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Many labor scholars, today as in the past, advocate greater participation by members in decision-making as a cure for what ails the labor movement. A review of experience with such participation, however, shows that it has different consequences in different settings, and that it rarely performs as advocates would like. Four historical types of participatory unionism can be distinguished: radical, craft, classic industrial, and co-management. The first three have had many exemplars and have long since revealed both their advantages and their limitations; the last is the least developed and most related to current management trends, and therefore worth better understanding. 





A recurring debate in our field is the degree to which unions should be internally participative. It is one of those problems highly prone to visceral advocacy and to what might be called the ideological leap: People come with strong values and therefore often over-interpret slight or bad data when it seems to fit into their views; or sometimes they simply see no need for data at all. This makes it hard to talk about the subject and to see one's way clear. 





The issue is not new: though they do not always recognize it, contemporary advocates of participatory unionism are fighting a battle which has been going on a long time and in which not much progress has been made. One familiar strand, and the only one to have been developed in a somewhat rigorous way, is an essentially Marxist argument for greater participation. The claim is that if unions were more participatory they would be more militant and anti-capitalist; the corollary is that it is the power of bad union bosses backed by capitalists which keeps the militant wishes of the people from manifesting themselves. But equally strong contrary claims are made by other Marxists: that acquiescence to the spontaneous wishes of the workers will lead to accommodation with capitalism, and that therefore a strong leading elite needs to take control, providing discipline and vision. This is the core of the Leninist attitude to trade unions, echoed also by "softer" Marxists such as Gramsci (Lenin, 1971: 656-66; Gramsci, 1919-20). 





Among those who are not Marxist in their orientations opinions are equally divided, if even less well argued. One position, more assumed than stated, is behind many studies: that because unions are the agents of democracy in the firm they should be democratic themselves. It's a humanist/ moral argument that often generates studies of whether and to what degree unions are internally participative. But that view in turn brings down the wrath of "hard-headed" unionists who argue that value-driven participation is a luxury preached by those who don't actually have to fight the hard battles with the bosses. As John L. Lewis pithily put it: "Democracy, translated into modern English, [means] labor union inefficiency." (Lewis, 1960) 





In practice--as research has consistently shown--the actual level of member participation in union activity is generally low, with intense involvement occurring only episodically and briefly. This was of course the background for Lipset et al's classic investigation of the Typographers' union (Lipset, Trow, and Coleman, 1956), and many other studies have confirmed the problem in other unions and other countries.(n2) 





One thing that unites these diverse perspectives is opposition to, and frustration with, the spread of "business unionism" (e.g., Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin, 1995; Matles and Higgins, 1974), to which they attribute the low level of internal participation. This pattern, of which John L. Lewis is the most-cited exemplar, sees the union as a goal-oriented business, with both internal democracy and external militance are subordinated to the achievement of the goals: if you can get a better contract by going out to a restaurant with management and striking a side deals, so be it. Such unions tend to reduce local and membership control over the negotiation process--for example, by not requiring member votes for ratification; and their bylaws stress stability and decisiveness over debate and democracy. 





The criticism of business unionism is multiple. First, the leadership's perception of a "good deal" is distorted by not having to engage the members and by constant interaction with management. Second, the members' willingness to back demands with militant action is sapped by their lack of involvement in and understanding of the negotiations. Third, business unionism is often seen simply as a violation of the basic values of the trade union movement, which are (in this view) fundamentally about expanding democracy. 





But though these writers share the criticism of business unionism, they fragment quickly over the vision of what ought to be. Looking over the landscape of current proposals for union democracy--taking the term in its broad sense--one finds four variants of the "democratic" ideal: 





1. One group of writers, generally of a Marxist bent, have an image of militant mass involvement, in which a high level of member participation creates a unified front for resisting capitalist power. Their example is frequently the United Electrical Workers. They are looking for a rather radical shift from "business unionism," a wresting of power from existing union "bosses," and the unleashing of true worker militance (Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin, 1995 and 1996). 





2. A second group looks back to craft and occupational unionism, noting the long traditions of collegial member self-governance. Like the first group, they think that the dominant current structure of industrial unionism is flawed, and they see in this historical form lessons for a reconstruction of a vital organization (Cobble, 1991; Piore, 1985). 





3. A third group is focused more within the traditional industrial union structure, and therefore more modest in their goals. They would like to increase member involvement through more open membership meetings, greater attention to due process, and strategic education. (Edelstein 1976; Warner 1975) 





4. Finally, some find hope in a few examples of unions that have engaged in strong participatory efforts with their employers, with broad member involvement in decision-making. Type cases include Saturn (Rubinstein, Bennett, and Kochan 1993); Shell-Sarnia (Rankin 1986; Heckscher 1988); and the Harvard Union of Clerical and Technical Workers (Palmer, Heckscher, and Friedman 1990). 





The fourth of these is probably the most novel and the least developed; though it has historical analogues, in some respects it is new to a period in which managers are looking for increased worker involvement to deal with competitive pressures. It is therefore, I will argue, worth special attention--especially given the fact that the other three all have severe limitations in the current context. 








Deconstructing participation 





1. Radical unionism 


For those with the most "radical" view--that is, anti-employer and generally anti-capitalist--the golden age was the early period of the CIO, through the late 40s. There they find many examples of organizations with strong constitutional protections for dissent, with organized and active factional debate, but united by a strong class consciousness and an anti-employer orientation. They also tended to rely on a strong shop steward structure to organize militant mass actions (Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin, 1995 and 1996; Matles and Higgins, 1974; Schatz, 1996). 





This is more than an exercise in nostalgia: Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin, among others, are explicit in their view that what needs to happen now is a return to this vital period of member involvement. 





The reason that they are particularly attracted to these cases is that these unions were not only participatory, but also socially conscious and active; they created for a while the hope that America could sustain a real socialist movement. Thus, argue Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin, if today's unions became more democratic they would uncap the latent militancy of the working class, until now held down by the dead hand of business unionist leaders. 





The question is: would the same thing happen today that happened in the 30s? And would it be more successful in building a lasting pattern of militant, class-based participation? 





It doesn't seem likely. First, very few of these historical cases sustained internal democracy very long at all. Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin are themselves scornful of the politics of the large CIO unions after their first two decades: the UAW, the Steelworkers, and others quickly became "traditional" in structure, with the usual level of formal democracy falling far short of the ideals of their founders. The good cases of the 30s were, in other words, simply new unions in the first flush of collective excitement. There is a great deal of sociological evidence that organizations regularly start out more democratic than they end up: that is the core of Michels' famous "iron law of oligarchy." It does not help us in developing prescriptions for a different historical situation. 





Even more troubling is the fact that the few apparent "exceptions" have failed to retain their initial vitality: they have evolved into something quite different. Consider the U.E., which Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin put forward as their favorite example of the dynamics they advocate. It continues to this day to be relatively democratic in its formal structure and militant in its orientation. But there is considerable anecdotal evidence that the formal democracy no longer connects to living member activism, and certainly not to a socialist consciousness. James Matles, a leader of the organization from its early days into the 1970s, was himself deeply disappointed by this evolution, sadly telling this story about the pivotal strike at GE in 1969-70: 





"...as the picket line was being forced back by the pressure of the troopers, Matles said to the youth by his side: 'Well, I guess this is what they call in the books the class struggle.' The young striker came back with, 'Class struggle bullshit, Jim. Just a bunch of lousy cops brought out by this bastard company to beat our brains in.' (Matles, James J. and Higgins, 1974: 302) 





This strike, as Matles regretfully admitted, was far from model of radical grassroots action. It was conducted in concert with the I.U.E., the "business" union which had been chartered to displace the U.E., and the core issue was one which good business unionists could rally behind--a threat to the national contract structure. The strike stopped the threat, but did not build significant long-term consciousness of unity within the work force. 





There are some other examples of radical participatory unionism besides the CIO of the '30s and the U.E. The pattern has arisen at a few historical moments, including the periods before and during both world wars, in Europe as well as the US. All of these instances are just as short-lived as the ones we have examined. In most cases, interestingly, they come out of temporary alliances of craft and industrial workers pulled together by overwhelming attacks by employers or governments; these alliances then easily fracture from competing interests. The shop steward movement in Britain during World War I is a classic instance: there munitions engineers (largely craft-based), radicalized by external attacks, tried to lead an insurgency, but their lack of deep connections to the unskilled workers led to an quick fractionalization of the movement when employers pushed back (Hinton, 1973). Though Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin do not analyze the dynamics of the US pre-World War II case in this detail, it seems to fit the same mold. 





Aside from these brief moments, radicalism has remained consistently isolated in labor movements. In other countries, I am familiar with the French communist union, the CGT; it is not notably participative at any level, nor has it had a major impact in restricting capitalist initiatives. The basic pattern of industrial unionism, within a range from the codetermination model of Sweden to the shop steward model of Britain, has come to dominate everywhere, and the participatory effervescence of the radical moments has not been institutionalized. 





The argument for militant class-conscious participatory unionism, in other words, comes down to nostalgia for an "ephemeral era." It has shown no capacity to sustain itself or to unite workers in broad movements for change, as its advocates hope. It tends to fall back to one of the more familiar patterns of unionism, either industrial or craft, with no more than rhetorical echoes of the socially-conscious moments which aroused such enthusiasm. 





2. Craft/occupational unionism 


There are, by contrast, some more convincing cases of long-lasting participatory unionism, but of a very different type from the U.E. The most common are craft and occupational organizations, going back as far as the medieval guilds. They were not always "democratic" in the sense of formal electoral mechanisms, but they had a strong tradition of self-governance from an early period. Even today crafts such as the building trades or typographers tend to have much more control of shopfloor management than do industrial workers. Many have strong internal political life as well: Lipset and Trow's example of democratic unionism, the International Typographers' Union, falls in this category. It also appears to be true from my experience, though I don't know of systematic studies, that at the local level craft unions continue to this day to be unusually participative, with considerable informal socializing as well as high involvement in union decision-making. 





Professional societies have a similar ancient history, and in modem times have often had very participative structures. (See, for example, Walton, 1961 on engineers' unions.) Related groups include certain modem high-skilled occupations such as pilots, musicians, and actors. 





But these "good" characteristics have never been fully integrated into the larger framework of working-class and trade-union activism. Above the local level, craft unions are frequently among the least participative; these tend to be the levels where autocracy and even corruption are most visible. David Montgomery has traced the history of this tension from the egalitarian craft codes of the nineteenth century, to the alliance with unskilled workers around collective bargaining in the early twentieth century, to "pure" collective bargaining (Montgomery, 1979). In effect, craft traditions of self-governance have long conflicted with mass, rule-based collective bargaining, leading to a set of compromises which have varied considerably but tended to settle on a form in which locals have high autonomy and self-governance, but the higher levels pursue their agendas with relatively little check. 





The internal life of craft unions has also been built on highly exclusive communities: their main source of power has been control of a particular labor market, which leads them to keep out interlopers who might weaken that control. Thus their relation to minorities and women has been notoriously bad, because these later entrants to the skilled markets are seen as potentially undercutting old standards. They have not been much interested in allying with unskilled workers except at particular and rather brief moments where this served their direct interests; the failure of the AFL to organize industrial workers was of course one of the main sources of union decline in this country in the decades before the Great Depression (see Montgomery, 1979)). 





Hinton's study of the shop steward movement in Britain before World War I, already cited, likewise notes that the leaders, while taking a "progressive" stance in terms of shopfloor control, were also regressive in trying to assert craft exclusivity. This was a key factor in their inability to build a true class or mass movement. 





Contemporary writers who look to craft involvement as a way out of the current impasse in labor relations generally stress the need to overcome this history of craft exclusiveness (e.g., Hinton, 1973; Piore, 1985). But the fact that craft unions' objective interests continue to be in protecting a labor pool make these exhortations seem rather hollow. 





Without going into great detail, the basic patterns seen in craft unions characterize professional unions as well. Professions, like crafts, build their power on limiting access to the labor pool; they therefore have little interest in collaborations with other groups except at crisis moments. The recent history of the airlines industry shows exactly this pattern: various crafts and professions (especially machinists and airline pilots) have occasionally come together against massive employer attacks, but they have quickly fallen to squabbling. The PATCO strike, which marked such a critical turn in labor relations in the early 80s, was a typical example of a skilled group failing to build its bridges to wider issues and constituencies. Pilots' unions have been remarkably participative internally, but often completely uncooperative with other unions in the difficult battles sparked by airline deregulation. 





This type of participatory unionism, in short, often looks very "good" from an internal perspective, with a great deal of involvement and debate. But its internal life is nourished by external exclusivity, which makes it a bad model for generalizing. Only professions which can largely control their own labor markets are able to sustain this structure; and those that do tend to remain isolated from larger movements of workers. 





3. "Classic" industrial unionism 


Industrial unionism produces a very different pattern. I put aside the non-participatory model of "business unionism" in which the leadership reduces member participation in order to increase their own degrees of freedom in negotiation. Not all industrial unionism is of this type, however: a great deal of it has substantial member involvement and lively internal politics. 





There is a small stream of research within this type, asking whether the more participatory forms of industrial unionism "work" better than the less participatory; the results are inconclusive. Some studies find that more participatory unions are better at organizing or produce higher member satisfaction (e.g., Maranto and Fiorito, 1987). On the other hand, case analyses often show the failure of these efforts due either to factional disintegration or to political manipulation. It seems indeed to be difficult--as John L. Lewis and other business unionists argued--to achieve unified action with a participative structure. Sayles and Strauss' famous study of local unions found that conflicts among interest groups within locals make consensus building difficult and produce cynicism. A few studies of efforts to deliberately increase participation in unions tend to find that they usually fail to overcome these dynamics, leading to divisive internal battles and frequently to the manipulation of processes by minority factions. (Terry, 1996; Sayles and Strauss, 1953). 





Nevertheless, there are some industrially-structured unions which are at least relatively participatory. What are the results? They are far less dramatic than many advocates would hope. 





A first point is that cases which are quite democratic internally do not generally develop class or even social consciousness. My own direct familiarity is with the CWA, which is quite democratic at the national level--it is one of the only large unions with annual conventions, and national elections are frequently hotly contested. The local level is also a model of democracy by any standards: local presidents frequently have serious electoral opposition and rather frequently lose. But when you get inside the locals, you find the issues are also local: disgruntled losers of grievances, shift changes, and so on. Rarely is any issue recognizable as a major strategic choice central to these elections. 





Political behavior in such situations is composed of a combination of two types of participation. The "routine" phase between contracts involves a small handful of members--usual estimates are around 10% or less--many of whom are energized by very personal grievances and issues; these are often viewed by the bulk of the membership as slackers and troublemakers. Their activism tends to pull the leadership into the role of "lawyering"--representing the loudest members against management regardless of the merit of their cases. This sometimes resembles a general anti-management ideology of a few radical members, but the resemblance is superficial: the "anti-management" stance driven by grievances tends to divide the membership into particular factions rather than uniting it around a social vision. The grievance-driven and the radical perspectives find ground for alliance only in those occasional and brief moments where management attacks are so blatant and widespread that they temporarily overcome the particularistic divides. 





The other dimension of this type of participation emerges during contract negotiations: at those moments, usually every three years, the "other 90%" of the membership becomes active and starts attending union meetings. The structure of collective bargaining, however, forces their issues into very narrow channels: either small extensions of existing levels of wages and benefits, or defensive energy aimed at preventing takebacks. If the level of internal democracy makes any difference, it may help mobilize wider and stronger support for such demands; I know of no evidence that it makes a difference in the demands themselves. 





Thus union democracy of the classic kind--the push and shove of active electoral politics, accompanied by the real possibility of leadership turnover--does lead typically to strong shopfloor restrictions on management. But this is very far from class consciousness; it is an essentially legalistic sensibility in which workers push negotiated contractual rights, largely on an individualistic basis. Nor is it clear that this structure produces the best results for workers. 





In the last few years the Sweeney administration at the AFL-CIO has advocated a variant of this approach: the notion of the "organizing model," which attempts to heighten member involvement through a commitment to constant internal or external organizing. This is essentially new language for a familiar attempt to increase participation within the industrial context, and the results have been essentially consistent with the logic and historical experience as I have described it. Though there have been many efforts at building this kind of participation, there have been virtually no clear successes: the "organizing" locals have had great difficulty in activating members beyond local grievances and issues of direct relevance to their workplaces (cf. Hurd and Fletcher 1998). 





4. Participatory comanagement 


In recent years in particular the unions with the highest level of internal participation have often been not militantly anti-capitalist, but rather have sought to link internal participation with deep involvement in management decision-making. Their image, in effect, is neither one of a rank-and-file organization enforcing rules on management, nor of one laying the groundwork for revolution; they hope to achieve a lasting form of governance in which the union is an active and ongoing part of management in the workplace. There are three good cases that I have researched personally: HUCTW, which I have already alluded to; the Energy and Chemical Workers' Shell local in Sarnia, Canada; and the UAW's Saturn local in Tennessee.(n3) 





HUCTW rejects a class-conscious approach, arguing that it represents the universal interests of democracy in the firm. Its initial organizing slogan, indeed, was, "It's not anti-Harvard to be pro-union." It has worked hard to implement a network of joint labor-management problem-solving structures at very local levels, directly involving nearly 10% of its members in these forums; it also has an unusually extensive network of elected local representatives and volunteers. It spends considerable resources on internal education to develop a sense of solidarity based on positive goals. 





HUCTW, in a membership of about 4000, has 110 union "reps"; they also have about 140 members of joint councils and local problem-solving teams. They consider this whole universe to be the activist core, and see the engagement in the councils as a tremendous developmental experience for those who would further union values. At Saturn, union members were originally chosen to "partner" with managers in the middle ranks; it has developed into a system where half of middle management is composed of union activists. At Shell-Sarnia, which is a much smaller operation, all workers are members of teams linked to a joint "Team Norm Review Board"; to a very considerable extent these teams manage the plant. 





In each case the unions have found it vital to develop their own structures of education and discussion, and to involve a very wide swath of the membership, in order to maintain their independence of viewpoint. Each of them has intensive and highly inclusive union-only (or union-led) educational processes and governance meetings. This distinguishes the type I am describing from the many "team plants" where unions maintain an arms'-length stance (or where there are no unions at all), and where as a result workers develop no understanding of the business except that presented by management. 





Thus at its best, which is demonstrated to a considerable degree by these three cases, the model of participatory comanagement is an implementation of democracy at work. It sees no contradiction between participation in the union and participation in management; it treats them as parts of a whole--one in which there is enough voice to make work better, and enough independence to keep the workers' interests as a real part of the process. Unlike radical unionism, it has a reformist view which treats democracy as a process within capitalist firms rather than as a means to overthrow them. 





Among larger and more mainstream unions, the Communications Workers (CWA) comes closest to this pattern--or perhaps to a split between this and the "industrial" type. CWA, as I mentioned earlier, is among the most participatory of national unions, with active internal conflicts and genuinely uncertain electoral contests at all levels; this union has also been an active proponent of some of the most extensive joint participation efforts in the country.(n4) 





This form of unionism needs to build a basis for solidarity independent of the company; it works only if members are committed both to the company and to something else. By definition that "something else" cannot be class in the Marxist sense--that would make it impossible to hold both commitments. So a number of unions in this general group draw their strength from solidarities based on social identity such as gender and race. Certainly HUCTW's strength and ideology were heavily based on from the predominance of women among its activists. The Black Caucus at Xerox, while involving primarily managers rather than blue-collar workers, is similar in its form--combining independent development of interests with strong involvement in company management (Deinard and Friedman, 1990). Nevertheless, social identity does not seem to be a necessary basis for participatory comanagement, as the Saturn and Shell-Sarnia examples demonstrate; in these cases intensive internal discussion seems to have worked to create a "cognitive" sense of independent worker interests. 





This form of participation has shown some effectiveness and longevity. 





• The Shell-Sarnia plant has been operating for over twenty years and has survived numerous changes of plant managers and local presidents. The workers have done very well by all conventional measures--wages, working conditions--and have an extraordinary degree of knowledge of the plant's operations; they have been able to come up with creative solutions to such difficult issues as skills-based pay differentials and shift scheduling. 





• Saturn is internally quite working well from the point of view of both members and the business. This is worth emphasizing, because the well-publicized defeat of the original union leadership in February, 1999 has led to the myth that the experiment has been rejected by the union members. On the contrary, the newly-elected President, Jeep Williams, has supported the partnership both in public and in private. His campaign was directed mainly at what was perceived as the autocratic style of the old leadership. 





There is a minority of the plant that does oppose the partnership, essentially because of their unease with or ideological opposition to collaboration with management. This group has generated several votes over the years challenging the basic principles of the Saturn structure, and they have been soundly defeated each time (generally by 2-1 margins or higher). The recent electoral contest was not such a challenge; it was, if anything, a sign of vibrant democracy in the plant rather than of failure-a rebuff to a perceived system of patronage and political muscle built by the incumbents. 





One of the reasons that the partnership maintains generally solid member support is that it has paid off not only in "soft" ways--challenge and involvement at work--but also on the "hard" dimension of pay. As a result of the success of the business and a strong bonus built into the pay scheme, the Saturn members have been paid well above the GM norm for years. 





• HUCTW has had somewhat rougher going at Harvard, with considerable management resistance. The union's current view, however, is that the problem-solving teams are generally successful, and the joint councils are successful in some areas where the mid-level administrators treat them seriously.(n5) 





Yet despite these instances of success, this form of participatory unionism is essentially unproven--too new and too uncommon to have built a convincing case that it can accomplish its goals. And there are significant difficulties which have not yet been worked out. 





One troubling sign of the difficulty in the "balancing act" of participatory comanagement is the problem of grievances. When the union is actively involved in management decision-making, it necessarily has difficulty representing those who have complaints. This has been a continuing sore point especially at Saturn, where for a long time there were only a handful of union officials who could handle grievances. A survey a few years ago uncovered serious discontent among the membership on this point, and led to the addition of a set of union officials specializing in grievance-handling and separated from the comanagement system. Many advocates of the partnership feel this violates the spirit of the system, and some of its opponents feel the change does not go far enough; in their first months, however, the new officials seem to have achieved at least initial success in clarifying and stabilizing the grievance process. 





Even more fundamental is the problem of employment security. All the successful examples of participatory comanagement I have cited have been able to avoid layoffs. On the one hand, this is a good thing, suggesting that they can succeed in lowering business risk; on the other, we don't really know if the system could survive downsizings. If not, it would be a serious limitation; for in an economic period as turbulent as the current one, not even the best-performing company can guarantee stable employment over a long period. 





Perhaps the most serious criticism of this model is that it has not spread very far. Saturn remains isolated within the UAW and GM; the Shell-Sarnia model has not been widely adopted within Shell and is heavily criticized by much of the Canadian labor movement. The concept conflicts with long-held views of both management and union leaders; those used to a classic industrial model find it very disturbing, and those who advocate radical unionism have declared war on it. While a recent conference at Rutgers University identified a dozen or so small companies or locals engaged in efforts of this type, it also surfaced a deep feeling of isolation among the participants--especially isolation from their natural allies within their own unions and the left. 





Conclusion 


The concepts of "participation" and "democracy" have motivated some of the most noble movements in our history. They are, however, often less useful as sober guides to analysis, for two reasons: first, the visceral attraction of the concepts tends to cloud judgment, and second, they are too vague to work well as descriptions of real phenomena. 





Moreover, advocates of participation too often argue as though the ideas are completely new and have never been tried before. The truth is that there is a long experience with such efforts, and that participation turns out both to be hard and often to lead in unexpected directions. It does not necessarily turn out to be a good thing. Participatory unionism comes in different types, historically bound, each with its own set of dynamics and potentials. To make a case for greater participation, we need to look at particular types and contexts. 





When we do that from the standpoint of the models for the present, the conclusions are: 





1. that craft or professional types can show considerable internal involvement, but are too limited by their reliance on closed communities to be effective models on a wider scale; 





2. that pushing for more participation within classic industrial unions generally leads to a localist, grievance-oriented pattern which is vulnerable to factionalism and does little to advance broader worker interests; 





3. that the "UE" model of militant member participation is a product of a particular historical moment which is unlikely to produce the same results in today's circumstances; 





4. that "participatory comanagement" responds to important current forces, particularly management's need for increased involvement of workers, and produces some positive results which are worth exploring further-though it is too new and scattered to have made clear its full potential or weaknesses. 





I believe it would be useful to use these types to focus further research. My treatment of radical unionism, like those I criticize, is based on a very partial subset of the cases; it would be important to know whether it would hold up to more extensive cross-national examination, or whether exceptions could be found to their "ephemeral" life cycles. 





But most important at the moment seems to me a closer look at what I have called "participatory comanagement." I do not advocate it as a solution: the problems and limitations are troubling. But it does have some advantages. First, it is less familiar than the others, and so more likely to teach us something new. More important, it is a type linked closely to our own moment in history, in which management sees the need for increased involvement of workers; it tries to turn that need into a more extensive form of involvement than either the radical or the industrial forms have yet achieved. It is, in other words, a form which leads plausibly but not certainly towards the future, and which is therefore worthy of the attention of those who seek to advance the more general cause of democracy at work. 





(n1.) I want to acknowledge Monica Bielski for her help in researching this paper and commenting on the concepts. 


(n2.) E.g., Form, WH (1973), who found low meeting attendance among auto workers in US, Italy, Argentina, and India; Eldridge, JET (1978), who found this pattern in a wide literature search; Jacob, Betty M. (1978) and Industrial Democracy in Europe International Research Group (1981) for a survey of European countries; Sayles, L and Strauss, G (1953) for a case study of some local unions, largely confirmed by Miller, Robert W.; Zeller, Frederick A.; and Miller, Glenn W. (1965). 


(n3.) On HUCTW, see Hoerr, John (1997); Palmer, David; Heckscher, Charles; and Friedman, Ray (1990). On Saturn, see See Shaiken, Harley; Lopez, Steven; and Mankita, Isaac (1997); Rubinstein, Saul (1996); Rubinstein, Saul, Bennett, Michael, and Kochan, Thomas (1993). On Shell-Sarnia, see Heckscher (1988); Rankin, Thomas Donald (1986). 


(n4.) The "Quality of Worklife" and later "Workplace of the Future" efforts at AT&T and its descendents (including Lucent) have only been partially documented. I would cite Bahr, Morton and Ketchum, William K (1993); Heckscher, Charles (1993); Bahr, Morton (1986); CWA/AT&T 1986. 


(n5.) Personal interview with Doneen Williams, president of HUCTW, by Monica Bielski, November 1998. This assessment is somewhat more positive than that presented in John Hoerr's (1997) book on the union. 
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