


Preface

This collection of writings consisting primarily of unpub-
lished manuscripts is here assembled in response to the
long-felt need for a different, libertarian syndicalist anal-
ysis of the chronic problems afflicting the American labor
movement. Though written at different times, these
writings are arranged to present an over-all outline of the
message we are trying to convey.
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ETHICS AND THE UNIONS

Ethics are the morals, the concepts, and ideals which we live by.
The progress of a society cannot be measured solely by the extent of
its technological development. Economic realities, are of course,
fundamentally important. But if the ethical values of a society do not
measure up to its technology, this very technology may well become
an instrument for mass suicide. The paramount problem in this atomic
age, is to a very great extent, an ethical one.

Within the labor movement, there are, broadly speaking, two main
tendencies that are as far apart as two worlds —the world of the slave
who yearns to be free and the world of the master who wants to keep
. him in chains. What is right for the master is wrong for the slave. One
Is conservative and opportunistic while the other is revolutionary and
dynamic.

The ethics of the labor bureaucrats are those of the depraved busi-
ness community of which they consider themselves a part. With its
huge membership, its bulging treasuries and its political influence,
business unionism, as represented by the AFL-CIO is an unhealthy
movement. Since its officialdom are the de facto masters and not the
servants of the membership, it is essentially an anti-working class
movement.

There was a time when the American labor movement was inspired
by a noble, revolutionary idea; the emancipation of the workers from
wage slavery. Unions were inspired by the vision of a free, cooperative
commonwealth dedicated to the happiness and free creative develop-
ment of every human being. Labor was most militant when invigorated
by these ideals. Its ethics were those of a revolutionary movement
striving for a better world. These ethics and these ideals are as valid
today as they were yesterday and will be tomorrow.

The contrast between the revolutionary labor movement and the
capitalist defenders of “business unionism’”” becomes apparent when
we compare the attitude of the IWW and the business unionists. The
Preamble to the Constitution of the Industrial Workers of the World
reads:

.. . the working class and the employing class have nothing in common
.. . the trade unions aid the employers to mislead the workers into the
belief that the working class has interests in common with the
employers . . . the army of production must be organized, not only for
the everyday struggle with the capitalists, but also to carry on pro-
duction when capitalism will have been overthrown. By organizing
industrially we are forming the new society within the shell of the old.




The self-identification of the business unionist with the rest of the
capitalist system was affirmed by Samuel Gompers, a founder and
(except for one term) perrenial President of the AFL. In 1894, Gompers
declared that “ . . . socialism is economically . . . socially and indus-
trially wrong . . . an impossibility.” In 1900, Gompers helped found
and later became vice-president of the National Civic Federation, an
alliance of labor leaders, industrialists and bankers dedicated to co-
operation between the workers and their employers for the preser-
vation of capitalism.

Gompers’ successor as President of the AFL, William Green

declared in 1935, that:

.. the majority of employers sincerely and honestly wish to maintain
decent wage standards and human conditions of employment . . . they
do not want the exploitation of labor or the consuming public . . . and
are influenced in all their dealings by a spirit of fair dealing and fair

play. . . .

This attitude was reaffirmed in the constitution of the AFL. It was
also expressed by David Dubinsky, President of the International
Ladies Garmet Workers Union (ILGWU) (now deceased), who told
reporters of the New York Times (June 9, 1957 that *“ . . . labor needs
capitalism like a fish needs water. . . . "

The American labor movement as it exists today, is the result of the
interaction, over many decades, of business unionism and revo-
lutionary unionism. Its major defects stem from the former and its
constructive tendencies come from the latter. It is necessary to ex-
amine the revolutionary syndicalist tradition of the American labor
movement, the better to understand the path that must be followed
for its regeneration and further progress. (Note: the term “revolu-
tionary unionisn”’ is meant to denote dedicated radicals openly com-
mitted to the overthrow of capitalism and establishment of a free,
classless and stateless society. The term also includes UNCconNscious
radicals whose acts of rebellion—direct economic action, wildcat
strikes, slowdowns, etc. —threaten the stability of the system.)

Corrupt Unions

The main business before the Second Convention of the AFL-CIO
(1957) was the expulsion of corrupt unions and adoption of a ““Code of
Ethics.”” Events at the convention demonstrated that the very nature
of such a movement made it incapable of correcting its organic defi-



ciencies or performing even the few constructive tasks that it set for
itself.

There is every reason to believe that the accusations of the Senate
Investigating Committee, exposing corruption in the Teamster’s and
other unions, were true. As far back as 1937, the Teamsters union,
then under the administration of Dan Tobin, was considered one of
the most corrupt in the country. It was the main support of racke-
teering in the trucking, laundry, poultry, and in the cleaning and dye-
ing industries. Dave Beck (Teamster president at the time of the
Senate hearings) was trained by Dan Tobin, who appointed him as his
SUCCEeSSOr.

But the Teamsters were not alone in this corruption. In 1932, the
AFL admitted that twenty eight of its Chicago unions were controlled
by gangsters of the Al Capone type. Of the fifteen members of the AFL
Executive Board in 1937 six of them headed admittedly corrupt
unions. The colossal corruption in the building trades was common
knowledge. Racketeering and corruption were greatest in the very
unions, that in numbers and resources, constituted the backbone of
the AFL —the Teamsters and building trades.

The Teamsters union was in the AFL for fifty four years. Without its
support no one could sit on the all-powerful Executive Council, nor
could George Meany, himself a member of the plumbers building
trades union, have become president of the AFL. It is inconceivable
that Meany was unaware of these facts. Meany pretended that he was
“shocked” by the scope of the rackets. (Note: Nor has this changed
with Lane Kirkland, Meany’s personally appointed successor.)

Only when its hand was forced by the labor-baiting Senate Investi-
gating Committee did the AFL-CIO create its ““EthicalPractices Com-
mittee ” It should be obvious that the labor bosses are afraid to do
more than scratch the surface. They shrink from undertaking a thor-
ough, honest investigation of the American labor movement, because
such an investigation would prove that business unionism is rotten to
the core and that the AFL-CIO as a whole, must share responsibility for
the notorious character and conduct of the accused unions.

What the Code of Ethics does NOT mention is more important than

what it DOES. Nothing is said about narrowing the gap between the
swollen salaries of many union officials and the low wages of the

duespayers. Nothing is said about the making of binding, long term
agreements with the bosses without a referendum of the membership.
Nothing is said about the power to call or forbid strikes or the general
attitude of “buddy buddy” between the bosses of the unions and the
bosses of industry. Nothing is aid about the endorsement of political




candidates or support of the imperialist policies of the state.

It is little wonder that such spokesmen of big business as the New
York Times and The Wall Street Journal enthusiastically praised the
AEL-C1O Code of Ethics as a model of “labor statesmanship”. This is a
capitalist code. It is unethical for labor, because its ethics are the

ethics of capitalism.

‘"Ethical’”’ Business Unions

Not all American unions are totalitarian or infested with racketeers
and other corrupt elements. A few unions such as the International
Typographers Union, can be considered free of this taint. The United
Automobile Workers (UAW) and the International Ladies Garment
Workers Union (ILGCWU) do not compare with the typographers in this




respect although they do meet the standards set by the AFL-CIO Code
of Ethics. But the problem is really much deeper, since the concept
held by even the best leaders of the best unions is not a genuine work-
ing class ethical concept. These leaders, almost without exception,
identify themselves and their interests with the business and bureau-
cratic world around them. Erring union leaders have often been urged
to emulate the alleged high ethical standards of these unions. For
example, The New York Post (May 1st, 1957 carried the following

dispatch:

... Lamar, Missouri: The white frame house where President Harry S.
Truman was born on May 8, 1884, was purchased yesterday by the
United Automobile Workers which plans to make it into a shrine. . . .

The gentleman who gave the order to drop.the first atom bomb in his-
tory on defenceless civilians; who, in a sense, inaugrated the period of
greatest danger and insecurity ever known, is thus honored by the
leadership of the UAW! What are the ethical implications of such
expenditures of union funds?

A headline in the October 1957 issue of The Auto Worker, official
organ of the UAW reads:

.. .PROPHET OF CAPITALISM —Blackpool, England: Newspapers of
every shade of opinion agreed that Reuther had aroused a normally.

unemotional audience to cheers with an exposition of the virtues of
American private enterprise in contrast with British Socialism. THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS MUST BE FLAB-
BERGASTED! . ..

In the same issue of the Auto Worker there appeared the digest of
an article by Monsignor Higgins which had originally been published
in a Detroit Catholic periodical. In this article, Higgins went out of his
way to defend Reuther against the charge that he was a socialist. He
demonstrated that Reuther’s policy of peaceful coexistence between
“management,” government and labor was good Catholic labor doc-
trine. The charge that Reuther was a socialist is unjust and Reuther
deserves the respect of every Catholic priest and layman.

Another example: In 1957 the New York Post published a series of
biographical articles on David Dubinsky. The fourth article in the
series reveals that Dubinsky had been APPOINTED Secretary-
Treasurer of the ILGWU in 1929 and President in 1932, having held




both these posts ever since. The Post interviewer recorded his conver-
sation with Dubinsky on this point:

.1 asked Dubinsky whether he was not troubled, at least
philosophically, by such concentration of power. It is characteristic of
him that he was completely untroubled. ‘Sure’, he concluded, . . . ‘with
a crooked President, it is good to have an independent Secretary-
Treasurer. But in- an honest union, what’s the problem? ...

... he had a similar lack of anxiety about the ease with which the
General Executive Board can discharge local officials. Every paid
official, prior to assuming his duties, has to submit resignation to
International headquarters. One need not be a legal expert to see that
this provision could easily be used to victimize a dissident faction of the
union . . . ‘Can it be misused? Sure. | conceed the point. I’'m not worried
about my successor. . .’ [Obviously, Dubinsky implied that he would
designate his successor and see to it that he will abide by his standards.]

The alternatives to democratic self-rule—in unions as well as soci-
ety at large —is the dictatorship of a minority. Every leader is a poten-
tial dictator, and once they get sufficient power, they will not let it slip
from their hands. They build a “machine” to help them stay in office.
No matter how bad a situation may be, the leaders do not want the
members to do the -house-cleaning, as they might go “too far” and
sweep THEM out of office.

The relations between the members and their leaders in these cen-
tralized business unions is a disrupted, unhealthy one. In the begin-
ning, when a union is young, this may not be noticed; the seeds of
degeneration need time to sprout and grow. Gradually, the union de-
velops something resembling a military-type caste system. Any organ-
ization in which decisions are made at the top, and obeyed by the
ranks below, transmitted through a chain of command, as in an army,
is essentially totalitarian. It is not a true community of labor, which
implies an association of equals making decisions and carrying
them out jointly.

Union leaders themselves are neither better nor worse than other
people. They may have the best intentions, even idealistic. Reuther,
Dubinsky and so many others were once socialists, but the exercise of
power over others corrupts and erodes their personalities. The original
leaders may still retain a modicum of honesty and principles, being
emotionally attached to the rank-and-file from which they have lately
emerged. But as time goes on they—or in any case their succes-
ors —become decisively influenced by the company they keep. They
enter into friendly relations with the employers and unconsciously
absorb the ethics of capitalist society. Very few individuals can resist
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the temptations of power and prestige, and those few, never become
good business unionists.

As the original leaders die or retire, they are succeeded by profes-
sional careerists and union polticians who are promoted from the
lower ranks of the bureaucracy or brought in from the outside. These
newcomers are even further removed from the workers on the job and
are still more cynical. The process of degeneration continues until it is
interrupted or broken by a revolt in the ranks. These facts, surprisingly
enough, were confirmed in 1957, by a no less high union official than
Lewis Hollander President of the New York ClO and Manager of the

Joint Board of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers (deceased), a “pro-
~ gressive” business union:

. _In many unions there is little sign that the leaders are even trying
to maintain contact with the membership. Some seem to feel that the
union contract and the compulsory check-offs of union dues have made
it unnecessary for them to know what the members want and
need . .. . too many such leaders live in a world apart, a world in which
the badges of achievement are high salaries, expensive automobiles,
membership in country clubs and other appurtenances of wealth. . ..

This helps to explain why the attitude of many workers toward the
leaders of their unions is similar to their attitude towards the President
in the White House, the Governor of the State, the Mayor of the City
or the Boss in the Office. The fact that milions of workers are indif-
ferent to the affairs of their organizations, which involve their liveli-

hood, shows how deeply the corruption in our society has penetrated.
Bakunin’s observations on these points, though written over a century
ago (1871), remain timely:

__even the best of men are rendered corruptible by the temptation
of power . . . having convinced themselves that what they like, is what
the membership wants and needs . . . the leaders become despots, even
while deluding themselves that they are actually working for the bene-
fit of their victims. . . .

.. .this illusion has particular unfortunate effects on the morality of the
leaders themselves. . .they become permanent chiefs whose power is
sanctioned by what they falsely regard as their useful services and the
length of their tenure in office ... it is clear that the absence of
opposition and control becomes the source of. . .depravity for all in-
dividuals vested with social power. . .because of their ignorance
and servile habits . . . when they patiently endure humiliation . . . the
masses themselves create their own exploiters (Bakunin on Anarchy, p.
244, 245).
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Corruption in Unions

Institutionalized corruption traces back to abuse of power by
business agents or “walking delegates” in the 1880s (mostly in the
building and other trades). These full-time representatives conducted
the business of the union in scattered workplaces, which shifted as
temporary jobs were completed. The business agent processed griev-
ances saw to it that employers abided by union agreements and did
not employ non-union workers, helped organize non-union shops, etc.

Actually, despite claims to the contrary, the business agent was not
needed He was a parasite who usurped the power of the workers on
the job. Their shop-stewards on the job performed the business agents
functions far better than he, without the built-in opportunities for self-
enrichment and lust for power which the post of business agent made
possible. On this point, John Hutchison’s The Imperfect Union, 1s

worth quoting:

. the position of the business agentwas inherently powerful. He was
usually the chief executive of his local union, vested with considerable
personal authority. He was an employment agent of his members, and if
his local union was well-organized, controlled the labor supply of the
employers . . . he was the chief interpretor of labor-management agree-
ments. Most of all he was empowered to call strikes without seeking
the consent of the members. . .in some cases, union officials collected
“strike insurance’ from compliant or fearful employers in return for
labor peace ... there were always employers anxious to bribe, and
union officials strong enough to extort. . . .

In the building trades the corrupt business agent’s machine —re-
warding friends and punishing enemies —ruled their respective local
unions in much the same manner as graft-ridden Tammany Hall pol-
iticians ruled New York and other cities.

For example, the dominant figure in the New York building trades
was Samuel |. Parks. Parks was chief business agent for the Structural
Workers Union. Until his death, Parks remained on the payroll of both
the union and Fuller Construction Co.

In the case of the Hecla Iron Works, Parks demanded $2000 graft.
When Hecla refused, Parks called the 1200 workers out on strike, de-

claring that the strikers will go back to work . .. when you pay Sam
Parks $2000 ... you’ve never done anything for the walking
delegates. . . .”

When Parks was arrested the House Smith’s union passed a vote of
confidence in him and authorized payment of $1000 for legal ex-
























































































































































































































