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This paper addresses issues related to the ordering of preferences within an organization.  When organizations include individuals with diverse preferences and values, how does the organization resolve conflicts and ensure coordinated action?  The focus here is less on personal mechanisms for resolution than on institutional solutions, which not only order preferences but may also create, fortify, or transform the preferences of those within the organization.   The investigation of leadership and institutional differences across several labor organizations offers a means to investigate how democratic, bargaining, and workplace institutions play a role in the ordering and inducing preferences and the evolution of social commitments.  

My focus is on the International Longshore and Warehouse Union
 (ILWU) under Harry R. Bridges, which I contrast to the International Brotherhood of Teamsters (IBT) under James R. Hoffa.  The emphasis is on these key leaders, but they are to be understood as emblematic of the dominant group and philosophy within their unions.  I hope to develop an account that identifies some key factors in explaining the majority preference of ILWU members for a member-led union and political activism.  The ILWU and IBT make for a particularly interesting comparison.  Both of these unions emerged from the transport sector of the economy and had a long history of militant and effective strikes. Both unions redesigned themselves in the turbulent years of the 1930s.  Both experienced ideological conflicts among those on the far left and those more committed to a conservative, business union model.  Both unions had to deal with a multiplicity of employers rather than a single corporation.  In both unions the members fit the portrait of  “..the traditional mainstay of trade unionism” (Richards 2001, 19); they were almost all white and male, and they were also blue-collar, industrial labor.  Moreover, over time both unions came to incorporate workers who held very different jobs and had different demographics.  

Howard Kimeldorf (1988) undertook a somewhat similar analysis, comparing the radical and participatory ILWU and the corrupt, conservative, and repressive International Longshoremen’s Association (ILA).  He concludes that variations in the working class cultures of the West and East coasts (also see Johnson 2000; Nelson 1988), in the particulars of the industry, and in the organization of the employers explains the differences between the two unions.  Structural and historical variables certainly can have a critical effect on the variation in union styles.  I shall address them throughout and particularly at the end of the paper when I consider alternative accounts to my own and bring to bear evidence about the ILW and several Australian waterfront unions. My purpose here, however, is to demonstrate the importance of institutional arrangements in establishing, cementing, and even reproducing a particular union style.  

My argument represents an application of  David Kreps (1990) theory of “corporate culture,” that is, a set of principals that constitute the identity of the organization and establish the rules to guide the behavior of hierarchical superiors when they face unforeseen contingencies.  For these principles to constitute the basis of an effective corporate culture, they must be communicated to all involved in the organization and their implementation observable post hoc.  The organizational leaders establish their trustworthiness and reliability through reputational mechanisms built on these principles (also see Miller 1992).  They sustain their reputation and that of the organization by upholding these principals even in circumstances when it might not be in their short-term interest and even when they are not “first best” or efficient (Kreps 1990, 127-8).   

The Kreps model requires modification when applied to unions rather than firms and even universities, Kreps’ other example.  Firms have employees and universities student-clients, who have joined an on-going enterprise they or their predecessors in those roles did not create and do not manage.  Union members can also, of course, join an on-going labor organization, and there is a hierarchical distinction between leaders and rank-and-file.  Nonetheless, it is union members who create and recreate the union over time.  The leaders are selected by the members rather than the leaders selecting their hierarchical subordinates, as in the case of students and employees.  This means that the establishment of the union culture depends in part on the continued support of the majority of rank-and-file and the transformation or exclusion of those who do not concur.  To achieve this support, leaders may recruit only those with like-minded principles.  More usually, and certainly in the instances of the IBT under Hoffa and the ILWU under Bridges, the creation of the corporate culture requires winning active approval of these principles from the members.  The linkage between the leadership, the union’s institutions, and its popular base varies, however, just as it does in the governance of democratic political parties and states. 

When the concept of corporate culture is transplanted from firms to unions, the principles that define the corporate culture become signaling devices about the kind of leaders the unions have, the kinds of behaviors expected of union members, and the stances the unions will take with employers and competitors.  They are sustained by the benefits that flow from a reputation for upholding these principles but also by institutionalized and credible commitments.  Kreps (1990, 128) notes that involvement in such a culture may change the preferences of the leaders and the members.  I find some evidence that suggests they do.  The reasoning behind Kreps’ claim is that continued employment in the firm requires a certain preference ordering, as revealed in behavior, which then may be internalized if it was not already.   

The preference set chosen is often in tension with alternative preference orderings not only among competing factions within the group but, often, within individuals.  There is a well-known literature on this kind of problem.  Both Schelling (1978) and Elster (1979), for example, have addressed the issue of conflicts between immediate satisfaction and long-term benefit compellingly. The resolution of the tension often involves a commitment, which  “drives a wedge between personal choice and personal welfare” (Sen 1977, 329).   

There can also be a conflict between personal preferences and those that serve the common welfare.  Sanchez-Cuenca (2001) offers a possible means to model this process.  For him the problem is the tension between choices over particular objects and preferences over what the preference ordering itself should be.  He labels this second “preference over choices” and argues that it involves conceptions of self, identity, and principle rather than the satisfaction of an immediate desire.  Individuals have reasons or principles for their preference over choices, and sometimes we consider these principals normatively good or socially productive and sometimes not, as when zealots—even those raised in a religious tradition that values life--engage in murderous terrorism.

The conflict exists because there are several criteria of choice.  The agent will have to integrate these several pressures into a final, consistent preference order, and she will choose according to it.  Rational choice provides an impoverished view of the agent by focusing exclusively in this last state of the decision process, when the agent has arrived at a final preference order that overcomes the previous conflict.  But there is nothing in rational choice theory that forces us to analyze only this last stage.  The whole process can be examined.    (Sanchez-Cuenca) (Emphasis is his).

Preferences over choices can occur for any number of reasons.  One possible explanation, the one explored here, is that a leadership, selected for its competence and then proving it in ways that significantly improve the lives of the members, has not only provided evidence of its type but also demonstrated the value of certain kinds of strategies that allowed the union to achieve its ends.  Given the combination of its proven value and uncertainty associated with alternative leaders and alternative strategies, the proven leadership is retained.  Moreover, the members then empower the leadership to establish a constitution, a set of institutional arrangements, and, therefore, the beginnings of a corporate culture for the labor organization.  This culture then reinforces or possibly creates a particular preference ordering among the large majority of the members.  Members and leaders commit to follow the principles of the corporate culture because they prefer to have the preferences embodied in the culture or because the institutions precommit them to at least act as if they have those preferences if they are to survive and thrive within the union. 

An effect is that some members go beyond rationalizing the preference ordering embodied in the institutionalization of the leader’s preferences to actually holding those preferences themselves—if they did not before. 

The corporate culture in practice

Corporate cultures in unions are initiated and reinforced at critical moments in the history of the union when a leadership cohort emerges and proves its effectiveness by solving the critical strategic problems of recruiting members, managing and winning strikes, achieving recognition and the right to bargain collectively, and securing a first contract.
  This is what constitutes leadership competence, which is then reinforced by continuing success in improving the economic and work conditions of the union membership.  This leadership cadre is then empowered to write or revise the constitution of the union and to establish or reinforce institutions that will maintain the corporate culture of the union.  However, the corporate culture survives its founding leaders and membership cohort only to the extent that it builds institutions that continue to reinforce and reproduce the culture.  

In revising the Kreps model (1990; also see Miller 1992) for unions, there are four key elements for the survival of a corporate culture once it is selected:

1. Communication of a consistent set of principles by leaders to members

2. Institutions that embody and enforce those principles

3. Observable implementation of those principles by leaders

a. Even when they appear to be against the short-term interests of the leaders

b. Even when they appear to be against the preferences of the leaders

4. Observable support for and enforcement of the principles by members themselves

The cases

This paper considers two distinct kinds of corporate cultures, embodied in the ILWU, on the one hand, and the Teamsters, on the other.  The initial problem is to clarify what the defining principles are.  There are a series of obvious distinctions between the two.  The IBT formed alliances with racketeers, as did the ILA; the ILWU did not.  The IBT practices a form of business or job unionism; the emphasis is on wages, hours, working conditions, and benefits.  The ILWU practices a form of social unionism; it values jobs and benefits but also revels in its commitment to political and social activism.  Teamster political action is nationally-based; it involves lobbying on behalf of workers in the United States and, perhaps, Canada.  The ILWU is internationalist in its concerns and its actions.  This includes not only support of other nation’s port workers, with whom its own job actions are intimately linked due to the nature of shipping (Levi and Olson 2000; Turnbull 2000).  It also includes support of the struggles of workers in countries world-wide. The IBT restricts membership participation in the elections of international officers and approval of contracts; the ILWU encourages full rank-and-file participation.  But which of these factors, if any, are causal?  That is, which of these factors define the corporate culture and thus help produce the other distinctive features of the unions, including the preference orderings of the members?  

Both unions, indeed nearly all successful unions, uphold the principle of improving the economic welfare of their members, but they differed in terms of the next clause in that principle. The Teamster leadership pledged to improve the economic welfare of its members with whatever means available, including reliance on organized crime, sweetheart deals with employers, corruption of governmental authorities, and strong arm tactics against dissenting members as well as rival unionists.  IBT leaders, and quite notably Hoffa, also insisted on top down and centralized government.  Finally, they upheld and practiced a form of business unionism, narrowing their concerns to the material and job-based interests of their members.  

The ILWU leadership likewise pledged to raise the standard of living of its members, but its principles permitted only the means consistent with social responsibility to membership and its sense of class warfare.  Thus, there were to be no sweetheart deals with organized crime or employers.  Three other principles have also been central to the ILWU identity:  a strong emphasis on member-led policy-making; a commitment to economic and racial egalitarianism within the union; and a form of internationalism that requires not only support of workers world-wide but also the use of union power to influence American policy in international conflicts.       

Having a preference for improving one’s welfare, which both kinds of unions emphasize, is unproblematic theoretically.  V.I. Lenin  (1963 [1902) long ago argued that economism captured the natural preferences of workers; only leadership and education would induce them to seek a wider class conflict.  Nor has he been alone in that assessment.  Indeed, many analysts of unions and of human behavior more generally would agree with Mancur Olson (1965) that, at least for analytic purposes, it is sensible to assume that most individuals will act on the basis of their calculation of material benefits (in which Olson includes social pressure), not their ideological goals.  From this perspective, the existence of business unions is the expectation, but unexplained is the variation among business unions in terms of their forms of governance, their tolerance of racketeering, their militance, their racism, etc.  Lenin emphasized the importance of persuasive leadership and educative techniques for building a class rather than narrow workplace consciousness.  My account suggests institutions are also required to sustain the kinds of commitments to egalitarianism, social justice, and participatory democracy that the ILWU corporate culture demands.  

There are important examples of social unions, as in South Africa and Brazil (Seidman, Gay W. 1994), that have proved essential for bringing about fundamental change in their countries.  Even in the advanced industrial democracies, there are exemplars of social unionism.  In some cases, illustrated by the Wobblies, the Industrial Workers of the World, their demise is due to government repression and continued employer resistance; they were simply too radical and militant to tolerate.  Many of the unions in Britain began with a socialist platform—although few currently retain such commitments.  In the United States,  social unions tend to be fewer proportionally among the population of unions than are the business unions, but their impact can still be significant for effective bargaining and democratic governance  (Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin 1991, 1995, 1996, 2002).   Understanding under what conditions they can survive provides a window into understanding the conditions supportive of contentious politics, participatory democracy, and other situations in which ethical concerns assume a high place in the preference ordering of the citizens of organizations and states.
    

Selecting the Union’s Leader

The corporate culture of a union emerges from the interactions of the union’s leadership and its rank and file membership.  The corporate culture is generally the one the leader prefers and then institutionalizes, but it is the members who select the leaders.  On what grounds do they make that selection?   

Rank and file members have to make assessments prospectively about leadership trustworthiness.
  There are two hypothesized aspect of this evaluation:  beliefs about leadership competence and beliefs about leadership stances on other dimensions members may value, e.g. honesty, social commitments, race.  Let us assume that competence is a valence issue and that the others are position issues.
 At first glance this translates into choosing a leader based on the following preference order:

1. Competent and shared position 

2. Competent and opposite position

3. Incompetent and shared position 

4. Incompetent and opposite position 

Ceteris paribus, union members prefer a union leader who is competent and share their positions.  Payoffs to hiring (or electing) and firing (or voting out of office) follow from this.   However, the decisions that interest us are taking place at critical moments in the history of the union.  During these periods, competence outweighs all other considerations.  Members select the leadership who prove their trustworthiness by solving the central strategic problems confronting the union.  To repeat, these are organizing the members, running a successful strike, winning collective bargaining rights, and bargaining a contract that significantly improves the members’ welfare.  

This can be modeled as separating and pooling equilibria.
 For illustrative purposes, let us specify the leader’s position as honest versus corrupt.  The rank and file uses behavioral evidence to separate the competent from the incompetent and then the corrupt from the non-corrupt.  At time T0 the principal, defined here as the median union member, has to chose an agent, defined here as a union leader.  The members prefer a competent leader who will deliver good collective bargaining contracts and successfully organize strikes (if need be) to a non-competent agent.   At the point of selection, the members make an assessment but lack certainty as to the leader’s type.  There is some probability ( that the leader is incompetent.  

At time T1 the leader has to deliver a benefit to the members.  It is then the leader must decide whether to engage in corrupt practices and make money or not.  There are two kinds of rents of corruption assumed in this model.  The first, earned by an incompetent leader, are personal, benefiting only him.  The second increases the pie to the members; the leader benefits by proving his worth to the union and, perhaps, by an additional kickback.  This often means involving a third party, such as the Mafia, which derives a rent from the employer who is compelled to provide more to the union members.   

Although the members can observe whether the leader was competent in a former role or in the past, the members are not sure whether the leader is or will be competent in the future.   However, the members may be able to observe whether the leader is involved in corruption and whether it serves their interests as well as his.  Thus, at T3, the principal decides whether to entrust the agent or to fire him and select a new agent.

The implication of this discussion is that, particularly at critical moments, members will do all they can to ensure that they have competent leadership.  However, it does not preclude the possibility that the positions the leader takes may affect assessments of competence.  For example, linkage with organized crime may enhance the leader’s capacity to achieve employer compliance.  Alternatively, a commitment to egalitarianism may increase the solidarity and militance of the union.     

The Cases

The history of American labor organizations among both truckers and longshore is a history of competing factions, which vary in both competence and views about the role of unions and the connections of leaders with political parties, economic interests, etc.  Issues of racketeering and corruption have been critical in elections in both unions since their inception (Kimeldorf 1988; Stier 2002).  There have been important reformist elements and radical groups who have challenged the leadership of the IBT, and there have been conservative groups exercising political muscle within the ILWU.  Indeed, the ILWU is itself a break-away organization from the parent ILA.

The positions may have been the salient issue
 in some elections, but the reputation for competence appears to have dominated the initial selection of James R. Hoffa as President of the IBT, 1957-1971, and of Harry R. Bridges as President of the ILWU, 1937-1977.   Hoffa and Bridges were extremely competent in managing strikes and in bargaining good contracts for their members.  Both used strikes to disrupt the normal chain of the delivery of goods.  Trucks, particularly those engaged in long haul, can disrupt national trade, and the inhibition of ships being loaded, unloaded, or refitted seriously impairs international as well as national trade. Both had proven track records in effective organizing, strike management, and collective bargaining.

As a young warehouseman in the early 1930s, Hoffa had been innovative in his use of strikes and effective as an organizer.  He learned from Farrell Dobbs, business agent of the Trotskyite Minneapolis local, and a leader of the 1934 Minneapolis “teamster rebellion” (Dobbs 1972) major new techniques in organizing long haul truckers and warehousemen (Moldea 1978, 28-30; Russell 2001, 33-47; Sloane 1991, 18-22).  Hoffa used these techniques to great advantage, first in Detroit and then nationally. In 1964, as president of the IBT, he negotiated the first national contract with the trucking companies.  

Hoffa allied himself with organized crime, which helped him get got good contracts for the men.  Hoffa did not, however, ensure that all the rents of corruption went to his members.  He did get a kickback, but his men believed—and most probably it is true—that they did better under these arrangements than without Hoffa’s pact between organized labor and organized crime.  Hoffa’s strategy was a successful application of a strategy developed by others.  Instead of spending his time organizing potential members, he devoted most of his effort to organizing the industries themselves (Russell 2001; Sloane 1991).  He did this by refusing to deliver or pick up from businesses that refused to sign union contracts, and he also used threats and protection rackets backed up by the Teamster’s own thugs as well as the Mafia’s.

Bridges was instrumental in running one of the major events in U.S. labor history, the 1934 strike along the entire west coast waterfront, which won recognition for the coast wide union and, as a result of a federal arbitration decision, a hiring hall jointly run by the union and the employers. He held important offices in his local and on the bargaining team that won the 1934 strike before breaking from the International Longshoremen’s Association (ILA) in 1937, helping to found the ILWU, and becoming its first and long-serving president. In 1960, Bridges negotiated the Modernization and Mechanization agreement, which eased the introduction of containerization in the ports while ensuring extraordinary compensation for the rank-and-file workers who would ultimately be displaced.    Bridges was untouched by even the smallest whiff of corruption.  His competence was based on the enduring solidarity of the longshore workers and their strategy of retaining control over the workplace and the waterfront jobs.       

Hoffa and Bridges had each established their competence and their commitment to the union cause.  Moreover, they continued to demonstrate considerable capacity to deliver good collective bargaining agreements in terms of wages, working conditions, and hours.  Their members flourished materially during both regimes.  Both were chosen for and continued to demonstrate their competence; constituents could estimate with a high probability that each would prove competent in the future.  The members of the IBT even knew with some certainty that Hoffa was corrupt, given highly publicized charges and evidence.  The members of Bridges’ union knew with some certainty that he was not. What made them acceptable was less whether they were honest or corrupt but whether they were competent, the important dimension on which members selected.  Their competence, that is the capacity to deliver the goods, was the basis of member perception of their trustworthiness and reliability.      

The unions, however, were quite different.  Both inherited and confirmed very distinct rules of governance and styles of leadership.  While the members of both the IBT and the ILWU kept these highly competent leaders in office, the mechanisms of selection were quite different.  So, were the positions the leaders held on a range of social and political questions.  These unions came to embody two very different corporate cultures.  The creation and even the sustaining of the corporate culture depended on the demonstrated competence of the leadership faction that advocated the principles of the culture. Competence is a necessary but not sufficient condition for the maintenance of a corporate culture; maintenance also depends on the establishment of institutions that members continue to support.  

Selecting and Sustaining the Union’s Corporate CuLture  

  There may well be cases of union leaders who are simply clean and competent—or not.  However, the more interesting cases are those, such as Hoffa and Bridges, where the voters must determine what they value in addition to the trustworthiness of delivering a good contract.  What price are the members willing to pay and for what kinds of return?  By the standard economic account, all that matters are the material costs and benefits.  However, ethical concerns might also enter the calculus, at least if the material losses are not too high (Levi 1997; Stoker 1992).  Moreover, individuals may form preferences over choices which they then institutionalize through a corporate culture, composed of principles, rules of governance and other devices.  This, I claim, is what both the IBT and the ILWU did. 

Hoffa ran a “business union.”  In principle, his concerns were limited to issues directly related to the hours, wages, working conditions, benefits, and job security of his members.  Although the IBT did get involved in lobbying—its headquarters is a huge “labor temple” near Congress—its focus was on what aided those who paid their dues to the union; this often required advocacy of protectionist and military interventionist policies.  Bridges, in contrast, advocated “social unionism”.  He cared about the working class and the poor as a whole and not only his own particular members.  Although he worked hard on job-related matters, he also involved his members in political and social issues far removed from their daily lives.  His commitments to internationalism and racial justice were legendary and deep.
Of course, these descriptions are far too pat.  Hoffa became very involved in the anti-communist campaigns, within the labor movement and in the world.  Bridges may have facilitated the political activism of his members, but the ILWU is not a socialist union in any meaningful sense (Wellman 1995, 10).  Nor does either union possess an uncontested corporate culture.  Both possess serious dissident factions, and always have.  

In general, however, the IBT members acquired a leadership that asked them only to act in their material interest, but they had to be willing to accept top-down governance and a corrupt leadership.  For many, the material return was evidently worth the material cost, and any puzzle disappears according to the standard account of the economistic actor.  For others, the costs of defection were too great, given the strong arm tactics of the union, and—by the same reasoning—the puzzle again disappears.  Nonetheless, as in any population, there was wide variation among the IBT members concerning the acceptability of corruption as well as on political and social issues.    

The members of the ILWU got good contracts, but they were also subject to a steady stream of exhortations to act altruistically on behalf of others.  At the extreme, they were being pushed to transform their preferences to value the welfare of others as highly—or almost as highly—as their own.  Why would they agree to that? Many unions are initially militant and participatory, and members may exhibit a high degree of identification with the union, “which is likely to take precedence over the many other conflicting interests and activities that compete for a worker’s free time”  (Seidman, Joel 1953, 221-2).   The puzzle here is why and how the ILWU sustained that kind of identification, especially among those who were neither confirmed communists nor syndicalists.  Since this for many is the more perplexing puzzle, the following narratives provide more detail on the ILWU than the IBT.

Hoffa and the IBT

The fundamental principles of the corporate culture Hoffa helped establish for the Teamsters had three facets:  improving the economic well-being and working conditions of the members; protecting and building the union; and doing this by means of a hierarchical, top down structure.  This set of principles justified his relationship with the Mafia, and it made him dismiss rank and file democratic participation within the union or political activism by the union as obstructionist or irrelevant.  

Hoffa did not create the corporate culture of the Teamsters, but he was the key player in institutionalizing it against the threats of a competing vision represented by Farrell Dobbs of Minneapolis.  The secession of the Minneapolis local from the IBT and its alignment with the CIO made it an alternative organization to which other dissident Teamsters could turn. Hoffa, as then IBT President Daniel J. Tobin’s henchman, masterminded and ran the campaign to insure that Dobbs and the other Minneapolis radicals did not pose a continuing challenge to the Teamster culture (Russell 2001, 79-82; Sloane 1991, 28-31).  The literal battle in the streets of Minneapolis was joined by the federal government, to whom Tobin had appealed.  Key members of the Minneapolis leadership, including Dobbs, were indicted under the Smith Act, convicted, and jailed.

With the victory over the left secured, President Tobin and his successors, Dave Beck and Jimmy Hoffa, reasserted their preferred corporate culture, and the majority of the members came to support it.  Its principles included strong top-down leadership, business unionism, and doing anything necessary to improve the welfare of the workers and protect the union from raiders.  Moreover, these principles were clearly communicated to members through both the speeches and the actions of the leadership. For example, unlike Bridges, Hoffa discouraged the union from engaging in actions, economic or political, not specifically related to conditions of employment (although he did, as did so many other union leaders of the time, try to rid the ranks of communists).  He made clear his respect for the effectiveness of a Dobbs and of a Bridges but also expressed incomprehension about their political ideologies and their eagerness to involve their members in issues not directly related to the members’ own wages, working conditions, and hours.

The most important institution for supporting this culture involved the rules for making decisions about officers and about contracts.  The IBT followed a fairly general practice within the labor movement.  Elections for major office and approval of contracts were done by means of roll call votes of the representatives to the convention and not the whole rank and file.  Bargaining was done by a relatively small committee tightly controlled by the leadership.   The leadership was granted wide discretion to act as it saw fit.  

Hoffa observably implemented these principles. He was a strong and tough leader, effectively expanding the union and improving the lot of the Teamsters and the other workers brought into the union.  He got things done, and he exuded confidence.  He also was very accessible to his members.  His door was open, and his telephone number available.  He gave favors and aid often and easily.  He agreed to lead the campaign to discredit and destroy his friend and mentor Farrell Dobbs even when it was against his personal preference—albeit arguably in his long-term interest.  His role confirmed Hoffa’s reputation as someone committed to upholding the union’s corporate culture.   The fact that Jimmy Hoffa worked closely with organized crime when necessary also signaled his commitment—and the Teamster commitment more generally—to do whatever it took to improve the lot of the working man.  He engaged in actions that incurred great personal costs if it served the interests of his members; his celebrated conflict with Robert Kennedy is illustrative.  

Of course, while Hoffa was ensuring that his membership benefited from the relationship with organized crime, he did, too.  He was convicted in 1964 of jury tampering and of fraud in handling of union benefits; in 1967 he began serving a thirteen-year prison sentence, which President Richard Nixon commuted in 1971 under the proviso that he not be active in the union until 1980.     

Why would members prefer a leader who acted in such ways?  And yet they demonstrably did.  In 1961, despite mounting government revelations about him, Hoffa insisted the union abide strictly by the Landrum-Griffin election requirements and handily won a very clean election—and was voted a tremendous raise (Russell 2001, 215).  Despite his conviction for raiding their pension funds, the membership allowed Hoffa to retain his union presidency until 1971, when the provisions of the commutation required him to give it up.    A. H. Raskin, who covered labor organizations for the New York Times and a regular critic of Hoffa’s, conducted a survey of the membership in 1971 and found that Hoffa, who was in prison at the time, was regarded as a hero and martyr (Russell 2001, 223-4).  One quote seems to sum up the preference ordering, “For what he did for the driver, I’d take a chance on him again.  If he robbed a little, what the hell.” (Russell 2001, 224)  His legal trials and convictions, especially those provoked by Kennedy, were interpreted by many as a consequence of Hoffa’s successes in bargaining and in challenging the power of employers and government (Russell 2001; Sloane 1991; Stier 2002, 146-7).

In return for what he delivered, Hoffa required from his members their militance as needed and their loyalty.  There is little question that Hoffa, as well as other Teamster leaders, enforced the corporate culture with strong-arm tactics.  Nonetheless, the reelections of Hoffa, the homage still associated with the Hoffa name (and skillfully employed by his son in his successful election campaign), and the persistence of the kind of philosophy of unionism that Hoffa embodied are indicators of the extent to which members supported and continue to support the union corporate culture Hoffa helped construct and sustain.   Jimmy Hoffa and his coterie would do all that was necessary to provide good contracts and to keep the Teamsters a strong, independent union, wealthy in numbers and money.  In return, members accepted their leadership and their way of doing things.   

Bridges and the ILWU

ILWU International President Harry Bridges, Secretary-Treasurer Louis Goldblatt, and others in the leadership cadre institutionalized a very different kind of corporate culture.  Their principles were equally clear and consistent.  The ILWU was to be rank and file driven, egalitarian, and internationalist.  This meant membership voice on contract terms and policy issues were determinative, even when union leadership disagreed.  It also required the commitment to ensuring that union members had relatively equal pay and hours as well and voice.  It demanded racial justice.  The culture also implied recognition of a labor movement and worker interests beyond the shores of the U.S., not only among other dock workers but in the whole range of occupations, and promoted the use of union power to influence American foreign policy.   

Bridges and others in the leadership communicated the principles of this corporate culture through speeches, discussions in union conventions and meetings, and columns in the Dispatcher, the union paper. They built upon existing union institutions and created additional ones to enforce these principles.  The governance structure, the hiring hall and the rules regulating dispatch, the coast wide bargaining process, and the constitutional provisions for racial equity were the basis of the union’s corporate culture.

Institutions

Governance

Even before the ILWU came into existence in 1937 with the split of most of the west coast locals from the ILA, the Pacific Coast District was distinctive in its radicalism and democracy (Kimeldorf 1988; Nelson 1988).  The constitution of the ILWU represented only a slight modification of the District’s constitution.
  Bridges and his membership continued the tradition of highly autonomous locals with relatively few officers.  Local officers can serve no more than two consecutive terms—although there is no term limit for international officers. However, by 1938 recall of the international officers was reformed so that only 15% of the membership was sufficient to initiate a recall, at least as long as they were spread through several locals. All officers, national and local, are elected by the entire membership, and within a very short time period the process was refined to ensure secret and secure ballots. In addition, there were regular, generally biennial conventions.  Representatives of locals attended, and there was often fierce debate about important questions of governance, union policy, and more general politics.

Another important institution of ILWU governance is the coast-wide
 caucus, which further insures member-driven decisions and relative equality across the locals.  Its regular meetings and the importance of the business within its scope also helps reproduce union solidarity, at least within the longshore division it serves.  It engenders unity across a vast land expanse and unifies workers performing diverse tasks and of diverse backgrounds.  It is also the body that formulates bargaining demands through a complex process beginning with locals and eventually ending up coastwise.  The bargaining is then done by a team, which is selected from among a larger set of representatives of all the relevant locals and which is required to report back regularly to the caucus.  

The president and other international officers are accountable to the caucus, which therefore exercises significant constraint on leadership discretionary action.  Bridges and the other officers were further constrained by their pay, which constitutionally could not exceed a small increment above the highest paid member of the union (and still cannot).  This meant that leadership economic interests would stay aligned with membership interests.  The ease of recall provided further reinforcement of the union’s principles and accountability.   

The hiring hall and the rules of dispatch

Perhaps the most important institution is the hiring hall.  It evolved with the ILWU’s efforts to regularize work on the waterfront.  Labor had been totally casual, meaning that all work was temporary and, often, very short-term (Turnbull 2000).  Compounding the ills of casualization, when work was found it most frequently required workers to work consecutive eight hour shifts, until the ship was loaded or unloaded. In fact, the representatives of the bosses would hire people on a daily basis in something called a “shape-up”, where all who were interested would gather around the hiring agent, who would pick favorites or accept bribes in return for a job. They would regularly refuse employment to union sympathizers.  Once on the job, the slightest offense could result in firing or blackballing from future jobs.  

Through strikes and negotiation, Bridges facilitated the creation of a hiring hall, which the unions ran for the employers and which the employers funded; it effectively controlled the production process at the point of production.  Perhaps its most important function was reproducing relative equality of pay and work by regulating the access to the number of hours worked through a complicated but equitable dispatch system.
  Given the high unemployment caused by the Depression, the Bridges leadership group also urged the elimination of the “steady man”, someone who held a permanent position, and for a rotation that ensured that all union members would get work and earn relatively equal amounts.   The goal here was to match the practice of political democracy with the outcome of economic democracy. The ILWU membership voted in favor of this plan and has maintained it since—despite continuing pressure for change.  

The hiring halls also have important socializing functions.  These were heated rooms where the workers gathered and where work was assigned by criteria established by the union.  Not only did the hiring hall put job assignment in the hands of the workers, it also created a location where the rank-and-file met regularly.  It set up a locus for discussions of union business and for political education.  There were always newspapers, books, and information available and flowing.  The hiring hall was critical to introducing new workers to the ways of the ILWU.

Observable leadership implementation of the principles   

 Bridges signaled strong moral commitments to a progressive agenda that included economic and racial equality, for those outside as well as inside his union. He was a self-proclaimed socialist.   There is no question about his extraordinary honesty and competence, but he did not find it sufficient to attend only to the hours, wages, and working conditions of his membership.  He attempted to ensure his members got the best possible contract for the time, but he also urged them to become citizens in a wider labor and social movement, to expend efforts on behalf of others not integral to their union or its important allies. His “internationalism”, remarkable among American union leaders, became—over time—a defining feature of the union itself. 

Bridges often sacrificed his short-term interests to demonstrate his commitments to the principles of the ILWU corporate culture.  He was jailed—albeit for shorter terms and distinct offenses from Hoffa’s.  His criminal trials mostly arose from his affiliation with the Communist Party, alleged and unproved in Bridges’ case.  Bridges, Australian by birth, was the subject of repeated efforts by the U.S. government to deport him and imprison him for offenses related to alleged membership in the Communist Party of the United States.  Three of the cases went all the way to the U.S. Supreme Court before being dismissed for lack of credible evidence.

At the governance level, he was assiduous in his efforts to halt discriminatory behavior in the locals towards workers of color, even when this created problems for him with important locals in San Pedro and Portland (Kimeldorf 1988, 144-48).  Moreover, the ILWU, under Bridges’ leadership, aggressively organized workers of color, most notably in the Hawaii plantations and warehouses.

Bridges also upheld the principle of a member led union even when it was against his personal preference.  A research team at the University of Washington is beginning to document the instances of this at the convention.  The most conspicuous illustration is his management of the 124 day strike in 1971.  He had argued against the strike but lost.  He led it, as was his job, and his predictions proved true about having a worse contract after the strike than what had been offered before.  He had upheld the principles of the corporate culture of the ILWU even when he felt the result was inefficient, costly, and mistaken.     

Membership support

Harry Bridges served as President of the ILWU for forty years, from 1937-1977.  This in itself is evidence of membership support, particularly given the high level of electoral turnout and the existence of factions within the organization.  Recent presidents have served single or double terms at most.
 

Other evidence of member support and enforcement of these principles is revealed in member actions, sometimes at their own initiative and sometimes in response to the initiatives of the titled officers.  They fought hard to retain the hiring hall, coast wide bargaining, and work rotation in the face of strong employer attack; both longshore defense of these institutions and employer attack continue to this day.   Their electoral turnout and participation at meetings was high.  While lower now, it remains impressive relative to other unions and participatory organizations.  

They not only demonstrated commitment to and enforcement of the principles that protected their prerogatives at the workplace and in the union, they also engaged in actions in support of social justice and internationalist causes.  The ILWU closed down the ports to prevent scrap iron being shipped to Japan in the days before Pearl Harbor out of suspicion that Japan would soon be the enemy; they suffered loss of salary and threat of jail time for that action.  They have refused to ship grapes in support of the farm workers’ boycott and refused to unload South African vessels to protest aparheid.  They closed west coast ports on November 30, 1999 in protest of the WTO meetings now memorialized as the "Battles in Seattle", and they closed ports as part of the campaign to free Mumia.  They regularly act to support longshore workers around the world as well as in the United States, e.g. the “Charleston Five.”  They have stood nearly alone among the large U.S. unions in their support of changing China’s trade status (Levi and Olson 2000). 

Discussion

Why were the preference ordering of the members of these two unions so different?  The argument presented here emphasizes the importance of the distinct corporate cultures of the unions.  They communicated and observed different principles and enforced and reproduced them with different institutions and rules.  

For most unions at the level of development of those under investigation here, a great deal of personal trust of leaders exists initially as an effect of the multi-layered and thick network of relationships essential to building the union and engaging in the strikes and other job actions required to win initial recognition and contracts.  Certainly that is true for Hoffa and Bridges.  

One factor not fully explored yet here but clearly of empirical consequence is the external attacks on the union leaders.
  The prosecution of Bridges by the government may have enhanced positive membership perceptions of his trustworthiness.  As in Hoffa’s case, the effect appears to have been to solidify the corporate culture in opposition to those who were attacking their union presidents.    Both unions also had conflicts with the AFL, the CIO, and then the AFL-CIO.  

Despite similarities in some aspects of the relationship between the leaders and their members, over time the institutional differences between more and less participatory unions begin to have consequences, possibly even for preference formation and maintenance.  The ILWU and the IBT are emblematic of the distinction between unions that are fairly participatory in their deliberations and their negotiations and those that tend to be very top-down but whose officers are still subject to periodic elections.  The ILWU has a whole series of procedures that ensure that demands are formulated with considerable membership input and discussion.  The IBT certainly holds large conventions and has other means for getting membership input, but the procedures are designed to give the leadership a great deal of day-to-day autonomy from membership.  In both unions, the titled officers must run for office, but Teamster elections have several times been invalidated by federal authorities.

The existence of participatory institutions helps explain how Bridges’ principles were internalized by so many of the ILWU members who did not hold them before and were supported even by those who questioned them.   The explanation of the Bridges phenomenon lies at least partially in the willingness of the leadership to delimit its power and ensure transparency of actions in order to gain credibility and win the confidence of their members.
  The combination of successful bargaining, self-created controls on behavior, and increased accountability provides these leaders with moral suasion over their members.  They are in fact altruists of the sort Chong (1991) describes as crucial to generating civil rights protests.  They had already demonstrated their competence.  That alone, as the Hoffa case also reveals, was probably enough for continued reelection.  But they wanted more.  They wanted socially conscious members.  

On the one hand, the institutional arrangements of participatory democracy create considerable monitoring and fairly tight reins on the leaders' actions.  They inhibit the creation of private information and delimit leadership discretion—at least as long as there is membership participation.  Under these conditions, the leader is trustworthy but only because there is little option to be anything but.  On the other hand, a leader who has protected, even nourished, the participatory apparatus signals his commitments to a set of principles. He has shown respect for the process and for the members' opinions, and he has revealed his character through the process of communication (Mackie 1998).  

A less participatory union relies more on after-the fact controls in the form of elections. On the one hand, leader may have a large degree of discretion, partially as a result of a relative monopoly over private information and the capacity to manipulate information and outcomes.  Elections are providing most of the constraints on leadership behavior.  On the other hand, less participatory unions tend to be more hierarchical, which may undermine the establishment of personal trustworthiness. 

In the case of the Teamsters, Hoffa clearly had considerable discretion and leeway in action.  His contract delivery also earned him a reputation as a trustworthy representative.  He did, however, evoke an oppositional group, eager to oust him out of power and establish a more democratic regime.   Bridges also faced opposition at times, but the disagreements were over substantive issues, such as the Modernization and Mechanization agreement, or over political issues, not over process. 

In participatory unions, leadership leeway may actually be restricted, even where there is considerable personal trust of the leader. And so it was in the ILWU.  The requirements that the membership be involved in establishing contract demands, negotiating, and approving the final contract limited the discretionary behavior of Bridges.  However, by submitting to such constraints, indeed in establishing such constraints on themselves, they gained two major benefits.  First, trusted leaders may be granted greater constituent tolerance even if they head the union during failed strikes, the negotiation of poor contracts, etc.  When a strike or contract was not all that the members—the principal--hoped, the principal has to share the blame with its agent.  

Second, having earned the reputation of trustworthiness may matter for a range of decisions leaders must make, and it may increase the influence of leaders in union deliberations. Trusted leaders may have greater authority and persuasive powers within the union meetings and among the bargaining team.  Certainly, Bridges did.  Their trustworthiness derived in part from rank-and-file personal knowledge of and on-going relationships with them; they stayed close to and were involved with the membership both as officials and as men.  In addition, the continuing communication that arises with participatory democracy may be, as Gerry Mackie claims, "…the best way to subdue deception (Mackie 1998, p. 92)" and thus engender trustworthiness.   

Moreover, the respect Bridges demonstrated, personally and institutionally, for the membership seems to have enhanced their assessment of his trustworthiness.  One of the consequences of the perceived trustworthiness of the Bridges group and the links of trust and solidarity they helped create among the membership was their effectiveness in persuading members to act outside of their narrow self-interest.  Certainly, this is an extraordinarily solidary union.  Recall the slogan of the ILWU, “An Injury to One is an Injury to All.”

Bridges helped his members sustain and order a set of preferences quite distinct from the majority of the IBT. In the ILWU the meaning of being a good union member involved a willingness to give money, time, and effort on behalf of causes far distant from the bread and butter concerns of the job.  The hiring hall facilitated this culture by providing a location for self-education and joint deliberation, and the other participatory institutions of the union furthered the evolution of progressive unionism.   This was, of course, Bridges’ aims; he was committed to fundamental social and economic change to ensure political and economic equality of all.  He achieved his goals by tying his own hands, by limiting his discretionary power, increasing his trustworthiness, signaling his principles, and thus enhancing his persuasive and political power.

Alternative Explanations

There are a number of other factors that may also be critical in accounting for the variation in these unions.  Among the most important and most often cited are:

1. distinct demographic characteristics of the workers that make them more susceptible to one kind of corporate culture than another

2. pre-existing ideologies among the workers

3. the organization of the industry

4. the organization of the employers

5. the role of the state, locally and nationally

Some of these factors are the ones Kimeldorf (1988) emphasizes in his comparison of the ILWU with the mob-ridden International Labor Association (ILA), on the East Coast.   A brief consideration of some additional cases of waterfront unions makes it possible to better assess the role of the first two factors.  Consideration of the others will have to await another paper and further research.  

Kimeldorf (1988) argues that one reason the ILWU was so different than the one from which it broke away, had to do with the demographics of the two groups.  The ILWU drew primarily from among Protestant Scandinavians.  The ILA drew primarily from Irish and Italian Catholics.   Yet, there are reasons to doubt this explanation.  The Tacoma longshoremen stayed in the ILA for more than a decade and a half after the other west coast locals broke away.  Yet, their demographics were no different than that of Portland or Seattle.   Even more interesting is the comparison with the Australian waterfront workers with those in east coast ports of the ILA.  They were virtually the same in religious and national background—yet the corporate cultures of several of the most important of these unions closely resembled the ILWU.  

The ideological influences are not so easy to dismiss.  Both Kimeldorf (1988) and Nelson (1988) distinguish the ILWU by its historical roots in the Wobblies, a tradition the east coast waterfront workers did not share.  Although the Wobblies were not a major influence in Australia, other syndicalist labor organizations were.  Moreover, in both countries and on both coasts, the Communist party was a presence.  While it failed to take hold in the ILA, it left its mark on the ILWU and many other American unions; its influence is highly correlated with more democratic and participatory unions (Stepan-Norris and Zeitlin 1991, 1995, 1996, 2002).

Communism is a critical factor in the biographies of two of the most legendary Australian waterfront union leaders, Paddy Troy and “Big Jim” Healy. 
 Both were avowed communists.  Between 1947 and 1972, Paddy Troy served various terms as Secretary of the Coastal Dock Rivers and Harbour Works’ Union (CDRHWU), later, the Ship Painters and Dockers’ Union of Western Australia (SPDU), and, still later, the Maritime Services Union.
 “Big Jim” Healy presided over the Waterside Workers Federation of Australia (WWF)
 from 1937 until his death in 1963.  Each experienced serious faction fights and red baiting within their union and went to jail for their beliefs.
  Both ran extremely militant and democratic unions.  

What made these unions so similar to the ILWU and so different from the ILA was the instantiation, at the critical moment of the institutionalization of the union, of democratic principles and rules by which the leaders and the members were held to account.  By developing democratic procedures and encouraging participation and by building a reputation based on that, Troy and Healy clearly differentiated themselves from Joe Ryan and others in the ILA.  Moreover, they made similar credible commitments as their counterparts in the ILWU.  Their pay was tied to that of their members, and they remained clearly working class.  Elections were free and open.  Troy was often defeated.  Healy continued to win but was often challenged. Convention debate in the WWF was as lively as that of the ILWU.  

This brief comparison suggests that a full explanation of union difference requires a more complex account.  While demographics do not appear to be causal, locally grounded ideologies and working class cultures are. In addition, a variety of structural and political factors, not yet investigated, may also be crucial to understanding the origin and choice of the original corporate culture and to the success or failure of factions that challenge it.  Even so, it seems clear that the institutionalization of the corporate culture is essential to its survival and maintenance.  

Conclusion  

I have provided a simplified narrative that accentuates a single factor, albeit a factor that I believe is crucial to any explanation of variation in union styles.   These unions are far more complex than the description offered here.  Both extended their membership base beyond the core set of workers that gave them their original start.  By expanding the short haul trucking division, which includes the UPS delivery people, and organizing various service and governmental workers, the Teamster leadership created a base for a renewed challenge to its corporate culture.  By bringing in the warehouse workers, the cannery workers, the inland boatmen, and the Hawaii plantation, hotel, and restaurant workers, the ILWU leadership both created new supports and new challenges to its corporate culture.  The process of incorporating new kinds of workers and of resolving various faction struggles within both unions deserve further elaboration in order to better understand the nature of corporate culture and its adaptations.  There is also an interesting story to be told about the conflictual relationships between the Teamsters and the ILWU in their battle for the warehousemen in 1937 and in their later positive interactions as they explored the possibility of building a larger transport union.  If that effort had succeeded, there would certainly have been major consequences for the corporate cultures of both unions.

What remains notable nonetheless is the survival of both the ILWU and Teamster corporate culture, well beyond the presidencies of Bridges and Hoffa.  To be sure, there are stresses and strains and even some severe cracks, but there is remarkable persistence even so.   There are also changes.  The Teamsters appear to be clearing up the related charges of racketeering and rigged elections.  The ILWU is dwindling in the degree of participation at meetings. 

The participatory unions may create norms that the leader internalizes as well as obeys.  In the case of democratic unions defined only by their electoral processes, there is a greater chance for a leader who once had a normative commitment to the common good of the membership to become more narrowly self-interested, for the "iron law of oligarchy" to take effect (Michels 1962; Voss and Sherman 2000).  But the logic of the argument above also suggests that the most dangerous situation for members may be one in which they rely on participatory mechanisms, lack effective after the fact controls, and then fail to ensure participation.  

Both Hoffa and Bridges created corporate cultures that their members came to support and that ordered the members’ preferences over choices. Members preferred or came to prefer, whatever their initial preferences, the preference ordering the leaders represented.  It also seems to be the case that both leadership groups succeeded in institutionalizing that culture through the norms and formal rules of the organization.  But it is equally apparent that stress lines in these cultures appear when the initial leaders and those like them are no longer active.  The strength of Teamsters for a Democratic Union reveals different preferences among some of the IBT membership than those of the Hoffa faction.  The decreasing radicalism and activism of the ILWU reveals new or changed preferences among that membership as well.   

Preferences and preference orderings are not immutable.  They are, however, sticky.  Nonetheless, they are subject to manipulation and transformation in ways we are only just beginning to explore.  The implications of this paper are that neither economism nor social activism are givens; they are often the product of the institutions, credible commitments, and principles embodied in a corporate culture and that require nurturance to be sustained.
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Endnotes

( The research for this paper was funded by the Russell Sage Foundation project on trust.  I have benefited from comments on earlier drafts by participants in the RSF Conference on Preferences in Time, organized by Ira Katznelson and Barry Weingast, and those attending colloquia at the University of Michigan, Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung (WZB), Northwestern University, University of Nebraska, Princeton University, the Juan March Institute, the Max Planck Institute for the Study of Societies, and the University of California, Berkeley.  I am also grateful for the careful, critical readings by David Soskice, Andrew Richards, Ignacio Sanchez-Cuenca, Peter Evans, Maria Victoria Murillo, Stuart MacIntyre, Patrick N. Troy, Michael Honey, and, especially, Ron Magden, Eugene Vrana, George Lovell, David Olson, and John Ahlquist, who, along with Gigi Pandian, served as my research assistant.    


� Originally, the name of the union was International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union.  The name was made general-neutral by a vote of the convention in the late 1990s.


� See, e.g., Shefter � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Shefter</Author><Year>1977</Year><RecNum>5280</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Shefter, Martin</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1977</YEAR><TITLE>Party and Patronage: Germany, England, and Italy</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Politics &amp; Society</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>7</VOLUME><NUMBER>4</NUMBER><PAGES>403-451</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>ALL</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>COMPARATIVE POLITICAL ECONOMY</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1977)� on parties and O’Donnell � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>O&apos;Donnell</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>5281</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>O&apos;Donnell, Guillermo A.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>Delegative Democracy</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Journal of Democracy</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>5</VOLUME><NUMBER>1</NUMBER><PAGES>55-69</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>ALL</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>COMPARATIVE POLITICAL ECONOMY</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>DEMOCRACY</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1994)� on states.


� This claim has some elements in common with the argument about critical junctures put forward by Collier and Collier � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Collier</Author><Year>1991</Year><RecNum>1703</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Collier, Ruth Berins</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Collier, David</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1991</YEAR><TITLE>Shaping the Political Arena</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Princeton</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Princeton Univ. Press</PUBLISHER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>ALL</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>social movements</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>UNIONS</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1991)�.


� The role of ethical concerns in collective action is an enduring interest of mine, e.g. Levi � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Levi</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>289</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><LABEL>289</LABEL><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Levi, Margaret</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>ALL; LZ; METHOD; TRUST; VAL</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><TITLE>Consent, Dissent and Patriotism</TITLE><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1997)�.


� Karen Cook, Russell Hardin, and I are currently developing arguments about the role of and contexts for trust and trustworthiness in a jointly authored book we are writing.  My arguments here is informed by this joint work although the statements made here are mine alone.


� Eric Schickler suggested this framing of the problem.


�  The initial idea of separating equilibrium came from David Soskice.  I am indebted to Ignacio Sanchez-Cuenca for helping me develop its implications.  He and I are working on a formal model.  


� Interestingly, this was the case in the very first IBT election in 1903 � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Stier</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>5279</RecNum><Suffix>, 52-3</Suffix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Stier, Anderson &amp; Malone, LLC</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>The Teamsters: Perception and Reality.  An Investigative Study of Organized Crime Influence in the Union.</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Washington D.C.</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Prepared for the International Brotherhood of Teamsters</PUBLISHER><DATE>2002</DATE><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>ALL</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Teamsters</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>UNIONS</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Stier 2002, 52-3)�.


� The larger project will be equally attentive to the IBT.


� I thank Gene Vrana for pointing this out to me.


� Coastwise is the ILWU term of art, but I am using the more familiar term here.


� Wellman � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Wellman</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>5278</RecNum><Suffix>, 71-72</Suffix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Wellman, David</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1995</YEAR><TITLE>The Union Makes Us Strong: Radical Unionism on the San Francisco Waterfront</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>ALL</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>UNIONS</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>longhsore</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1995, 71-72)� offers an excellent description of the dispatch system used by Local 10 in San Francisco.


� I am, of course, excluding the current president, James Spinosa, from this account, since no one yet knows how many terms he will serve.


� Wellman (1995) considers this a very important factor for understanding ILWU working class culture although he claims its effect was by means of the isolation it caused.


�  This follows a line of reasoning developed by Alt and by Ferejohn � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Alt</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>1135</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Alt, James E.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>Comparative Political Economy:  Credibility, Transparency, Accountability and Institutions</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Katznelson, Ira</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Milner, Helen</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>The State of the Discipline:  Power, Choice, and the State</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>W. W. Norton</PUBLISHER><PAGES>147-171</PAGES><LABEL>1135</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>ACCOUNTABILITY; ALL; TRUST</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Ferejohn</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>1215</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Ferejohn, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>Accountability and Authority: Toward a Theory of Political Accountability</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Przeworski, Adam</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Stokes, Susan C.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Manin, Bernard</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Democracy, Accountability and Representation</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>131-153</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(2002; 1999)�.


� Margaret Weir reminded me of the importance of this set of variables.


� My evidence on Troy comes  principally Stuart MacIntyre’s � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Macintyre</Author><Year>1984</Year><RecNum>1365</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Macintyre, Stuart</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1984</YEAR><TITLE>Militant: The Life and Times of Paddy Troy</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Sydney, Australia</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>George Allen &amp; Unwin Australia Pty Ltd.</PUBLISHER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>ALL</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>UNIONS</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1984)� excellent monograph and from discussions with Troy’s son, Patrick Troy.  My evidence on Healy and the WWF comes from a variety of secondary sources � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Sheridan</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>5269</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Sheridan, Tom</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>Australian Wharfies 1943-1967: Casual Attitudes, Militant Leadership and Workplace Change</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Journal of Industrial Relations</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>36</VOLUME><NUMBER>2</NUMBER><PAGES>258-284</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>unions</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>democracy</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>all</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>longhsore</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Australia</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Bull</Author><Year>1998</Year><RecNum>5244</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Bull, Tas</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1998</YEAR><TITLE>Life on the Waterfront</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Sydney</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>HarperCollins Publishers</PUBLISHER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>unions</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>democracy</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>all</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>longhsore</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Australia</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Beasley</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>5241</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Beasley, Margo</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>Wharfies: A History of the Waterside Workers&apos; Federation of Australia</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Rushcutters Bay, NSW</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Halstead Press</PUBLISHER><ISBN>1 875684182</ISBN><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>all</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>unions</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Australia</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>longhsore</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Markey</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>5263</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Markey, Ray</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Svensen, Stuart</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>Healy, James</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Ritchie, John</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Australian Dictionary of Biography</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Melbourne</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Melbourne University Press</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>14</VOLUME><PAGES>421-423</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>all</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>unions</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Australia</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>longhsore</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Lockwood</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>5262</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Lockwood, Rupert</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1990</YEAR><TITLE>Ship to Shore: A History of Melbourne&apos;s Waterfront and Its Union Struggles</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Sydney</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Hale &amp; Iremonger Pty Limited</PUBLISHER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>unions</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>all</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>longhsore</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Beasley 1996; Bull 1998; Lockwood 1990; Markey and Svensen 1996; Sheridan 1994)� as well as extensive research in the archives of the Maritime Union of Australia, available in the Noel Butlin Archives, Australian National University. 


� The union was deregistered on a number of occasions, and each time other unions moved in to claim some of its workers.  Although it became increasingly small, it also became more narrowly a waterfront union and increasingly militant.  Conversation with Professor Patrick N. Troy, 21 July 2002.  


� The WWF became part of the Maritime Union of Australia (MUA) in 1993.  


� This occurred in 1941 before he belonged to Coastal Dockers’ Union.  According to his son, the jailing of Troy was due to allegations that he sold a CP paper, which was legal at the time but later proscribed.  Moreover, Troy had not actually sold the paper.  Nor was he a CP member at time because the party was illegal; he belonged before and after. 
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