their political rivals winniqg union leadership. So, the

question, given this constellation of political relations, is what effect

dcmmunist union leadership had on union democracy, and why.

To read the writings on American workers in this century, is to

discover that hardly any question is as contentious, and the prevalent

answer given as tendentious and less substantiated by systematic evidence,
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as the political character axx relevance of the Cxmuunists and their allies

in organized labor-especially durirg the period of their sojourn at the

helm of so many CIO unions. On the particular isse of the F nsts'

effect on union dx racy, the prevalent view was put concisely by the young

radical, C. Wright Mills (writing at a mmaent whn their ipeii defeat

and purge was nuinent): "c ist rule within the U.S. unions they control

is dictatorial" (1948, pp.198-99). This was, Mills said, one of the primary

"charges" made against the Cammunists by their "liberal and left-wing

opponents" (among whom he included himself).

No one acquainted with the conduct of the Ccmiunists when they were

engaged in pushing the (latest) party line on an issue, or who now takes the

time to peruse the pages, say, of the Daily Worker at the time, is likely to

doubt that "personal defamation and intrigue," and "campaigns to bury

gainsayers under an avalanche of denunciations and slander" were among the

well-worn weapons in their political arsenal (Mills 1948, p.199; Cochran

1977, p. 379) . Urdoubtedly also, despite a "maticulous adherence to the

outer forms of deCucracy," uunist unionists scretimes "manipulated

democratic procedures" (Howe and Coser 1957, p. 383) or perverted them, as

the head of the ACW charged, "to gain control" (Baldwin 1946, p.58).

But anyone acquainted with the conduct of the Comuunists' "liberal and

left-wing o nts"-that is, anyone who is not the latters' mere partisan

-could also correctly describe their conduct in similar terms. If it was

true that i its and their allies in a union usually met or causedl "in

advance of rank and file maetings to plan strategy," it was also true that

their oonenits "long practiced this policy" (Ozanne 1954, pp. 103-04). If

the QuLunists often "packed maetings" to get their way, so did their
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opposition.33 Nor can any serious scholar deny the intrigue against and

defamatiol and slarder of alleged "Cmuuists" by their "liberal and left-

wing Ombsnts," or their own "campaigns" of virulent red-baitirg--or, wLst

inmortant, their actual "perversion of d ratic procedures," especially

when they threw out Agonists and "fellow travelers" from organized labor,

and collaborated in denying them basic civil and political rights.34
The fight by "anti-Stalinist leftists" against the Cocmunists and their

allies in the CIO did not consist-as the noted anti-Comnuist labor

historian Robert Zieger points out-only of "vigorous, denKcratic

ccpetition on the sh£p floor and in the union halls." Rather, as he says,

it was characterized all in all by "sordid episodes of reckless charges,

personal violence and intimidation, and collaboration on the part of anti-

Ccmmnists with sane of the most disreputable congressional witch hunters

and antilabor publications" (1986, pp. 132-33).

So, any effort to carry out a sustained empirical analysis of the role

of the Ccmists in organized labor, aid specifically their effect on the

relative internal dearc y of the unions they led ("dominated"), is

burdened by having to confront (if we may borrow the words of historian

Irving Bernstein (1970, p.783]) aburdant "myth, exaggeration, and nonsense."

Irdeed, until we began the research to carry out the present analysis, the

lanent of Lipset, row and Coleman over three-and-a-half decades ago (1962,

p.456), was still true: "No one has attested either a qualitative or

quantitative analysis of the relationship between diffuse political (that

is, socialist or OcmA nist] or specific business-union ideologies and the

presence or absence of political conflict [that is, of factionalism and

desocracy] within trade unions."
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The Political CanMs A=ng CIO Unions

In this analysis, we oripare the relative internal factionalism and

constitutional des-craCy of the unions in the CIO's three major "political

camps. " But measurirq the union's political canp is inherently

ctroversial-especially the decision to classify a union as "OCimmist-

led." For not only the "bosses" but even their union rivals used redbaiting

(attacking or derxing a person or group as "Ocmn"ist") as a political

weapon. Many AFL unions and even a few CIO unions, as we saw earlier,

constitutionally barred Cmmuunists from office (also see Saposs 1959, p.

121; Taft 1953, p.23). So, for Ccmiunists to dissemble about their party

membership was not merely a Leninist reflex; it was often both a matter of

principle ("don't let redbaiting break you up") and of practical political

(and even physical) survival. So "avowed" Cxmmunists were rare among CIO

unionists. Any classification of unions as Ccmuunist-led (or "Communist

dominated") thus has to involve something of a distortion (and construction)

of political reality.

We have used the classification made by Max Kanpelman (1957, pp.45-47),

despite its tendentiousness; it is based mainly on the CIO's "trials" of

"Cmuunist-dcminated" unions and on other (anti-dcmminist) sources (e.g.,

Avery 1946; Research Institute of America (RIA] 1946, pp. 17-18). Kampelman

categorized the unions mainly on the basis of the issues raised, causes

advocated, and positions taken by their leaders. For the "CQtmunist camp,"

this amounted to the claim that they were "parroting the Soviet line";

rarely was any evidence offered to demnnstrate actual Cimiunist party

membership (Kampelman 1957, pp. 121-40, 167-224). Nonetheless, this

classification's merit is that it represents the ccman political
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understardirqs of many union activists at the time. It also roughly accrds

with our aon study of the historical record.

Political np. Factionalism. an DcIy

This part of our analysis starts fram two closely related propositions:

1. "the more diffuse the ideology of a trade union, the greater the

likelihood of internal factionalism." 2. "political cleavages" based on

ideological differences terd "to sustain perianent dacatic opposition"

(Lipset, Trw, and Coleman 1962, pp. 457, 468). In particular, we suggest

that the presence of Caumnists aid their radical allies in the leadership

of a union enhanced its chances for internal Tracy, first, because of

their socialist c etion of the "labor mveent . . . as a weapon for the

liberation of the working class" (Foster 1927, p.23; cf. Marx 1973, pp.75-

6). Such a taiscedent conception of organized labor's mission terds to

legitimate internal ideological and political controversies within a union,

whereas "business unionism, as a set of ideas justifying the narowest

definitions of a union's role in society,"discf rages such controversies,

"for it implies that union leadership is simply the adinistration of an

organization with. . . udebatable goals: the maximization of the firrbers'

incoae and general welfare." Business unionism ths also "helps to

legitimate n-party oligarchy" (Lipset, Trw, and Coleman 1962, p.456).

Whether wittingly or not, then, the politicization of everyday life by

QmFwnist unionists, their intense cammitment to confront a broad range of

public isu (from the "poll tax" and lynching to "inperialism," as well as

the "defense of Soviet socialism") that ansceded the matters dealt with

in collective bargaining, ehanced the cances that conflicts would arise

over these issues-which thereby encouraged political factionalism and thus
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constitutional d acy in e unions they led. Unions whose leers

appeared to "parrot the Cfumist line" were also specifically targeted for

petration by anti-Cammnist activists, most notably by CIO organiing

officials dispathed by awis or HilI man (e.g., Alan Haywood anxl Adolph

Germar) and by the ACIU "Actists" mentioned above. So, the establisment of

an organized cposition in C ni-led unions probably was less often the

ict of so a generation from within than of a self-canscious

policy by their enemies (venstein 1981, pp. 87-90).

In addition, the cmmist-led unions, perhaps because of the Red

unionists' long-held strategic and ideological cnitts to forging

industrial unions t g amalgmation of the existing craft unions in an

inBusy, were nich more likely than other unions to have been formed as

amalgamated rather than unitary organizations: 44% of the Cimuist-led

unions (W18) but only 20% of the unions in each of the other camps (N=lo

each) were built to amalgamtion.35 And, as we kn)Mow, lgamation

tends to create relatively autoncous ceters of power in a union which

provide it with a basis for internal political opposition and thus sustain

decacy within it.

It is, therefore, "no accident" that the cmumist-led unions were, in

reality, characterized by internal political conflict. Many of them had

"opposition factions too strong to be intimidated, too large to be expelled"

(Cochran 1977 , p.380), whereas the anti-Ccmnunist unions rarely had any

factions. Auong the 23 unions about which we have solid information on

factionalism, we find the following: every one of the 10 C ist-led

unions were marked by internal factionalism; five of them had organized

factions, and five had s ic factions. Among the eight "shifting"
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unions, that is, unions in which Cmnuists and their allies had a

significant base hbt were not in control, four had organized factions, and

two had spric factions. But ang the five anti-Cminist unions,

namely, the ones most dedicated to the narrowest "business unionism," only

one had organized factions, another one had soraic factions, and three had

36 The breadth of the concerns fostered by the ideology of mist

unionists, by invitiM organized cpposition on a broad range of political

issues, thus (unintentionally) encouraged political factionalism within the

unions they led (cf. Lipset, Etow, and Coleman 1962, p.456).

This "diffuse ideology" was, hwever, a peculiarly contrdctory

amalgam. FFor if African Comnism was "the legitimate heir of American

radicalim," it was also "the bastard child of Soviet totalitarianism"

(Naison 1985, p.101). Ardent sycophancy of Stalin's dictatorship, if not

apologetics for his regime of terror, coexisted within it in uneasy tension

with an elemental desocratic ilse, free-wheeling individualism, and

egalitarian passion.37 Wat the weight of these elements was, and in what

mix, in this ideological amalgam-and how deeply held they were as

mativatiMr cariibtents in the political consciousness of Qmmist workers,

among unio activists, organizers, and leaers, we do not know.38 But Ue

classical socialist (and syrdicalist) elements in this ideology, emphasizing

the self-reliance of the working class-that "the emancipation of the

working class is the job of the workers alone"-probably had a special

inidiacy arnd eanin for Canonist unionists.

In their cotion, repressive union boeaucacy had its roots, not in

"organization" as such bit in "the clas collaboration policies of the union

officialdom,," which by "rigidly suppress[ing] all union --ocracy, poisonts)
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the very class soul of the umions" (Foster 1927, pp. 94-5). Further,

specific haxSgrown ideas of "rark and file pwer" forged in the cauldron of

earlier ooiAete organizing and political strules (as we emphasized
earlier) had a direct bearng on the nists' ccDnibint to union

demcracy. CLammmists and other radicals-both in principle and for their

wnproection-had long been c-dited to establishing specific political

fagrm and constitutional guarantees that would ensure de racy in the new

ixdustrial unions.39 They, especially, terded "to opose very great

centralization of authority [because] union sions and receiverships

. . [(could] also be used to enforce cnformity of opinion within a union;

and this weapon . . . (was] used mainly against m ists"' (Davis 1953,

p.236) .40

Utas, for all these reasons, we saqest, contray to the prevailing

view that the "fully mnt-run unions (were] the most eSo atic in

the labor vnt" (Pitzele 1947, p.31), that the ctharces for the existenee

of union dkirracy were actually greater in Cmmmist-led unions than in

unions in rival CIO caups. And this is, indeed, what our analysis reveals:

a far higher p tag of the unions in the Comunist canp than in the

anti-CQumuist cap had a h±t level of constitutional decry, with the

unions in the "shifting" caup ranged betwn these extremes. Further, only

one of the i ns-led unions (see note 4) neasured low on constitutional

dfimocracy, whereas half or more of the unions in rival canps did

(Table 5).41

These fiings, we hasten to add, are consistent with the results of

the two previous ties of union constitutional provisions referred to

earlier (gers 1946 ard Taft 1948). Our "seondary analysis" of the
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infcrmatin they provide on CIO unions shws that the conCentration of

cutive authority-i.e., the authority to su sde local officers and to

and c local union charters-was least by far in the nist-

led unions: in Taft's oeption, over two thirds of them erdwed their

"chief officer" with only "routine" authority; while, in sharp contrast,

this was true of less than a tenth of the unions in the other camps (Table

6) .42 The pattern in the relative equality of the franchise among the

unions in the different caups, though not as sharp, is similar.

Constitutional clauses expressly prohibitir the exclusion or expulsion of

because of their race, creed, or citizenship, were mre frequent in

the OCumist-led unions, but were also characteristic of the unions in the

other carps; but the Comuunist-led unions were far more likely than the

others to expressly prchibit diimination against wen or n the basis of

a worker's political affiliation. Firther, far more of them than of the

1shifting" and anti-Cnmnist unions had clauses prohibiti discrimination

on every one of these groAs (Table 7).

-Tables 5. 6, and 7 go about here-

fINDEPENDENT EECIX;i OF C NST LEADERHIP, FACrICNALI3, AND INSUIGT

POLITICAL HRAdCflCES IN DEIER4NN UNICN DEDMORACY

CFmmist union leadership, as we have shown, terned to arise from the

saume insurgent political practices that also encouraged the emergence of

union demicracy; in aliiticn, the Cmmunist-led unions were also nch more

marked than others by internal factionalism, which is also closely

associated with union dmocracy. So, it is surely posible, and plausible

to suppose, that our firdirg (as well as the firdiu; of Taft and Sumuers)

that the C ist-led unions were far mre likely to be d tic than
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their rivals in the other political cat is actually a spurious

relationship. The questio, in other words, is ter ist leadership

still has a aile i t effect in the determination of union

d cray, e the effects of these four insurgent political practices and

organized factionalism are taken into acont.

Pestricted by the small number of unions in our analysis, and even

fewer on which we can sure every relevant variable, we have

three saate logit imiells to estimate the irdependent effects of these

variables in determinirq union dTancracy. Also, because only amalgamation

and workers' 'insurgency among the four insurgent practices had numsrable

direct effects in deinirg union d racy, and the effect of the form r

was by far the most inprtant, we have taken the expedient of including only

amaamamation in the logit nmdels.

These logit models reveal sharply that the oas favoring union

det~cracy over autocra were increased both by the presence of organized

factions and by amalgamation. Further, Zionist leadership also had an

irdeperdent effect in the detination of union denvicracy: taking these

variables' effects into acn t, he odd favoring union dmracy wee

still far higher-ranging between five to one and six to one in the three

models-if ists ard their radical allies rather than anti-Cmnunists
led the union (Table 8).

M[e main hypotheses and fuirdis our entire empirical analysis are

Pr d in figure 1, in the form of a "th tical model," shwing the

direct and irdirect effects of insurgent political practices, organized

factions, and onist and allied radical le ship in thed minati

of union deMIcracy.
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-Figure 1 goes about here-

These fiis contradict if they do not confute the theory that

oligarchy in labor unions is an "inent necessity" of "organization"; it

is no ore "inimanent" or "necessary" than deocracy. Both, to put it

differently, are as i t ard necessary as the other: they constitute

alternative possible paths, democratic or authoritarian, of union

developnent. Which path a union takes dp sas we have tried to show-on

the resolution of concrete, relatively contingent political stngles anong

contend working-class factions and parties, and thus on the resultant

pattern of political relations within the union, and the character, radical

or conservative, of its political leadership.

So, if there is an "iron law of oligarchy," then there must also be an

opposite "law," the "iron law of democracy." For, in Alvin W. Gouldner's

words (1955, p. 506), "if oligarchical waves repeatedly wash away the

bridges of democracy, this eternal recurrence can happen only because men

doggedly rebuild them after each inundation." In short, insurgerny,

radicalism, and union d cracy are inserable.

But, to return to a question we raised at the beginning but have

avoided until now: so what? VWat difference does it make whether denscracy

or oligarchy triuuphs in a union? Do the rights and liberties enjoyed by

union fibers as "citizens" of their own organized political ocatmity

matter in their comon quotidian lives as workers? Does their enlarged

"control of policy formation," as Lipset, TI, and Coleman suggest, assure

that their interests are more effectively reprented? If workers "think of

the union as their creature" and "run it in as much detail as possible,"
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will it then seek, as in Mills' radical vision, to "becm an instrumnnt of

social transformation"? These critical questions-which are the focus of

our tinu research-are central to the analysis of the implications of

democracy and oligarchy in organized labor for the repoduction of class

dcnination under advanced capitalism.
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1. Bielstein and Warner (1975, p. 339) make more or less the sare point:

"Or izational try . . . is for the most part slanted towards

bureaucratic, or at least intrinsically ur atic, organizations and is

usually exasperating in its tangential relevance to organizational

deTcracy, the essential c nts of which are seldcm given more than

peripheral recognition. [It] . . . has tended towards simplistic

pessimistic biases concerning the effects of such variables as the age,

size, and complexity of organizations, aid of trade unions in particular.

It has also been apolitical and vaporously global in its approach to

political processes, to the extent that . . . constitutional features, and

their relative ie e frym their current enviroirent, have not usually

been a ately appreciated."

2. Actually, despite its Michelsian cast, the thrust of much of Lipset,

Trtow, and Coleman's substantive analysis of the origins of desocracy in the

so-called "deviant case" of the International Typographical Union and our

own thesis are quite consistent with each other, for they draw freely in the

course of their analysis (often explicitly) on radical democratic and

socialist theory (see, for instance, Lipset, Trow, and Coleman 1962, pp. 15-

16; 69-76).

3. "International" because hse unions organized workers not only in the

United States but also in U.S. territories and Canada.

4. The hitherto nearly moribund AFL also grew rapidly-if not as

sectacularly as its new rival-fran the late 1930s on, as its own

organizing in sane irdustries now cut across once-hallowed "craft" lines.

By 1950 or so, well over half of all manual workers, outside of agriculture,
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were unionized. Our calculations provide us with a rough estimate that

56.2% of all non-farm manual workers, men ard wen ccmbined, were in unions

in 1952: of 14.95 million union members in 1952 (Bell 1960, p.91), sire

urder 3 million were wadn (Paschell 1955, p.64, says "almost 3 million" in

1954). Although a few CIO unions organized Office Workers; Public

Erployees; Architects, gineers, Chemists, ard Technicians; ard Retail and

holesale EMployees, only the latter union had a sizable number of members

(120,000); together, these unions constituted only a tiny fraction of all

union men anl wen. In 1950, the number of non-farm wage workers

(craftsmen, foremen, and kindred; operatives and "kindred"; laborers, and

service workers, except private household) consisted of 5.3 million wen

and 21.3 million men (US Bureau of the Census 1953, Table 124). So, the

proportions of men and woeen in manual occuations who were union mabers

were nearly identical: 56.0% of male manual workers and (assuming "almost"

3 million woen unionists), 56.7% of female manual workers. Few so-called

"service workers," e.g., janitors, charwomen, bootblacks, couterworkers,

and hospital attendants, police or fireman, were then unionized. This

means, therefore, that as of 1950 about 80% of the core of the working

class-cratsmn,, operatives, and laborers-was unionized. Typical

estimates of the size and significance of organized labor in the united

States usually refer to the urdifferentiated "labor force" or, at best,

"nonfarm labor force," rather than to employed wage workers. Bell rrtly

(1960) emphasizes the invalidity of such measures, but he does not make

separate calculations of the rate of unionization among wage workers as

contrasted with salaried employees. On the relative organization of

different sments of the working clas (both "white collar" and "blue
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collar") as of the late 1970s, see Zeitlin (1989, pp.181-220).

5. Union 1 Lcra "began to take shape" during the late 1940s, at the tail

end of the CIO era, and was published a year after the CIO-AFL merger.

Witch "clauses" Upset et. al have in mind here, they don't tell us. In

fact, they occasionally refer to (e.g. pp.271, 290), and seem to take quite

seriously for the unions' internal political life, clauses that prohibit

internal factions, "slander" of union officers, or issuimq circulars to

members. They provide no systematic evidence (or even cite the "studies of

social scientists") that, as they say, would "tend to confirm" this

"generalization" that union constitutional clauses and actual union

internal political life "bear little relationship" to each other. They do,

hoever, provide one salient, and inportant, gamLe of the discrepancy

between formal constitutional provisions and actual practice in a union:

although the International Typographical Union had an institutionalized two-

party system, its constitution explicitly prohibited nlu members from

joining a "combination ccuposed wholly or partly" of ITU members "with the

intent or purpose to . . . influence or control the legislation of this

union." Yet by the end of the book, they formulate an hypothesis that

contradicts their rejection at the book's outset of the importance of

constitutional rights: "Ihe greater the protection for the rights of

political opposition included in a union's code of law, the greater the

chances for dracy" (1962, p.468). This hypothesis is indeed the

underlyirn assumtion of our measure of union dRm-aracy, and is consistent

with our own clos reai g of the history of the CIO unions, as we discuss

below. Further, as we shall see, it is sorted by the firdirs of our

empirical analysis.
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6. In fact, despite their blarket denial of the relevance of constitional

clauses, pet, row, and Coleman themselves specifically point to such

authoritarian clauses as evidence of "the poer of top officials": "iost

unicns have given their executive boards the right to spl local

officials for violating policies of the central bodies . . ." and thereby

increase "their mnsopolization of internal power." Lipset, 2row, and

Coleman refer specifically to constitutional provisions that forbid

"slandering union officers," distributing circulars to union embers, or

formirg internal factions, cliques, or parties as restrictions on union

deeccracy (1962, p.8; also see pp. 271-72).

7. Summers also studied the disciplinary powers codified in 154 union

constitutions. He found that "two thirds of the unions have clauses [in

their constitutions] which expressly restrict internal political action"

(1950, p. 513). Unfortunately, this article does not provide systematic

information on each clause for each union constitution examined, as did his

earlier article on the frandhise (1946), discussed below.

8. So, Mills' appraisal is not correct if applied to the AFL: "Almost always

on paper, . . . the American labor unions are democratic societies" (1948,

p. 5, italics added).

9. We ccmpiled the data and calculated these relationships on the basis of

the information given in Summrs (1946, Table 3) arnl in Taft (1948, pp.459-

66). We Amitted unions with urder 2,000 nmobers and unions whose -Sbership

is not given. Contingency tables showing these relationships (in perent)

are available upon request. They are anitted here to save space.
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10. Of course, sae union officials, in collusion with employers have had a

hand in the control of il jgitimate means of violence (e.g., in the racket-

ridden, east-coast International Ishoren) (Kildf 1988) or the UW's

"benolent satrapy' under John L. Lewis during the 1920s (Taft 1948,

pp.469-71; Foster 1927, pp.132-37).

11. See, for instance, Leiserson's detailed descriptions of the fauding

conventions of the tAW and United Steel Workers of America (USWA), which we

discuss below (1959, pp.154-77). Of course, even when the drafting of the

constitution or actual writing was done by an attorney (e.g., Maurice Sugar,

the UAW's general counsel, wrote its constitution's precise worDing
[Johnson 1991]), the final content of the provisions was the result of

decisions made by the asmbled union delegates.

12. For smne iiportant instants in the unions in steel (USWA), auto (UAW),

electrical (UE), rubber (UIW), textiles (TIWU), wood (IW), oil (aWIU), and

the nwspaper dsty (ANG), see Galenson (1960, pp. 114, 171, 263-65, 273,

347, 396-97, 405-06, 417, 423; 562-63); in east coast maritime (NMU) , see

Levenstein (1981, p.257); Saposs (1959, p.141); in west coast longshore
(IIMJ), see Kireldorf (1988, pp.10-11); in transport (IWU), USWE, and UE,

see Preis (1969, pp. 372, 327, 339, 401).

13. Foster (who later becaie a leading figure in the Cmaunist Party) led

the organizirn of Chicago's packirnhouse workers, urder the aegis of the AFL

after World War I, and the "great steel strike" of 1919; and in 1920, he

organized and led the "Red" Trade Union Educational League (IUEL) (on which,

see belw) ( ran 1977, pp.92-93).
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14. Most of the constitutions we reviewed were for 1948. Scamn unions held

no convention in 1948, so we took the constitution for the nearest year. We

foans on the late 1940s, near the close of the CIO era, cause these

constitutions, the e, reflected nuch of their unio's history during the

years ceding the CIO's expulsion of 11 " ist-dxninated" unions, aid

the purge of allegedyF nsts from the leadership of many other unions.

7hese elsions and purges, which transfored the CIO's political life,

were begun fomlly at the CIO's November 1949 Convention.

15. A chart listing the scale and irdex scores for each CIO union in our

sample is available on request.

16. Lipset, Traw, and Coleman (1962, g.75-6) concede elsewhere that: "Many

international unions have had ccpeting political groups within them." But

they ignore the analytical iMplications of this-which allows them to treat

the ITU as a unique deviant rather than as merely an extreme variant of the

pattern of durable internal factionalism characteristic of many other-but

especially CIO-unions.

17. A chart (with references) showing how each union is classified on the

preseno- of factions is available on request.

18. Such intraclass, aid intraunion, struggles take place, of course, under

varying "objective corditions" (e.g., the irdustries' technical and

organizational forms, wnership contration, and market relations, and,

partly as a cnsquenoe, the types of workers-skilled or unskilled, men or

women, native or foreign born, etc.) the unions organize. We abstract here

from these sorts of "objective conditions" or "structural factors." Perhaps
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such (ostensibly given) "objective conditions" cirGmscribe these

struggles, both liritirq and enabling them and, therefore, affect their

political u . But they do rot determine h-and over what

issues-these stnWles are waged, nor who wins ard who loses.

In this analysis, we assuae that such objective conditions remain

costant; and we explore how the political relations resulting frox

political struWles (whether wittingly or not) becce integral co t of

the aiergent objective conditions for subagent struggles and the form

taken by union govent.

We have tried, haever, to estimate the effects in determining union

democracy of me of the "factors" in the "structure of the industry" or the

ccmposition of its workers that are often suggeste as its determinants.

See Appendix: On Measuring "Objective Conditions."

19. The first phase of Red union organizing, fran 1920 through late 1929,

was under the direction of the IUEL. Ihe second phase, through late 1935,

was under its ccessor, the TEIUL. See Cochran (1977); Draper (1957, 1960,

1972) ; Foster (1937; 1947); Klehr (1984); Starobin (1972). Nearly two

decades ago, Theodore Draper observed that, other than his own article

(1972 , p. 371), "not a single book, dissertation, or article, scholarly or

otherwise, has ever been devoted to [the T[UL or] . . . to any of its

constituent unions." This situation has now begun to cange. See

Jchanningseier 1988, 1989; and Foner 1991, pp. 76-169, which deal with the

U[EL in sce detail.
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20. Although this was surely not true of many ex-Cmmnists and Socialists,

or of their allies in ACIU, which consistently "exdorsed inrxeased

restrictions on the civil liberties of left-wirg CIdO Lbers and darxed

goverM intervention within the CIO should the CIO unions prove unwilling

to 'clean house"' (Seaton 1981, p.192).

21. The CIO officially transformed itself into the "Conoress of Iniustrial

Organizations" at its constitutional convention in November 1938.

22. Of the 38 drable CIO unions, 18 had seceded from the AFL as the result

of an insurgent workers' movement: 14 originated in rebellions in various

locals arnd districts of existing AFL unions, 4 in battles in "federal"

unions.

23. Seven CIO unions were irpnt non-AFL unions before the CIO was

established (e.g., the Federation of Architects, Engineers, chemists, arid

Technicians) or were organized in an industy that had no prior AFL union

(e.g., the Farm uir nt Workers (FE]). Bause they also joined the Clo

with their organizational hierarchies intact, we included them in the "from

above" catgry.

24. "Amalgamation" refers here to the merger in the 1930s of several

inependent units to form one CIO union. So, we do not classify unions as

amalgamated that were formad out of the marger of AFL federal locals alone;

in general, these federal locals had little if any prior i t

organizational existence. Only if the merger of an established AFIL union

led to a substantial reorganization of its ainistative or political

stucture when it joined the CO, is it classified as amalgamated. Three
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unions underwent Margers after joining the CIO: 1. MNi, Mill, which added a

Die Casting Division in 1942, five years after it bolted the AFL to becw a

dcarter nmeber of the CIO; 2. the malgaated Clothing Workers; 3. the Fur

and leather Workers. Because the Mine, Mill merger red long after its

CIO political structure had been established, we did not classify it as an

amalgamated union. (Classifying it as amalgamated would strenthen our

finding.) As to the Amalgamated Clothing Workers (ACW), it had become a

unitary highly centralized, union long before 1936, when it orbed the

Journeymen Tailors Union (and its some 6,000 pbers), and later on, the CIO

Laundry Workers (and its nine locals). No significant reorganization of the

ACA's a inistration occurred after these mergers (Galenson 1960, p.285;

also see Bernstein 1970, pp.73 ff). So we did not classify it as an

amalgamated union. In contrast, the merger of the International Fur Workers

Union in March 1939 with the National Teather Workers Association resulted

in its restructuring. The new union reconstituted itself with two

relatively independent divisions, fur and leather; each division elected its

own officers and managed its own fina . Their cambined executive boards

constituted the executive body of the new International Fur and Leather

Workers Union (Foner 1950, p.556; Brown 1947, p.135). So we classified it

as an amalgamated union.

25. Ampng them were the AFD's United Textile Workers; Associated Silk

Workers (organized in 1916 by the IWW, and later sUccessively affiliating

with, seceding from,, and then rejoining the AFI again in 1931); One Big

Union; Amalgamated Taxtile Workers; American Federation of Textile

Cperatives (mainly in New Bedford, Massachusetts); Amalgaated lace

Cperatives; Federated Textile Unions of America (itself formed by the merger
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of six in unions in 1921); IULJL's National Textile Workers Union

(NIWU) (founded in late 1928); and still other unions, "a host of lesser

lights,," that arose over the years among textile workers (Galenson 1940,

pp.15-16; Foster 1927, p.155).

26. This exawple also illustrates our proposition "that what cam to be

considered an I y' in capital/labo relations was itself at least in

part a political artifact of these organizing stn les" (1989, p.513).

27. Similarly, if the imbalance in the relative econmic situation, size and

resources of the amalgamated unions is great, a dominant unitary union in

the merger could simply absorb the other unions, and their leaders, without

altering its awn strcture. (Worse, of course, if the dmAnant union were

itself oligarchic, while the others were desocratic, this could result in

"retrogresion frcm democracy under the auspices of oligarchic led"

[Edelstein and Warner 1975, p.350].)

28. We use logit modelixq (rather than probit) because not only are its

coefficients interpretable as precise measures of effect, but they also can

be restated in everyday larquage as the -cirparative cdds of alternative

political ou es.

29. As of 1937, 103 unions belonged to the AFL, only 12 of which were, in

fact, more or less irdustrial unions, rather than craft unions; and, of

these, eight were not founded until the late 1930s (Daugherty 1938, p. 350).

30. log odds ratio = 2.9; s.e. = 1.12; p<.05.

31. Log odds ratio = 1.36; s.e. = .696; p<.03.
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32. Ing odds ratio = 1.14; s.e. = .87; p<.1O.

33. The then liberal anti-C~umnist Kapelman (1957, p. 136) approvingly

refers to the "hard-headedness" and useful advice of the ACIU's tactical

manual, which advises "Actists" to pack a union meeting: "Place your people

carefully in the hetingball. Try to have a good-sized bunch dawn front. .

. . Place others on each side and place a nice contingent in the back. This

is called the Diagnd, the oldest metingstrategy in the world. It makes

it lock as if the entire meeting is filled with your people." Had the

Cmiunists advised such tactics in a publication of theirs, no doubt it

wild have been decrihed less endearingly.

34. So, for example, long before Philip Murray and other CIO officials

declared open war on the Cbmmunists and their allies, he met in secret with

anti-Cmmunist UAW executive board members to plot strategy against them.

He also secretly channeled Steelworkers' money into the hands of the anti-

CMunist Group ("Members for Democratic Action") in the UE, although the

Ccminist-led UE was then a highly democratic union, according to nearly

every serious observer (ievenstein 1981, p.211, 334). Once the split was

in the cpen, Murray spoke of Comrnist unionists in such delicate language

as the following: "sulci cowards . . . apostles of hate," they were

forever "lying out of the pits of their dirty bellies" (Zieger 1986, p.131).

Or take UE president James Carey's remark (showing a certain flair for

political satire) about URE's nist unionists: "The p frmance of a

trapeze artist in a circus is entertainment, but political acrobats in pink

tights posing as labor leaders are a disgrace to the union and an insult to

the intelligence of the mmbership" (Critchlow 1976, p.232). Similarly, the
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dispassionate, objective historian Arthur Schlesixger, Jr. describes

QUMuist labor leers as "dreary fanatics and seedy functionaries, talldcing

to thuelves in an unintelligible idiom . . ." (1957, p.22). For an

overview of "the e tion of the radical minority within the American

working class," see Caute (1979, p.360).

35. Log odds ratio (uniform association) = 0.665; s.e. = .468; p<.08.

36. Log odd ratio (uniform association) = 0.789; s.e. = .418; p<.03.

37. H}ow the mix of "Stalinism" and egalitarianiam entered into the CP's

struggle against racial segregation, for instance, especially during World

War 2, is a hotly debated issue. he evidence suggests to us that their

ega itarianim is what actually mattered in determining how COuinist

unionists acted. "of nists played very active roles in aquatin

discrimination in both shop and union affairs. In union after union,

ists challenged the traditional devices built into the rules of unions

and work places eetuatig segregation of the races and seod-class

status for bladks. Their record in unions . . . was generally exemplary on

this score" (Levenstein 1981, p. 332). So, for example, although "Negroes"

made up less than 3% of all workers in the electrical manufacturing

irustry, ist-led "TE acted on political ises such as the poll taxes

and lyrdiing," and UEJ carried articles trying to "rally union forces to

oPPose the poll tax" (Critchlow 1976, p.235). Where blacks were a sizable

part of the work force in given locals (such as the locals of UE district 8

centred in St. Lonis aid headed by UE vice president aid "avowed Cmunist"

William Senter, or in the integrated local of the Mine, Mill, and Smelter

Workers in the Red NSntain iron mines of Alabma) or in theirdusty as a
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wbole (as in lc re, transport, auto, aid maritime), C nist unionists

displayed an extraordinary camitmnt to fightirq racial discrimination.

They reained firm in this rcxmnitment even when (as in MM's battles with

USWA, or those of the National Maritime Union (NMU) with the AFL Seafarers

International Union) rival AFL or CIO unions used racist slogans to try to

break or raid them (Critchlow 1976, pp.234-37; Huntley 1977). The NMU, for

exaxi1e, was founded as a breakaway from the autocratic and seated AEL

International Seann Union (ISU) in the midst of widespread rank and file

sitdown strikes in mid-1937 unifying black and white seamen on east coast

ships. Throuhout the era of Ccmmist leadership, NMU continued to fight

to end segregation in hiring and on shipbard while the Seafarers (SIU),

Succsso1r to the Sean Union (ISU), "used the appeal of segregated

shippirg to ppose the N4J and to recruit new enbers" (Critchlow 1976,

pp.237, 241).

38. Althouh oral histories andd irs (e.g., Starobin 1972, Matles aid

Higgins 1974; Nelson et al. 1981; Martir 1971; Hlealey 1990) provide us

with a glimpse.

39. Ang the specific measue repeatedly advocated by Foster, in his

writings thro t the era of Red unionism and in the first years of the

CIO's e1rgere, were the followirg: "admit Negroes" without discrimination;

"reduce (official '] exorbitant salaries"; "establish a free press in the

unions"; "secure the right of free expression by political minorities";

"abolition of the exlsion policy"; "right of all nembers to run for and

hold offices; "right of all [union] nembers to hold any political belief";

biennial national conventions; "broad rank and file delegations in the
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convention"; "strict financial reports"; "all convention ccnitts to be

voted on . by onvention delegates"; "no restrictions upon the

introduction of resolutions . . . before or during the conventions"; "the

right . . . to secue a roll call vote"; "officials, as such, should have no

votes"; "the convention to be adjourned only by a majority vote to prevent

officials fran arbitrarily closing the cnvention to stifle democratic

rule"; right of "initiative (and] refererdum"; "the right to recall elected

officers by majority vote at ary time; "election, not appointment, of

cnvention cimittees"; "free discussion of all econamic and political

questions ard opinions in the local metirgs and official union journals"

(1927, pp.319, 322-23, 333-34; 1936, p.208; 1937, pp. 251, 253, 259, 274).

40. So, it is not at all "fairly obvious," as Upset, Trow, and Colenan say

(1956, p. 87), that U.S. " ist lor leaders" were "totalitarian," and

that this, not a camnitment "to encourage and deepn internal dracy in

their unions," is why they "made strenuous efforts to increase interest in

the union by establishing various fornm of union-controlled liesure-time

organizations and making atterdance at union eetigs cy" After

all, Lipset, Trow, and Coleman, who open their work by quotirn (on p. 3) the

infanmos, foolish words of LWU head Harry Bridges in 1947 extollingthe
virtue for unions of "totalitarian governent" (where there are "no

political parties. People are elected to govern the country based upon

their records."), also say 146 pages later that: "The east coast [rightwing,

A1Llongshre] union is one of the worst dictatorships in American unionism,

whereas the West Coast union [IULJ], though Cmruni-st-controlled on the

international level, is very demcatic. TIhe San Francisco local [the

heartland of Bridges' supprt] has two permanent political groups, which
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alternate in pwer Auch as do parties in the MU1" (1956, p. 149n). Goodman

(1963) ard Kineldorf (1989) agree with this characterization of ILWU by

Lipset, Traw, andl Coleman. Other authors, hwever, have been less generous

in their assesmnt of InU'JUs internal d ray, e.g., Levenstein (1981),

p.334; Hield (1949). FUrther, on our own measure of constitutional

dexcracy, the IIi was the only union in the Mnmnist Urp to n cut "1w."

41. The inclusion of a political litmuus test in a constitution, prohibitiug

Minists frcn S-mbership or holding union office, is a crucial

infrirqmnt on the basic political right of the franchise. The

constitutions of all of the unions led by Cmunists and their allies

prohibited discrimination on the grourds of political affiliation or

beliefs. Since this is a crucial ccAponent of the index of the level of

constitutional democracy, we wanted to be sure that this clause itself had

not "o1aded" our index in favor of the Cczmist-led unions. So, although

in our conception, constitutional democracy is an inseparable constellation

of civil and political rights, and our index is meant to uiasure s

constellation as a whole, we separately ran each Guttman scale measuring

personal and societal civil rights, and the political rights of the

franchise and accountability, by political camp. On each scale, though the

percentages vary, the pettern is similar: The Cimmnist-led unions were far

more likely than the anti-Ccmnist unions to have a "high" score on each

set of rights (although the "shifting" Lunions were less likely than the

anti-Cmnzmist unions to have a "high" score on societal rights). The table

showing these relationships is available upon request.
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42. Taft remarks with implicit dismay that all but one of the unions in his

own category of "reutine" executive authority were "recognized as ibers of

the leftist faction, and their policies have been largely determined by

well-entrenched Locmunist grp opeating within the unions. IDes the

absence of a stroa executive," he asked rhetorically, "make political

demination easier, in that it eliminates the posibility of the defection of

the chief officer dauing the policy of the union?" As an afterthoit, he

adds that "other reasons" might be that these unions' "chief executives have

either lacked the will or the o nity to appropriate nxuh power." The

question, of course, which we have tried to address here, is what explains

such differences in "will" arn "O nity"?
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Appendix: on easurirn "Objective Conditions"

This brief afeix isnt ed merely to assess the relative effects

of sose structural or dmic "factor" mentioned in the literature as

determinants of the ans for union democracy. (See Strauss (1977] for a

recent survey of the literature.) No one has systematically tested the

independent effects of these variables in determinir union d racy,

although Edelstein and Warner (1975, p. 172) asd correlations between

some union organizational variables and sane attributes of union d racy.

Plausible arguments occasionally have been offered to suggest why a

particular structural factor matters. More often only the haziest reasons

are given, or the "hypothesis" is so hedged around with qualifications, that

it is unclear what the hypothesis really is. Sametimes, in different

places, the same author will suggest diametrically opposed effects of the

same variables. But we refrain here from a critical digression on these

"hypotheses," and merely report our "tests" of the independent effects of

such variables as pared with those of our okn main political variables,

namely, "amalgamation" and "political camp. "

T[o our knowledge, the only work to propose a set of interrelated

"propositions" about the determinants of union denKcracy is Lipset, roiw,

and Coleman (1962). Consistent with the thrust of our own analysis, it is

noteworthy that, althcugh they suggest 22 main and 10 additional corollary

propositions, only one (corollary) proposition concerns the possible effects

of industry structure (the level of industrial concentration) on union

democracy.

Three industry-level variables and one concerning the structure of the

union itself often mentioned in the literature as determinants of the
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chances for union d racy are plant size, irdustrial CnOentration, and

occupational status, as well as union size.

nion-specific data on the stru and defrapic characristics of

inxustries in the 1930s or 1940s do not exist. So, we had to use U.S.

Census ixxiustzy-level (4-digit SIC) data. But such data are also lacking on

many unions. We also doubt that measures based on irdus-tt-level data are

reliable aid valid measures of union attribetes. First, the jurisdictions

aid of CIO unions often out across the boundaries of several

SICs. May of the unions had to be cateqorized, on the basis of our best

timates, into several different SICs. We assigned very rough estimates of

iidustry weights in the absence of union-specific data. We e ine the

relationships n these variables aid union de1orracy with aid without

these weights aid found no tantively iiportant differences. Seoid,

unless an iidusty is quite geneous on a given variable, it may not be

correct to infer fran an industuy characteristic to the union. For exaiple,
a union may be in an i thustxythat has a high prortion of small shops, or

of skilled workers, but the union may have organized only the biggest plants

or only semiskilled and unskilled production workers. Third, adequate

industry-level data are sing for three variables on nearly half of the

unions and for another variable on over one-fourth of the unions (Appendix

Table 2).

Withal, we constructed logit models to estimate the independent effects

of the size-distribution of the industry's plants (both a. the % large

plants and b. the % of workers in large plants); the iidustry's level of

concentration (4-finn) (manufacturing only); and the industry's skill

ccmposition (% skilled craftmen, mmn only). In addition, a fifth model
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estimates the inde nt effect of union size (number of members).

The larger the plants in an irdustry, or the larger the "employer

unit," the less the chans for union d acy (Strauss 1977, p. 232;

Pierson 1948, p. 594). We find that the size distribution of plants in an

irdustry has ne measurable independent effect on the odds that a union will

be demcratic-whether masured by the % of workers in large plants (Model

1) or by the % of all plants in the irustry that are large (Model 2).

The greater the irdustrial concentration, the more reaucratization of

the union, and, consequently, the less the chances for union d racy

(Lipset, Traw, and 00leman 1962, p. 465). "Themore d tralized and

uncowentrated in cwnership is the industry a union deals with, the less it

is obliged to create a large centralized and bureaucratic administration of

its own." This is the corollary of: "The less bureaucratized is a union

administration, the greater the chances for democracy."

But precisely the epposite hypothesis is also suggested by Lipset

(1960, p. 218), namely, that "increased hreaucratization is found in

irdustries that are highly competitive," because in such an irdustry the

union wants "a highly centralized structure" of collective bargaining "so as

to be able to force . . . bureaucratic structures on employers by forcing
them to join industrial associations and set up codes of business practice."

on the other hard, it is also suggested (Ekielstein and Warner 1975, p.

21) that l concentrated industries are less likely to be demecratic:

"The greater decentralization of bargaining has facilitated racketeering.

. . Racketeering is more likely . . . where [as in a highly competitive

industry] local union leaders deal directly with businessmen." So, doubt

of any systematic "relationship between industrial and union
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centralization" is understandable. As Ed3elstein and Warner (1975, p. 21,

original italics) observe: "There is no strong reason to state that the

greater centralization of bargaining

. . . is a greater or less liability, in itself, to decrac." hey

provide no test of this hypothesis, hoever.

We find that the level of ial oncentration does have a sizable

i edent, and rnegative, effect on the odds of a union being desvcrratic,

bet that the independent, and positive, effects of amalgamation and

"Ccznznist Hcamp" remain far greater (Model 3).

hgreater the propotion of skilled workers in a union, the higher

thec for union deocracy. (This is a translation of two closely

related propositions on the "status of the occupation" of the workers in a

union (Lipset, Trow, and Coleman 1962, pp. 465-66): "The smaller the

difference between the status of the ocupation and the status of the 'union

leader,' the greater the chances for democracy." "The- higher the status of

an occupation, the more likely its mbers will claim the right to

participate in its union's decision-making prcesses; the more members who

hold this value strongly, the greater the chances for democracy.")

We find that the percentage of skilled workers in a union has no

measurable independent effect on the odds of union demcracy (Model 4).

The larger the union, the more likely it is to be bureaucratic, and,

therefore, undemocratic (Pierson 1948, p. 594, quoting Justice Brandeis,

calls this "the curse of bignesS") or, "the smaller the [union], the greater

StIrship control." Lipset, Traw, and Coleman (1962, p. 14) say: "There

can be little doubt that this is true. . . ." Edelstein and Warner (1975,

p. 98) refer to the "common notion that larger national unions tend to be
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mre oligarcic." they report, hwever, that their fidison the

"effectiveess of Position" as related to union size "offer no supprt"

for this "notion," althoug they do report a modest negative correlation of

-.20 betwn union size and "the closeness of elections to top permanent

posts" in 15 British unions (Edelstein and Warner 1975, p. 170). This is

u ted by the fidi of Anderson (1978, pp. 289-90), in a cXIparative

analysis of democracy in local unions in Canada. He finds that "dimensions

of auatic trol" are "not significantly correlated" with "closeness

of elections." Further, he finds that "the Ireer the union, the closer the

election"; and he Alnt at this "may indicate that in larger unions a

larger pool of canidates exists."

We find that union size has no measurable i t effect on the

odds of union d -cracy (Model 5).

In asm, of the several variables considered (plant size, industrial

concentration, skill level, and union size), only ixriustrial concintration

has an indepenet (and negative) effect on the odds of a union being

d cratic. None of these variables, hoaw r, inclding d ial

coRmntration, affect aor finding that amalgamation and CGmmmist and allied

radical leadership are by far the major detr nts of the odds of a union

being decratic.
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Chart 1. Guttman Scales of Civil and Political Rights and Index of Level of

Constitutional Democracy in CIO International Unions in the Late 1940s

CIVIL RIGHTS

PERSONALa

5. Constitution requires that charges against a union member be signed.

4. Constitution stipulates that the trial committee be elected.

3. Constitution stipulates time limits on trial duration.

2. Constitution allows an appeal to the union convention against the trial

committee's verdict.

1. Constitution stipulates that charges against a union member be in writing.

0. None of the above.

SOCIETAUP

3. Constitution has no provision for suspension of an individual union member

on charges of "slander" of the union.

2. Constitution has no provision for suspension of a union local for criticism

of international officers.

1. Constitution has no provision for putting a local urder administratorship

or trusteeship.

0. None of the above.
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POIMCAL RIGIS

NCESEC

3. Constitution prohibits political discrimination.

2. Constitution does not prohibit CMMunists from holding union office.

1. Constitution does not prohibit CMmmunists from being union members.

0. None of the above.

AC(XXJrTABILITYd

4. Constitution stipulates that convention committees be elected.

3. Constitution requires broad representation on convention committees.

2. Constitution has a provision for recall of international officers.

1. Constitution requires audits of expenditures by international officers.

0. None of the above.

a dichotomized, 4-5 high, 0-3 low

b dichotamized, 3 high, 0-2 low
c dichotomized, 2-3 high, 0-1 low

d dichotomized, 3-4 high, 0-2 low

e Index of level of constitutional d racy: very high = high on 4 scales;

high = high on 3 scales; medium = high on 2 scales; low = high on one scale;

very low = high on none.



Table 1. Crostitutional Dwoacay in CIO International Unions in the late 1940s, by the

Presence of Interal Political Factions (in peroent)

Ievel of De[-nicrcy

High Medium Low (N)

Organized factions 60 30 10 (10)

Sporadic factions 37 13 50 (8)

No factions 0 20 80 (5)

Log odds ratio (uniform association) = 1.09; s.e. = .46; p<.01



Table 2. The Presenc of DIntal Political Factions, by Types of Political Practice

Involved in Organizirg the Union (in pct)

Presence of Internal

Organized Sporadic

Factions

None

Earlier Red organizinga
Some

None

Source of Secessionb

Workers' insurgency

Top officers' revolt

Organizing strategyc

Independent

CIO CThmittee

Union Formationd

Amalgamation

Unitary

Log odds ratio (uniform asoiation)

Log odds ratio (uniform asiation)

Log odd ratio (uniform aoiation)

Log odds ratio (uniform association)

= .11; s.e. = .61

= 1.06; s.e. = .61; p<.05

- .23; s.e. = .56

= 1.31; s.e. = .68; p<.05

(N)

47

33

58

27

40

50

70

23

29

50

33

36

47

13

20

46

23

17

8

36

13

37

10

31

(17)

(6)

(12)

(11)

(15)

(8)

(10)

(13)

a

b

c

d



Table 3. stituti al [ cracy in CIO International Unios in the late 1940s, by

Types of Political Practice Involved in Organizing the Union (in perCent)

Ievel of D acy

Earlier Red Organizinga High Medium Lw (N)

Some 40 25 35 (20)

None 13 60 27 (15)

Source of eceionb

Workers' insurgency 47 29 23 (17)

Tbp officers' revolt 11 50 39 (18)

Organizirg Strateyc

Irdeperdent 29 46 25 (24)

CIO Coamittee 27 27 45 (11)

Union Formationd

Amalgamation 50 42 8 (12)

Unitary 17 39 43 (23)

a Log odds ratio (uniform association) = .31; s.e. = .45
b Log odds ratio (uniform asc.iation) = .91; s.e. = .48; p<.05
c Log odds ratio (uniform iation) = .38; s.e. = .48

d Log odds ratio (uniform association) = 1.28; s.e. = .56; p<.0l



Table 4. Logit Estimates of the Direct Effects of " ent Political Practices" in

Dttermining the Level of Constitutional Jncracy in CO International Unions

in the Tate 1940s

Insurgent Logit Odds

Practice Coefficients Multipliers

Earlier Red

organizing -1.33 .26

Workers '

Insurgeny 1.12 3.06

Ideent

organizirg -.29 .75

Amalgamation 2.30* 9.97

Alpha 1 .56

Alpha 2 -1.57*

Likelihood ratio chi-sqr. (df) 9.89(4)*

(N) (35)

** p<.0l

* p<.05
X p<.10



Table 5. Constitutional Deocracy in CIO International Unions in the Late 1940s, by CIO

Political Care (in perAnt)

Political Level of DracIy

Camp High Medium ILw (N)

Cmmunist 44 50 6 (16)

"Shifting" 20 30 50 (10)

Anti-Commnist 11 33 55 (9)

Log odds ratio (uniform association) = .86; s.e. = .34; p<.01



Table 6. Constitutional Authority of the "Chief Officer" in CIO International Unions in

the 1940s, by CIO Political Canpa (in percent)

Political Cawrp Constitutional Authority of the "Chief Officer"

Routine Moderate Considerable (N)

Commuist 69 23 8 (13)

"Shifting" 0 50 50 (6)

Anti-Communist 17 50 33 (6)

log odds ratio = .88; s.e. = .40; p<.01

a Compiled and calculated from information given in Taft 1948, p.460. Taft says he

studied 29 CIO unions but provides the names and categories of power for only 25 unions

(he refers to 14 in the "routine" category, but names only 10 unions).



Table 7. Eqality of frazhise in the Constitutios of CIO Unios in the mid-1940s, by

CIO Political Cana (in percnt)

Political "Eligible egardless Of":

CaMp Race Creed Citiz ip Sex Polit. All (N)

Affiln. Five

Ccmnuist 89 89 61 61 83 50 (18)

Shiftin 60 60 40 10 10 10 (10)
Anti-Cmmunist 50 50 50 30 20 10 (10)

Log odds ratio =

Starx~ard error =

** p<.0l

* p<.05
X p<.10

Y p<.ll

a Ccipiled arn calculated fr informati given in Sunmirs (1946, Table I, p p.92-107).

Only explicit provisions that anyone is "eligible (for union nr rship] reardless of.
," or "irrespective of . . . " are coumted here.



Table 8. Logit.! tint of the Dir Effects of Amalgamation, Organized Factions, ard

CIO Political Cip m einig the Level of Onstitutional Democracy in CIO

International Unios in the late 1940s

Amagamation

Organized factions

"Sheis cane

"~shi tjlv !7oIr

Moe 1

Logit OAs

.effO. M3t.6

1.30X 3.67

1.83*

.32

6.23

1.38

dl 2

Logit Odds

Coeff. Mlt=l.

2.18*

1.76Y

-.51

8.85

5.81

.60

Model 3

Logit Os

Coeff.- M=r.
1.10 3.00

1.73Y 5.64

1.65z 5.21

-.33 .72

Alpha 1

Alpha 2

Likelihood ratio

chi square (df)

(N)

-.36

-2.63**

11.85 (3) **

(35)

-.91

-2.29*

11.28 (3) **

(23)

-1.21

-2.65*

12.49(4) **

(23)



Table 8. (contd.)

a The unions in the Cmaunist camp arxl the "Shifting" camp are separately corpared with

those in the Anti-CnirUst camp. If this variable is dichotomized, so that the

unions in the Ccmmist camp are ocmPared with the unions in the other camps

combined, then: in Model 2, p<.05 for organized factions anxd for Communist camp; in

Model 3, p<.10 for organized factions and p<.057 for Commist camp.

** p<.Ol

* p<.05

X p<.10

Y p<.12 for mxdel 2; p<.l1 for model 3

Z p<.16
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Appendix aart 1. Scores on Civil and Political Rights Guttmn Scales and Index of level

of Constitutional Democracy in CIO International Unicns in the late 1940s

CIVIL AND POLITICAL RIGHTS: SCALE s IEVEL OF DEMVCRACY INDEOO
aNIM BYr PEELS SOCL EQUAL ACUT- VERY ViER

American
Cciications
Assn. 5 3 3 4 X
(20, OOO)'

Food, Tabacco,
Agricultural and
Allied Workers
of rica 5 0 3 2 X
(65, 000)

Inlard Boatn's
Union of the
Pacific 0 3 2 0 X
(3, 000)

Int'l. Fur and
eather Workers

Union 4 2 3 0 X
(90,000)

Int'l. sore
men's and
Warehousen's
Union 3 2 3 2 X
(50, 000)
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CIVIL AND POILCRL RIGHTS: SCAIE SC IESLEVEL OF I Yv INDE)

UNIONS BY SECL S0CIEIL EBJAL ACCOUNT- VERY VERY
POI=CAL =Vf CIV. s.pv. MsE HIGH BIGH NED. LOW ]xW

CsrWMST (ct.)

Int'l. Union of
Fishermen arxn
Allied Workers
of America
(20, 000)

Int'l. Union
of Mine, Mill and
Suelter Workers
(125,000)

Marine Cooks' ard
Stewards' Assn. of
the Pacific Coast
(8,000)

National Maritime
Union of Aierica
(90,000)

Transport Workers
Union of America
(95, 000)

United Electrical,
Radio, and Machine
Workers of Aerica
(500,000)

United Farm
Equient arnd
Mtal Workers
of America
(72,000)

0 3

5 1

5 2

4 3

5 2

4 1

2 2

2 2

3 4

2 4

2 2

3 3

x

x

x

x

x

x

1 3 25 X
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CIVIL AND POLIIICAL RIGHTS: SCALE LE;LEVEL OF rVO:ACY INDEX

UJNICNS BY SONAL SOCIS EQIAlL ACs0UNT- VERY VERY
iPOTCAL Ca fCIV_ M.S BIGHIGGH MED. LOW LW

r (cant.)

United Furniture
Workers of America 4 3 2 1 X
(45,000)

United Office and
Professional
Workers of
Alkricah 4 3 3 1 X
(60,000)

United Public
Workers. of
AxIrica1 3 3 3 2 X
(71,000)

United Shoe
Workers of
America 4 3 3 4 x
(65,000)
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CIVIL AND FOITICAIJ RIGHIS: SC%2E IEVEL OF MIXPACY NDEXe
TJNIONSBY } L E L EQUAL ACOOU- VERY VERY

POIX7CAL G CIV Fa_.__ , HGH HIGH MED. LOW LOW

"5HIS TIlIG" CALMO

Amga-ate- Clothing
Workers of America 3 2 2 0 X
(325,000)

Ba bers an Beauty
Qulturists Union
of America 2 0 2 0 X
(5,000)

Int'l. Woodworkers
of America 5 3 0 4 X
(62,000)

Naticnal Marine
&qineers'
Beneficial Assn. 5 2 2 2 X
(11,000)

Oil Workers Int'l.
Union 5 2 0 2 X
(75,000)

United Autcbile
Workers of rica 5 0 3 1 X
(1,000,000)

United Gas, Coke and
Cemical Workers
of America 4 0 1 2 X
(40,000)
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CIVIL AND POLITICAL RIGHTS: SCAIE SCORES TEVEL OF DECRCY INDEXe

UNIONS BY EONAL S0CIETY EEL ACOT- VeRVEY
POLITICAL CP CIV. RI.CIV. RIS.-F N(Eh§L- HIGH HIGH MED. LOW LOW

"SHIFTING" COALITIONS (cont.)

United Packing-
house Workers
of America 5 2 2 3 X
(95,000

United Retail
and Wholesale
Eployees of
America
(120, 000)

3

United Stone and
Allied Products
Workers of America 5
(6,000)

0

0

3

3

x1

1 x
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. CVIL AND POLTICAL RIGHTS: SCE S IEVEL OF DENVCRACY DE

UNICNS BY C EQAL ACOOUNT-,POLTI;=L alve, . V 0 FM,
VEEY VERY
HIGH HI:GH MED. aIw LOw

Airericqn Newspaper
Guild)
(21,000)

Fedn. of Glass,
Ceramic, and
Silica Sand
Workers of
Aiierica
(35,000)

Irdustrial Union
of Marine and

Workers of
Anerica
(400, 000)

Int'l. Union of
Playthirns, Jewelry
aid Novelty Workers
of America
(27,000)

Textile Workers
Union of America
(340,000)

United Paper
Workers of
Aitrica
(20,000)

United Rer
Workers of
P700rica
(175,000)

5 3

1

1

1

2

3 3

1 2

1 2

X

X

X

NA NA NA NA

3

2

0 1

3 1

0

3 X

2 0 1

X

5 X



.Cr

UNICNS BY PE
POLTT CT

ANIOH: U (cant)

United Steel-
workers of
America
(800,000)

United Transport
Service Employees
of kerica
(13,000)

Utility Workers
Union
(35,000)

7

VIL AND POLMICAL RISIM: SCALE sag IEVEL OF DEIC Y IntsX

5RSCAL S0CIEIAL EAL ACN- VERY VERY
:V. MS.V.R5-NEE HG HIGH MED. LOW LOW

4 2 1

5 0 3

5 3 0

0

2

1

x

x

x
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Nctes

a dichotomized, 4-5 high, 0-3 lw (see chart 1 for specific rights scored in Guttman
scales)

b dichotomized, 3 high, 0-2 low (see chart 1 for specific rights scored in Guttman
scal es)

c dichotcmized, 2-3 high, 0-1 low (see chart 1 for specific rights scored in Guttman
scales)

d dichotamized, 3-4 high, 0-2 low (see chart 1 for specific rights scored in Guttman
scales)

e Index of level of ccnstitutional democracy: very high = high on 4 scales; high = high
on 3 scales; uiScum = high on 2 scales; low = high on one scale; very low = high on

f K pan's classification (1957, pp. 45-47). Union names are as of 1946.

g Numbers in are the international union's 1944 total bership (Huberman
1946, pp. 166-180).

h United Office and Professional Workers absorbed the 8,000 members of the International
Federation of Architects, Engineers, Chaemists and Technicians in the mid-1940s.

i United Public Workers was formed in the mid-1940s through the merger of the State,
County and Municipal Workers of America and the United Federal Workers of America.

The New York and los Angeles branches of the American Newspaper Guild were in the
Caonmist caup.
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Appendix Chart 2. Presence of Facticns in CO International Unions throuih tIe Iate

1940s

UNIONS BY
POLTIMCL CAM

American
Ccmnnications
Assn.
(20,000)

Food, Tobaco,
Agricultural ard
Allied Workers
of America
(65, 000)

Inlad Boa I's
Union of the
Pacific
(3,000)

Int '1. Fedn. of
Architacts, Erngi-
neers, s
and Technicians
(8, 000)

Int'l. Fur ard
Lather Workers
Union
(90, 000)

X Seaton 1981, pp.157-8, 173,
205.

X

X

X

X Fink 1977, pp.113-15.

Int'1. Lorgshore
mn's and
Warehousemen's
Union
(50,000)

Seaton 1981, pp.174, 221

ORQAM N.A.

X



UNIONS BY
POLITICAL CP OMAMIZED E RMT NM N.A.

QQKVNIST (cont. )

Int'l. Union of
Fishenmen and
Allied Workers
of America
(20,000)

Int '1. Union
of Mine, Mill and
S3relter Workers
(125,000)

Marine Cooks' and
Stewards' Assn. of
the Pacific Coast

(8,000)

National Maritime
Union of crica
(90,000)

State, County and
Mnicipal Workers
of Airica
(45, 000)

Transport Workers
Union of America
(95, 000)

x

x

x

x

Fink 1977, pp.223-5; Leven-
stein 1981, pp.192, 274;
Cochran 1977, p.149; Seaton
1981, pp.174, 204, 221;
Jensen 1954, pp.68ff, 91-92,
108ff, 299, 306-07.

X Cran 1977, p.282.

Seaton 1981, pp.154-6, 144,
218, 221; Saposs 1959,
pp. 141-43.

x

Seaton 1981, pp.154, 158,
164, 172; Levenstein 1981,
pp.117-8, 239; Saposs 1959,
p.147.

United Electrical,
Radio, arx Hadiine
Workers of America
(500,000)

United Farm
and

Metal Workers
of America
(72,000)

x

Seaton 1981, pp.158, 164,
173-4, 197, 221; Galenson
1960, pp.257, 263; Saposs
1959, pp.147-48.

x

2
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UNITS BY
POLITCAL P

COMN (Cxx

United Federal
Workers of America
(26,000)

United Furniture
Workers of America
(45, 000)

United Office and
Professional
Wcrkers of
Amrtica
(52,000)

United Shoe
Workers of
America
(65,000)

CR;vAMZED INEMIUM3M N.A.

X

x Fink 1977, pp.l15-17.

x Seatcs 1981, pp. 154-6, 158,
164, 220, 221.

x Fink 1977, pp.Ll5-17.



UNICS BY
,POCAL CBW

"SHIFTIN" ALITIONS

Mg Clothi

Workers of America
(325,000)

Barbers and Beauty

Qilturists Union

of America
(5, 000)

Int'l. Woodworkers
of America
(62,000)

x Stolberg 1938, p.151;
Shann 1959, p. 103.

x

Brnstein 1969, p. 630;
Galenson 1960, p.390, 394,
400-1, 405-6.

x

National Marine

Benaficial Assn.
(11,000)

Oil Workers Int'l.
Union
(75,000)

United Ptidoile
Workers of rica

(1,000,000)

United Gas, Coke and
Chemical Workers
of America
(40, 000)

x

x

Galenson 1960, p.414;
Seaton 1981, p.174; Fink
1977, pp.260-2; Storg
1938, p.151.

Levenstein 1981, p.54;
Galenson 1960, pp.150, 155,
158, 164-5; Leisersm 1959,
pp. 154-8; Saposs 1959,
pp.136-38, 143-47, 158,
199-200.

x

x Levenstein 1981, p.277;
Shannon 1959, p.103.

CF .INTZM N.A.

4
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FAMONSEA
UNICN BY
POLTCAG E CWRGMIE NTMITIOU N.A.

"BSHIFTING" CALCITNS (cont.)

United Packing-
house Workers
of Mica X
(95, 000)

United Retail
and wiolesale
Employees of

Ai~rica X
(120, 000)

United Stne and
Allied Products
Workers of America X
(6,000)

Fink 1977, pp.268-7;
Galenson 1960, pp.357, 374-
7, 389.

Seaton 1981, pp.164-221;
Stolberg 1938, p.264;
Shannon 1959, p.103.
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UNIMS BY
.& CM

AXrerican Nesper
Guild
(21,000)

Fedn. of Glass,
Ceramic, ard
Silica Sand
Workers of
America
(35, 000)

Industrial Union
of Marine and
Shipbidir
Workers of
ATrica

(400, 000)

Int'l. Unicn of
Playthiins, Jewelry
and Novelty Workers
of America
(27, 000)

Textile Workers
Union of Anerica
(340, 000)

United Paper
Workers of
America
(20, 000)

X
Seaton 1981, pp.154, 159,
164, 205; Galenson 1960,
p.560.

X

X Seatcn 1981, pp. 174, 195.

X

X
Bernstein 1969, p.616;
Galenson 1960, p.333.

X

Uniter
Workers of
Axerica
(175,000)

X

Fink 1977, p.333; Saposs
1959, p.123; Galenson 1960,
pp.272-3 (but cf. Lens
1961, p.219).

CFC-AMM N.A.
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UNIaNS BY

ANTI (Ixx-)

United Steel-
wokers of
Aumrica
(800, 000)

United Transport
Service Employees
of America
(13,000)

Utility Workers
Union
(35,000)

[ZED NoIMMM~yLN.A.

x
Bernstein 1969, pp.440-1;
Lisersn 1959, pp.159-61.

x

x Seaton 1981, pp. 154, 201.



Appendix Table 1. "High" Protecion of Civil ard Political Rightsa in the

Constitutions of CIO International Unicns in the late 1940s, by CIO Political Camp

(in pert)

Political Civil Rights Political Rights

Carap Personal Societal Fanise Accountability (N)

OcMiunist 75 50 100 31 (16)

"Shifting" 70 10 70 20 (10)

Anti-Cnmist 55 33 22 22 (9)

log odds ratio .43Z .51Y 2.67** .27

Stardard error .44 .46 .85 .48

a See dOart 1, for the ccqacnents arxn scoring of each Guttman scale in the Index of

Level of Constitutional Deuocracy.

** p<.01

* p<.05
X p<.10

Y p<.13

Z p<. 17



Appendix Table 2. Logit Estimates of the Direct Effects of the CIO Political Camp,

ard the "bjective Conditins" in an istry termini the Level of

Constituticnal lranqaracy in co International Unicns in the Late 1940s

MC

Iagit

oeff

OCmunist camp 2.01Y

"Shiftirn" camp 1.26

Analgamation 2.64*

Large plantsa

% workers in -.05*

% of pla

aoncentrationb

% skilled workers

Size of union (1944)

Alpha 1 1.53

Alpha 2 -1.21

(N) (20)

Mltplr

7.46

3.52

14.01

led~el 2

Logit Odds

Ooff Etp11

1.66 5.26

1.17 3.22

2.63* 13.87

Logit Coefficients

Yne 3

Logit Odds IZ

E Coeff cc

2.20) 9.02 1.

1.44 4.22

2.14* 8.49 1.

Mode 4

xgit Odds

eff ltr

78x 5.93

56 1.75

51x 4.53

Model 5

logit Odds

Coeff Mltpl

1.56X -4.76

.38 1.46

1.75* 5.75

.95

-.16X .85

-1.37 .25

-.002 .998

-.15

-2.66*

(20)

.79

-1.58

(21)

-.68

-2.70*

(28)

-.00 1.00

-.04

-2.40**

(35)

** p<.O1

* p<-05

X p<.lo

Y p<. 12

a "Large" equals over 250 workers.
b "oentticon" is defined as the pErcntage of the indIstry's wage earners enployed by

the tcp 4 firms.



IS es for AperGix Ttable 2]

The Structure of the American Emory. Part I. "Basic Characteristics." xWashington, D.C.:

U.S. Goverrment Printin Office (June), 1939, pp.240-49; 16th Census of the United States

1940 Pc Wlation. Vol. III. "The Labor Force." Part I. Washington D.C.: U.S. Gavernment

Printirq Office, 1943, pp.121, 245; Leo Huberman. Tle Truth abot Union. New York: Reyna

ard Hitchcock,, 1946.



Appendix Table 3. Constitutional Authority of the "Chief Officer" in AFE,

Indeperdent, and CIO International Unions in the 1940sa (in percent)

Constitutional Authority of the "Thief Officer":

Routine moderate Considerable (N)

AFL 18 30 53 (74)

Independent 25 25 50 (12)

CIO 48 31 21 (29)

Total 26 30 44 (115)

a Coupiled and calculated frcm information given in Taft 1948, p. 460.



Apendix Table of Franhiise in the Cotstituticns of AFI, iedent, and CIO

International Unions in the 1940sa (in ercent)

"Eligible egardless of":

Race Ced Citizership Sex Polit. All (N)

Affiln. Five

AEI 17 15 8 15 5 1 (88)

IrDepezxierot 8 8 0 0 0 0 (12)

CIO 71 71 53 39 47 29 (38)

a cmailed ad calculated frce information given in rs (1946, Table I, pp.92-107).

Only explicit provisions that anyone is "eligible (for union eship regardless of

*,"Ior "irrespective of . ..." are counted here.
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