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ABSTRACT

This dissertation is an examination of burcaucracy,
class, and ideology in the labour movement. It seeks to
understand what is meant by the term labour bureaucracy and
to determine the degree to which bureaucracy shaped ideology
in the Vancouver Trades and Labour Council from 1889 to 1909.

The first section is an analysis of the theoretical
literature and historiography of the labour bureaucracy. As
well as providing an overview of the topic, the thesis tries
to formulate a different definition of the labour bureau-
cracy, one that focuses on the power of the bureaucrats,
rather than their ideology. The second section is a study of
the officials and leaders that made up the VTLC from its
beginning in 1889 to the founding of the B.C. Federation of
Labour twenty years later. In this section, the ideology of
the council is examined to evaluate the impact of bHureaucracy
on the labour movement. The policies and structure of the
council are studied in detail to show how the separation of
the leaders from the led developed over time and to demon-
strate why bureaucratic solutions -- the hiring of experts,
reliance on government intervention, the routinization of
procedures, and the creation of labour institutions -- were
taken and to outline the effect they had. The conflict
between labourists and socialists is examined closely to
suggest first that bureaucracy is not limited to labour

leaders of any single ideology, and second, that the needs of



the labour movement and the demands of bureaucracy itself
tended to soften ideological battles. Even with the ascen-
sion of socialists to the council in 1907-1909, continuity
remained the hallmark of the labour council, in part because
socialists had no particular commitment to rank-and-file
control of the labour movement. Finally, the lives and class
positions of the labour leaders are illustrated to try to
shed some light on the ways in which bureaucracy, class, and

ideology become intertwined.
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Introduction

Why is there no socialism in North America? This
question has continued to underscore the writing of labour
history since it was first posed by Werner Sombart in 1906.
Though it has been approached in many different ways, no
single answer has been generally accepted. Some, such as
Michael Kazin, have insisted that the question is irrelevant,
that there is no reason why a socialist consciousness should
have evolved. Other historians, particularly those of the
left, have not accepted this answer, and have challenged it
with a variety of responses. Following Sombart himself, some
maintain that socialism foundered on the shoals of prosperity
in the new world; others, that state repression smashed the
socialism that did flourish. Historians such as Paul Buhle,
David Montgomery, and Herbert Gutman suggest that we must re-
define socialism. Granting that a strong, formal, political
socialism has not taken root, they have found resistance to
capitalism among immigrant ethnic groups, in shop-floor
struggles for control over the work process, and in working-
class communities. Much of the labour history written in the
1970s and 1980s similarly argued that class consciousness, if
not an intellectualized socialist ideology, could be found in
the informal culture of workers. Patterns of behaviour,
mores, even recreational activities, separated workers from

their employers and provided a rough unity for protest and



confrontation organized along lines of class.!

Still other historians reject all or parts of these
explanations. Instead, writers such as Mike Davis, Michael
Goldfield, and Bryan Palmer argue that a militant and radical
working class has always existed and has regularly risen up
to attack the capitalist order. This resistance, however,
was just as regularly defeated, sometimes by the state, but
more often by the betrayal of the working class by its
leaders. In this scenario, it is union leaders who are
responsible for the failure of socialism; it is the role of
the labour bureaucracy that answers the question, why no
socialism in North America.?2

This explanation has a certain appeal to it. Bureaucr-
acy in all its forms is a universal target of anger and
distrust, and any explanation that depends on it is guaran-

lMichael Kazin, "Struggling with Class Struggle:

Marxism and the Search for a Synthesis of U.S. Labor His-
tory." Labor History, 28, 4 (Fall 1987); Paul Buhle, Marxism
in the USA From 1870 to the Present Day

By Day. London: Verso

1987; David Montgomery, Workers nt re i ica. London:
Cambridge University Press, 1979, and The Fall of the House
H Th I e nd_Ameri r
Activism, 1865-1925. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
i in _In

1987; Herbert Gutman, Work
ializi . New York: Vintage, 1977. Gutman,
Wer re; E. n i Workin: 1 .
Ira Berlin, ed. New York: Pantheon, 1987.

2Mike pavis, Prisoners of the American Dream: Politics
N i S_Working Class. London:
Verso, 1986; Mlke Goldfield, Declin f Organiz
in i . Chlcago. Unive:sity of Chicago Press,
1987; Bryan Palmer, i
iti i itd mbia. Vancouver: New Star Books,
1987.



teed a favourable first hearing. It is, for the left in
general, a relatively hopeful answer, for it implies that the
historical failure of socialism need not be repeated in the
future. If the working class is ever-ready to rise up, what
is to be done is to replace the labour bureaucrats with a
revolutionary cadre.

But however tempting such explanations may be, it is not
so clear that the labour bureaucracy is the principal reason
for the failure of socialism. If the labour bureaucrats are
cast in the role of King Canute ordering back the sea of
working-class revolt, it must still be asked why the working
class has usually gone along so easily. The labour bureau-
cracy theory also poses a philosophical question for his-
torians, perhaps especially so for Marxists and other
materialists. If the working class is perennially ready for
revolution but is thwarted by the actions of a few leaders,
other, structural explanations for the failure of socialism
are unnecessary, even irrelevant. The failure of socialism
is then simply a failure of nerve. But this in turn implies
that history is largely an issue of free will and completely
free choice. As a result, the only lesson history holds is
that the working class is not very good at choosing its
leaders. As a general principle for historical understanding
or political action, this is not particularly useful.

More detailed analyses of the role of the labour

bureaucracy have refined the debate considerably. Indeed,



recent work has so refined the issue that some historians
argue that there is no split between the leaders and the led,
that the very concept of bureaucracy is a non sequitur.3 The
choice, apparently, is between a labour bureaucracy that is
responsible for everything and a labour bureaucracy that is
responsible for nothing.

This dissertation is an attempt to find a middle ground.
It uses one labour organization, the Vancouver Tracdes and
Labour Council, as a case study to examine the interplay
between bureaucracy, class, and ideology. To do so, three
different tasks have been undertaken. The first is to
examine the theoretical debates on the labour bureaucracy.
The second is to investigate the early history of the VTLC to
show how and why bureaucratic structures evolved over time.
The third is to examine the ideology and personnel of the
labour council to try to understand the complex relationship
between bureaucrats and their ideology.

The VTLC has been chosen as the object of study for
several reasons. The militant history of British Columbia
labour makes the debate over the role of the bureaucracy
particularly invigorating. More practically, the records of
the council, unlike those of most early labour organizations
in the province, have largely survived. Gaps in the record
may be filled by using the daily press, which gave the

council considerably more coverage than it did to individual

3see Chapters 1 and 2.



unions, even publishing the minutes nearly verbatim. No
other labour organization received such continuous and
complete newspaper coverage, and as a result, no individual
union can be exzamined in such detail. The council also

published its own : the L di from 1900 to

1904, the B.C, Trades Unionist and Label Bulletin from 1907

to 1909, and the Western Wage Farner from 1909 to 1911.
These newspapers, endorsed, funded, and controlled by the
council, were official organs, and are exztremely valuable
sources that are not available for other unions. They
provide information on council policy, debates, members, and
activities, and they give some insight into the world view of
the council’s leaders. Thus the VTLC is much more accessible
than individual unions.

It may, however, be argued that a labour council is not
the best place to look for a study of union bureaucracy. The
council was not a rank-and-file organization with a leader-
ship cadre; it was instead a forum exclusively for bureau-
crats. Serving as a delegate to the VTLC meant that one was
part of the labour bureaucracy, with the power to decide and
influence the direction and policies of the labour movement
of the city. By definition, a study of the VTLC eliminates
the rank and file and thus cannot examine the conflict
between the leadership and the rank and file. While this is
accurate, it is not relevant. The first two chapters of this

study suggest that it is not useful to analyze bureaucracy



and bureaucrats primarily as being ideologically at odds with
the membership. Indeed, most theorists argue that it is
difficult to differentiate between leaders and led. After
tracing the development of this theoretical impasse, I do
argue that it is possible to draw a clear line between the
bureaucracy and the rank and file. This line, however, is
that of power, not ideology. The bureaucrats may be iden-
tified by their ability to control and influence the labour
organization, and this means that to understand bureaucracy,
we must understand the people who made it up. The labour
council is a more useful body than an individual union for
this purpose. As a loose federation, it was made up of
delegates from most of the city’s unions, and thus represents
a cross-section of activists and leaders. Delegates were
often officials in their own unions, and an examination of
the VTLC includes many of the officers who would be counted
in a study of any individual or group of labor organizations.
It may also be argued that the labour council, operating
without the direct input of the labour rank and file, is a
"purer" form of bureaucracy that helps to make the general
principles more visible.

Furthermore, the labour council was created to put
forward the political and social concerns of the union
movement as a whole. It was the council, not individual
unions, that created and directed labour’s official position

on matters ranging from industrial relations to park space.



Insofar as ideology is a crucial part of bureaucracy, the
VTLC is more representative and more authoritative than any
other union body, and is the most useful object of study.

Other important consequences for a study of bureaucracy
follow from the theoretical debates. First, if bureaucrats
are defined by their power over the movement, it is necessary
to understand how and why the bureaucracy created the poli-
cies, institutions, and regulations that separated it from
the rank and file. Few bureaucracies start from a golden age
of participatory democracy, but most refine and develop over
time. Studying the evolution of paid positions, tighter
control over finance, rotation of leaders, and the like shows
how the relationship between the leadership and the rank and
file changed over time. Chapters 3 and 4 outline these
structural changes in the Vancouver Trades and Labour
Council.

Second, if there is no permanent and inevitable ideo-
logical split between leaders and led, we can no longer
attribute the bureaucrats’ ideology solely to their positions
in the labour movement. Though becoming a leader does have
an impact on one’s world-view, it does not necessarily force
one to be a labourist or a socialist; nor does it necessarily
place one in ideological opposition to the rank and file.
This means that other explanations for the particular
ideology of the leaders must be found. It also suggests that

the chief difference in the leadership’s ideology will be in



its own definition of its relationship to the membership.
That is, it is possible that the bureaucracy may be in
substantial agreement with the rank and file on questions of
wages, militancy, state ownership, arbitration, and the like.
It may, however, differ greatly on issues such as the
allocation of union dues, the subsidizing of a labour press,

and the role of dissidents. For these reasons, examining the

ideology of the bur s and sugg ing the why it
was adopted assumes a new importance. If one defines
ideology rather broadly to mean something more like world-
view, it is necessary to look closely at the bureaucrats’
attitudes towards gender and race as well. Chapters 5, 6 and
7 examine these issues.

Since the Vancouver Trades and Labour Council was, at
different times, dominated by labourists and socialists, it
is necessary to understand why different leaders held such
variant, and on occasion antagonistic views. Chapters 8 and
9 use theoretical and empirical arguments to locate the
different wings of the bureaucracy and to provide some
explanations for the differences. They also suggest the
similarities between the two, both at the level of ideology
and at the level of the bureaucratic impulse, for if ideology
divided the bureaucrats, their positions helped unite them.

Finally, the argument that bureaucrats are not neces-
sarily in ideological opposition to the rank and file means

that the study of rank-and-file insurgency is much less



useful. If the rank and file does, on occasion, fight
against its leadership, more often it does not. Focusing on
the sharp, short moments of rank-and-file insurgency distorts
our understanding of the relationship between leaders and led
for it ignores the more prevalent patterns of agreement,
acquiescence, or apathy. Furthermore, most studies of union
dissidents focus on either fights between competing elites or
on wild-cat strikes. But struggles betwean two factions of
leaders, even if one is conservative and one radical, are not
the same as rank-and-file insurgency. Nor is the examination
of wild-cat strikes a clear and positive way to understand
the ideology of the rank and file. Far from being a protest
against the bureaucracy, most wild-cat strikes are engineered
and encouraged by the leadership itself. It is true that
spontaneous walk-outs do occur, and it is also true that the
union leaders are legally required to tell workers to go back
to work under the terms of the collective agreement.
Nonetheless, the great majority of wild-cat strikes are
called by the leadership to enforce the company’s compliance
with the terms of the contract, to hasten the processing of
grievances, or to spur on negotiations.

Some examples reinforce this view. Bryan Palmer’s study
of the Solidarity opposition in B.C. in 1982-4, for example,

does not demonstrate that the rank and file was more radical
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than its leadership;4 it only demonstrates that some leaders
were more radical than others. Two examples from my own
experience may also be illustrative. As a shop steward and
member of the negotiating committee in a plant of 125 men and
women, I was encouraged by the business agent and president
of the union to engineer a wild-cat strike, in the belief
that such a move during the early phases of contract negotia-
tions would strengthen our position at the bargaining table.
On another occasion, the business agent was concerned with
the reluctance of another employer to sign the contract, even
though similar agreements had already been signed with the
other unions on the site. I was asked to help picket the
employer’s construction site, and when the picket signs went
up, carpenters, plumbers, electricians, structural metal
workers, glaziers, and labourers walked off the job. The
tactic worked: the contract was signed the following
morning. But such incidents suggest that the wild-cat strike
is not a useful indication of rank-and-file discontent with
the leadership. Similarly, John Kelly has shown that the
leadership, not the rank and file, is more likely to advocate
industrial stoppages and is more likely to dislike "going
through procedures and playing by the rules of grievance and

arbitration resolution."S As a result, this thesis tries to

4pryan D. Palmer, idarity: i nd _Fall
Opposition. Vancouver: New Star Books, 1987.
5john Kelly, Ir ni n ialist Politics.

London: Verso, 1988, 178.



examine the bureaucrats and their institutions without
reference to an idealized rank and file.

This study differs significantly from the study of union
leadership done by Warren R. Van Tine in his book The Making
of the Labor Bureaucrat. His work begins in 1870; that is,
nearly twenty years before the labour movement begins in
Vancouver. His comparisons with the two groups of labour
leaders are between the old unions, exemplified by the
Knights of Labor, and the new business unions of Samuel
Gompers, in the United states.® 1In Vancouver, such a fight
had nearly been won by 1889, when the labour council was
formed. More illustrative is the later battle between
labourists and socialists.

Van Tine’s work also looks at national labour leaders,
those with the public persona large enough to warrant
inclusion in sources such as American Labor’s Who's Who, and
the Dictionary of American Biography, or who were the subject
of biographies, autobiographies, and the like. I believe,
however, that it is at the local, community level where clues
to the bureaucrats’ creation and behaviour are most useful.
No one would deny that the federal government is, to some
degree, a bureaucracy; and considering the scope and size of
that government, administration without bureaucracy is
difficult to conceive. Municipal governments by contrast,

Gwarren Van Tine, The Makin b

B! rat.
0= . Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1973.

11
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are not usually assumed to be inherently bureaucratic. But
bureaucracy is perhaps most insidious when it is closest, for
it is hardest to see there. For this reason, the leaders at
the city level, rather than the provincial or federal level,
have been chosen.

The time period of this study, 1889 to 1909, is not
arbitrary. The early years of the council are important to
understand, for this is the period when the leadership first
decided upon its priorities and procedures. Though many
argue that collective bargaining, formal contracts, and the
interventicn of the state are the key to the development of
bureaucracy, it is my belief that the roots of the problem
are earlier. Indeed, they may be traced to the first
meetings of the labour council. These early leaders did not
create the present-day labour bureaucracy, but they set the
movement on its course, and it is the earliest period that
suggests how and why they did so, even if the bureaucracy
they created is a pale thing compared to those of today.

The study ends in 1909 for one important reason. In the
following year, labour leaders created the B.C. Federation of
Labour, a province-wide organization. At this time, the BCFL
replaced the Vancouver Trades and Labour Council as the most
important and representative labour body. Many VTLC ac-
tivists then devoted their energies to the new organization,
and the council declined in importance. Continuing the

examination of the VTLC past 1909 produces diminishing



returns, while expanding the work to include the BCFL
requires another volume. Finally, the council’s minutes for
the war years are incomplete, with the years from 1816 to
1919 missing. Such a gap in this crucial time makes it
difficult to understand the council, while the years 1889 to
1909 do provide a clearly defined, reasonably complete, and
relatively discrete periodization.

The thesis provides few answers to the issue of bureau-
cracy in the labour movement, save to stress that it is a
complex phenomenon that is not easily summed up in a few
generalizations. Still I hope that viewing the Vancouver
labour council through the lens of bureaucracy will afford
some new insights into the nature of class and ideology in
this period. In focusing on one division in the working
class, I do not mean to assert that this was the only
division, or even necessarily the most important one. Nor is
it my wish to insist that the working class has always been
fragmented and divided against itself. But on many oc-
casions, it has been so fractured, and one fault line that
opened was between those who were and those who were not
members of the bureaucracy. I hope to illuminate this aspect
and in doing so, to provide another small piece to our
picture of workers and unions in the late nineteenth and

early twentieth centuries.




CHAPTER ONE
Bureaucracy and the Labour Movement:

The History of a Debate

On 5 November 1916, 260 members of the Industrial
Workers of the World left Seattle, Washington, aboard the
ferry Verona. They were bound for Everett, a small logging
town, to take part in a free-speech fight that had begun in
August. As the ferry docked, they were met by a crowd of
deputies and vigilantes determined to stop the landing.
Sheriff McRae shouted out to the Wobblies crowding the
gangway, "Who is your leader?" To a man, they answered, "We
are all leaders." As they pushed towards the shore, they
were met with rifle fire from the sheriff’s gang. At least
five were killed; many more were wounded. !

The 1986 convention of the International Brotherhood of
Teamsters was held in the glittering rooms of Caesar’s Palace
and Casino in Las Vegas, Nevada. The highlight of the
proceedings was the entrance of then Teamster president
Jackie Presser on opening night. Presser, reputed to weigh
over 300 pounds, was brought to the convention floor in a
chariot pulled by four burly Teamsters dressed as Roman
soldiers. During the convention, delegates overwhelmingly

supported Presser and his staff, even though he had been

lcharles Ashleigh, "The Voyage of the Verona," reprinted
in Rebel Voices: An IWW Anthology, ed. Joyce L. Kornbluh.
1964. Reprint. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1972, 107-112.
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indicted earlier in the week on charges of embezzlement and
racketeering. The delegates, many appointed by Presser,
defeated virtually every motion put forward by the opposition
group Teamsters for a Democratic Union (TDU). The defeated
proposals included a motion to lower the president’s salary
from $550,000 to $125,000, and another that would have
allowed local union members to elect freely convention
delegates. The TDU candidate for the presidency, C. Sam
Theodus, was forced to endure a public roll call vote that
lasted for three hours after he conceded the election. One
thousand seven hundred and twenty nine delegates loudly
announced their support for Presser; only 24 voted for
Theodus. The convention ended on a macabre note as delegates
paid fealty to former Teamster boss Jimmy Hoffa by upholding
a constitutional amendment that made him "general president
emeritus for life," just in case he showed up again.?

The Teamsters illustrate vividly what union democracy is
not.3 What then is the labour bureaucracy? Its historio-

2New York Times, 21, 22 May 1986. Recent events have
revealed that Presser was also an active FBI plant before and
after the convention.

3But because of its links to organized crime, the
Teamsters’ union hampers our understanding of the labour
bureaucracy, for corruption and bureaucracy are not at all
the same thing. It is important to see union bureaucracy and
corruption as two separate issues. The two may be related in
the sense that control of the union by a small group may be a
necessary condition for corruption. Such control, however,
is not a sufficient condition. Efforts to equate bureaucracy
and corruption obscure the nature of both. As an example of

the analytical mistake of arguing that corruption and
bureaucracy are the same thing, see Sylvester Petro, Rower



graphy is part of several debates among historians, in-
dustrial relations experts, sociologists and labour ac-
tivists, and is wrapped up in definitions of democracy and
socialism, the relation of socialism to democracy, the nature
of the working class, and the role of leadership. Opinions
range from those of Robert Michels, who holds that bureau-
cracy and oligarchy follow inevitably from organization, to
those of Jonathan Zeitlin, who suggests that it may be
impossible to define the labour bureaucracy or labour
bureaucrats.? Debate on the significance and role of the
labour bureaucracy similarly swings between the position of
Selig Perlman, who views it as one of the signs of a mature

labour movement, to that of Gregory Zinoviev, who maintains

: h r ion of Union L rship, New York:
Ronald Press, 1959. Petro, once a CIO activist, goes
further, to suggest that the closed shop and the secondary
picket are examples of union dictatorship and corruption that
have as their end the destruction of American society.
Indeed, union activity that secures wages higher than those
the market establishes is seen in the same light. A more
balanced assessment of union corruption and the links of
cotruptlon to bureaucracy is given in Autocracy and Insur-

ed. Burton Hall, New Brunswick:
T:ansactlon Books, 1972. Unfortunately, its authors’
preoccupation with specific cases and crimes such as the
murder of United Mine Workers of America dissident Jock
Yablonski by the agents of union president Tony Boyle
prevents their formulating a theoretical framework beyond
suggesting that labour leaders have formed an alliance with
the state to suppress dissidents.

“Robert Michels, Political Parties: A Sociological
Study of the Oligarchical Tendencies of Modern Democracy.
Trans. Eden and Cedar Paul (1915), Reprint, Glencoe: The
Free Press, 1948. 'Jonathan Zeitlin, "Trade Unions and Job
Control: A Critique of ’Rank and Filism’," Bulletin of the
Society for the Study of Labour History, a6 (Spring 1983), 6-
8.
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that labour bureaucrats are "the emissaries of bourgeois
society in the camp of the proletariat."S These two chapters
will trace the development of the theory of the labour
bureaucracy and will outline practical ways to apply such
theory to historical research on the labour bureaucracy in
Canada.

Defining the word "bureaucracy" is a delicate task, in
part because the term has a tainted flavour to it. People
are unlikely to give their job description as "bureaucrat,"
and even if they jokingly refer to it as such, still tend to
take offence if they are called bureaucrats by others. The
word came into the English language with both a neutral,
descriptive meaning and a negative one. It is derived from
the French "bureau," originally the felt covering on a
writing desk. Later, by extension, it came to mean first the
desk itself and then an office. By 1720 it was used in
English to denote an office for the transaction of public
business. "Bureaucracy" was coined by adding the suffix
"cracy," meaning "rule" or "power." Thus the Oxford English
Dictionary describes it as "government by bureaux, usually
officialism"; it may be rendered as "rule by office-holders."

The OED attributes the first use of the word "bureaucracy" to

Sselig Perlman, A Theory of the Labor Movement (1928),
Reprint, New York: Augustus M. Kelley, 1970. Gregory
zinoviev, "The Social Roots of Opportunism,"” in Lenin’s
£ v ionary T i : 7=

repar. rs, ed. John Riddell, New York:
Monad Press, 1984, 486.
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Lady Morgan, who in 1818 wrote of "Mr. Commisioner [sic]

represented the Bureaucratie, or office tyranny, by which
Ireland ha:z been so long governed." A reference from 1834

holds that "the trade-ocracy and bureau-ocracy must now...
prepare themselves." John Stuart Mill used the word in 1837,
writing about "that vast network of administrative tyranny
... that system of bureaucracy, which leaves no free agent in
all France, except the man at Paris who pulls the wires."
R.R. Madden wrote in 1843 concerning "this ‘bureau-cracy’
[which] was an inveterate evil of Ireland, in the early part
of Earl Grey’s administration."” Later Mill, in Political
Economy, refers to "the inexpediency of concentrating in a
dominant bureaucracy ... all the power of organized action in
the community." Carlyle, in 1850, mentions the "Continental
nuisance called Bureaucracy," while Mill uses the word again
in 1860. His remark defines the term with some precision:
"The work of government has been in the hands of governors by
profession; which is the essence and meaning of bureaucracy."
The word is used to denote a particular form of government,
one that is not democratic and in which positions are held by
career officials. The negative sense of the word is plain in
most of these usages, and bureaucracy is not considered a
technique fit for Englishmen, who were thought to embody
strong notions of local control, popular sovereignty, and a
distaste for the professional government agent.

The word bureaucracy is wusually applied to public
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administration and not private enterprise. Raymond Williams
points out that those in business prefer less canted descrip-
tions of their systems of hierarchy and control such as
"office organization" or even more neutrally, “business
methods."® The systematic sociology of ‘bureaucracy’ begins
with Max Weber, denizen of the mother of modern state
bureaucracies, Prussia. His ideal-type of modern bureaucra-
tic structure was made up of several concepts. These include
fixed and official jurisdictional areas, generally ordered by
rules and administrative decisions; a firmly ordered system
of super- and subordination; management based on written
documents; full-time commitment to the job; and a system of
general rules for the management of the office. The modern
bureaucrats held office as a vocation and career; they were
not amateurs helping out or civic-minded citizens taking on a

shift in the gov . the ion required a

relatively high degree of education and specific training, it
conferred upon the bureaucrat a "distinct social esteem as
compared with the governed." The "pure" form of bureaucrat
was appointed, not elected, and the position was held for
life. These procedures were to make the bureaucrat indepen=-

dent of pressure from interest groups or superiors and to

) 6R.aymomi Williams supplies the etymology of bureaucracy
in 3 i » Glasgow:
Fontana, 1976, 40-41.



ensure that decisions were correct rather than expedient.’
The labour bureaucracy differs in some important ways
from Max Weber’s "ideal-type" of bux:eauw:acy.B For example,
unlike Weber’s state model, most union officials are elected,
either by the rank and file or by delegates. An important
section of union officials is not paid. This section may
range from shop stewards to presidents. Their positions may
not require formal training, though usually some instruction
is given, and increasingly in the latter half of the twen-
tieth century, some officials, such as business agents, are
university-educated. While many of the positions are full-
time careers, some are not. Unlike Weber’s bureaucrats,
union officers may be the highest authority in the organiza-
tion and usually can make as well as implement policy.
Finally, labour leaders usually have limited resources with
which to enforce their decisions; they are relatively more
accountable to those they administer than government offi-
cials. But Weber’s ideal-type was an attempt to describe

characteristics of the German state bureaucracy; it was not a

TProm Max Weber: E: , H.H. Gerth and C.
Wright Mills, eds., New York: Oxford University Press, 1946,
196~204.

8For evaluations of Marx’s contribution to the theory of
bureauctacy, see Eva EtzLonl-Halevy
mma. London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1983, 9-13, 23-26, 74-84; and Andras Hegedus, "Bureau-
cracy," in A Dictionary of Marxist Thought, ed. Tom Bot-
tomore, et al., Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1953, 57-59. For a brief discussion of Weber’s
notion of the "ideal-type," see Frank Parkin, Max Weber,
Chichester: Ellis Horwood, 1982, 28-39.
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definition of all types of bureaucrat. These differences
reflect the different objectives and causes of the state and
labour, and while they should be noted, they do not render
the concept of a labour bureaucracy inapprcpriate.g

In discussing the labour bureaucrat, I shall examine the

definitions of others and attempt to provide my own. In this

study and its are used, in Van Tine’s

phrase, "for their functional rather than the pejorative
connotations, " though it is difficult to separate the two.

In Weber’s view, bureaucracies were created to rational-
ize administrative decisions: rule by experts was faster,
more precise, and allowed for greater predictability, as
decisions would be made objectively, in accordance with the
regulations and criteria established by those employing the
bureaucracy. The "special virtue" of bureaucracy was its
ability to eliminate "from official business love, hatred,
and all purely personal, irrational, and emotional elements

which escape calculation." As modern society and business

9Max Webet, "Bureaucracy, " reprinted in Critical Studies
racy, eds. Frank Fischer and
Carmen Suianm, Phuadelpma- Temple University Press,
1984, 24-39. Warren Van Tine, i L =
.+ X. It may be suggested that instead of bureau-
cracy, this discussion is really about leadership, and to a
limited extent, I agree. Indeed, the terms are used inter-
changeably in this study. It should be made clear that when
I refer to union leaders, I do not mean individuals who are
put forward on an ad hoc, informal basis to speak for their
fellow workers. I am speaking of those who hold official
positions in the union and who help create and implement
official policy. To return to the origins of the word, union
bureaucrats are office holders who are empowered to make
decisions that are binding on others.
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became more complicated and specialized, the need for
bureaucracy became greater and greater. Bureaucracy stream-
lined decision making and allowed the tight control of vast
enterprises. In government and business, the "bureaucratic
structure goes hand in hand with the concentration of the
material means of management in the hands of the master,"10

Weber was not much interested in the political implica-
tions of bureaucracy. While he was concerned that elected
leaders should maintain control over their bureaucrats, he
held that the management of society by small groups was "a
basic fact of life." Democracy and bureaucracy were not
opposites, for "democratic rule basically consisted in the
formally free election of leaders." As Weber put it, “any
idea of abolishing the domination of man over man by any
socialist social system whatsoever or by any sophisticated
form of ‘democracy’ whatsoever is utopian." He concluded
that the increasing bureaucratization of the German labour
movement and the Social Democratic Party of Germany (SPD) was
"primarily a positive development," for it meant that the
SPD’s revolutionary ideology would evolve into a "construc-
tive reformist policy which would bring about...real improve-

ments to the lot of the working class."11

10weber, "Bureaucracy," 24-33.

uwolfgang J. Mommsen, "Max Weber and Roberto Michels:
An Asymmetrical Partnership," i "
22, 1 (1981), 110. Weber is cited on 108. The quote on
Weber and the SPD is on 107. See also Fischer and Sirianni,
6-10, and Parkin, 104-108. See Etzioni-Halevy, 27-40, for
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Robert Michels, a contemporary and friend of Weber’s,
was acutely aware of the power of bureaucracy and its basic
opposition to democracy and socialism. Unlike Weber, Michels
believed that the desirability of the socialist revolution
was self-evident. Active in the SPD, he was bitterly
disillusioned by the 1906 party congress in Mannheim. There
the executive decisively turned the party from revolution to
reformism and parliamentary struggle. The congress also
demonstrated the strength of the trade union bureaucrats who
favoured the reform strategy. Union officials used their
power and control of the party machinery to push through
resolutions for reform, and created mechanisms that ensured
the party executive would be controlled by bureaucrats, not
party delegates. This was a clear move away from democracy,
defined by Michels as

the self-government of the masses in conformity

with the decisions of popular assemblies.... [Tlhe

chief is merely the servant of the masses. The

officials, executive organs of the general will,

play merely a subordinate part, are always depen-—

dent upon the collectivity, and can be deprived of

their office at any moment. The mass of the party

is omnipotent.
Where Weber saw Mannheim as a positive step towards realism
and reform, Michels saw it as a betrayal of socialism and
democracy. His subsequent analysis of bureaucracy in the
labour movement, still the starting point in the debate,

tried to answer the question, "why do socialist parties

Weber’s ambivalence towards bureaucracy.
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degenerate into oligarchy and reformism?" If bureaucracy
could commandeer even parties pledged to eliminate it, his
examination would have powerful consequences for the rest of
society,12

According to Michels, bureaucracy came to dominate the
left for many of the same reasons that Weber gave for its
growth in the state and private capital. The labour movement
and its party was a "fighting party"; in order to succeed, it
had to obey the laws of tactics, the first of which is
"facility of mobilization." In order to move as a coor-
dinated body, policies and campaigns had to be formulated
from the top and imposed on the membership. The very success
of the labour movement and the SPD implied a need for
bureaucracy, for as they increased in size, complete par-
ticipation in decision making became more difficult, and some
form of delegation and representation was necessary to carry
on business efficiently. The organizations were forced to
confront issues of greater complexity, and decisions carried
greater consequences; a mistake in tactics could cost an
election or important reforms, even the security of the
organization itself. Therefore, the officials’ duties

became more complicated; some individual ability

12Mommsen, 105-106. For the Mannheim Congress, see Carl
-1917;

E. Schorske, rman ial Democr: The
Development of the Great Schism, (1955), Repnnt, Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1983, 49-53.

Michels’s definition of democracy is in Michels, ZB, 31-32.
The quote is adapted from David Beetham, "Michels and his
Critics," European Journal of Sociology, 22, 1 (1981), 85.
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becomes essential, a certain oratorical gift, and a

considerable amount of objective knowledge. It

thus becomes impossible to trust to blind chance,

to the fortune of alphabetical succession, or to

the order of priority, in a choice of a delegation

whose members must possess certain peculiar

aptitudes if they are to discharge their mission to

the general advantage.... [A]11 the labour

organizations will [tend to] be forced to abandon

proletarian exclusiveness, and in the choice of

their officials to give the preference to persons

of an education that is superior alike in %gjonamic,

legal, technical, and commercial respects.
But this special education and selection process created an
elite, and a "continuous enlargement of the gulf which
divides the leaders from the masses." The division of labour
based on technical specialization and a monopoly of knowledge
became rule by a handful of experts. Not by conscious
conspiracy, but through an evolution of rational decisions
designed to further the ends of the party and labour, "the
leaders, who were at first no more than the executive organs
of the collective will, soon emancipate themselves from the
mass and become independent of its control." Since the
leaders would be experts and best suited to rule, it would be
their self-perceived "duty as well as their right to put
themselves at the head and to lead, not merely as representa-
tives of the party, but as individuals proudly conscious of
their own personal value."!4 size, complexity, efficiency,
and action of officials themselves meant that even labour

parties would become bureaucratic; as Michels put it,

13michels, 30-47.

l4Michels, 47, 96, 33-36.
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“"organization implies the tendency to oligarchy."ls
Michels argued that the tendency towards oligarchy would
also be a tendency towards reformism. Regardless of their
intentions, people put in positions of power would become
more conservative. As their tasks became more complicated
and numerous, they would lose sight of principles as they
concentrated on practical tasks. As paid party or union
bureaucrats, workers would be in a different position from
the masses they were supposed to represent. Guaranteed a
job, a healthy wage, freed from the exploitation of the
workplace, assured of a certain status, they leave the
proletariat and join the petit bourgeoisie. The material and
class interests of the bureaucrats change, and so too does
their view of revolution: "What interest for them now the
dogma of the social revolution? Their own social revolution
has already been effected." As the bureaucrat meets and
works with his counterparts in the state and private enter-
prise, the rough edges of his proletarian origins are
polished. Taught from birth to respect and envy those with
money, power, and bourgeois culture, he is only too eager to
emulate his erstwhile opponents. If he counsels patience and
negotiation, the bureaucrat wins their approval, while if he
advocates revolution, he can expect only censure and repres-
sion. All of these different forces -- social, political,

economic, and psychological -- virtually guaranteed that the

15Michels, 37.
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labour and SPD leadership would be conservative.l®

Michels had no hope that bur y could be
fully opposed. Any elite that tried to make the bureaucracy
accountable to the mass would soon fall victim to the same
forces that corrupted the original leaders. With time, even
the creation of challenging elites would be difficult, as the
entrenched bureaucratic positions would attract those who
aspired to be bureaucrats, and reformist politics would
attract reformists. Ultimately, even appeals to union
democracy would be little more than cynical ploys of career-
ists to remain in or to obtain power.

Neither could the masses hope to end their domination by
elites. The "law of inertia" would tend to maintain the
status quo, as would the force of tradition. The continued
success of the organization would require stability and
continuity, while the need for expertise in leaders would
limit the number of candidates from the ranks. Those who did
seek positions and change, especially those with skill and
ability, would soon desert the masses. They would either be
co-opted into the leadership cadre or would actively strive
for it as a better avenue for their talents than the shop
floor. The leaders themselves, grown accustomed to their

privileged positions, and, equally important, convinced of

16Bee(:ham, 85~89, addresses this argument succinctly and
makes many of the same points; a substantial part of the
following discussion is based on his outline. Michels, 199,
291, 319-321, 364.
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their value as leaders, would fight any challenges from the
shop floor with all the weapons at their disposal: prestige,
knowledge, gratitude for past service, control of procedures,
committees, and funding, and patronage. Most importantly,
the masses would be unable to fight on their own behalf. 1In
Michels’s view, the masses were incompetent and cowardly. At
best, the masses acting without leaders would be "comparable
to a savage and shapeless negro army, which is unable to
withstand a single well-disciplined and well-drilled bat-
talion of European soldiers." The masses were largely
uninterested in the problems outside their personal lives,
and would in any case be unable to understand them. Save for
the few leaders who rose to power from a Darwinian natural
selection, the working class had "an immense need for
direction and guidance." This need, combined with the
masses’ "profound need to prostrate themselves, not simply
before great ideals but also before the individuals who in
their eyes incorporate such ideals," meant that the masses
would be utterly unable to free themselves from bureaucracy.
Indeed, Michels comes close to arguing that they would prefer

bureaucracy to freedom.l?

171t is at this point that Michels’s critique separates
from the syndicalist analysis, a concept that will be taken
up in the last section of this chapter. As Beetham notes,
Michels combines left- and right-wing arguments to bolster
his claim that oligarchy is inevitable. His disdain of the
masses was an important cause of his pess;mism, and was no
doubt part of the reason he embraced Mussolini’s fascism in
the 1920s. See Beetham, 84-85. For Michels’s conversion to
fascism, see Mommsen, 114-116. Michels, 47, 56-57, 73.
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Socialism could not solve the dilemma either. While it
might be possible to create a mechanism for distributing
wealth more equitably, socialism was much more than that. It
was also an ideology of democracy. Any socialist government
would soon face the same paradox that haunted the SPD. In
order to function effectively, the government would have to
organize into a hierarchy. The hierarchy would by definition
be distinct from the rank ancd file; it would therefore have
its own interests to defend, and these interests would not
be the same as the interests of the masses. Conflict between
the rulers and the ruled would be inevitable, and again the
people would be unable to counter the power of the bureau-
cracy.

Nor could the rank and file be educated or trained to
take responsibility and fight bureaucracy. The masses were
victims of an "objective immaturity" that was part of their
very nature:

Man is by nature predestined to be guided, and to

be guided all the more in proportion as the

functions of life undergo division and subdivision.

To an enormously greater dleagree is guidance

necessary for the social group.

Since he could see no way to avoid rule by bureaucracy,
Michels cast his observations as a sociological law, the so-
called "iron law of oligarchy": "It is organization which -
gives birth to the dominion of the elected over the electors,

of the mandataries over the mandators, of the delegates over

18Michels, 402-409, 420-422. The quote is from 422,
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the delegators. Who says organization, says oligarchy."19

Michels’s work contains most of the elements of the
debate over the labour bureaucracy. Much of the historio-
graphy is, explicitly or implicitly, an argument with
specific parts of his analysis. The necessity of working-
class revolution; the domination of elites; the tendency of
leaders to bureaucracy and conservatism; the relationship,
both real and ideal, of the masses and the leadership; the
autonomy and awareness of the masses: each of these parts of
Michels’s work is contested. The discussion that follows
will outline the response to Michels as a convenient way into
the debate. It should be noted that he is more than a straw
man: in Political Parties, Michels delivered to his critics
a pre-emptive strike of considerable proportion.

The debate on the labour bureaucracy can be roughly
divided into Marxist and non-Marxist perspectives.20 within
the non-Marxist camp, two inter-related lines of attack are
used. The first takes issue with the role of socialism and
the working class, while the other focuses on the definition
of democracy.

Selig Perlman, in A Theory of the Labor argues

that Michels’s critique is irrelevant. Expanding on John

19ichels, 418.

20ecause much of what follows explicitly engages
Michels, I will avoid my own criticisms of his method and his
conclusions until the end. See Beetham for an outline of the
debates and criticisms of Michels.
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Commons, Perlman held that radicalism was not a natural
response of labour to capitalism; it was instead an alien
ideology foisted on the working class by intellectuals.
There was a "natural divergence" between revolution and the
"mentality" of trade unions; left to their own devices,
workers would evolve their own ideology that was neither
revolutionary nor Marxist. The Mannheim congress that
delighted Weber and disillusioned Michels was, to Perlman, a
positive sign that "the trade unions had emancipated themsel-

ves from the hegemony of the intellectual revolutionists....®

Having cast off the agitators, the German workers’ movement
could look after its own interests and move to establish its
own econvmic reforms.2l

Central to Perlman’s view was his belief that capitalism
was not at bottom an exploitive economic class relation, but
merely a social organization "presided over by a class with
an ‘effective will to power’." The interests of capital and
labour were not opposed; in fact, they had to work together
to increase productivity and the well-being of all. In order
to support his notion that capital and labour were in a
symbiotic, not a parasitic, relationship, Perlman put forward
a psychological distinction between the capitalist and the
labourer:

In an economic community, there is a separation

between those who prefer a secure, though modest
return, -- that is to say, a mere livelihood,--

215911g Perlman, ix.



and those who play for big stakes and are willling

to assume risk in proportion. The first compose

the great bulk of manual workers...while the latter

are, of course, the entrepreneurs and the big

business men.... The typical manualist is aware of

his lack of native capacity for availing himself of

economic opportunities as they lie amidst the

complex and ever shifting situation of modern

business. He knows himself neither for a born

taker of risks nor for the possessor of a suffi-

ciently agile mind to feel at home in the m‘idst of

the uncertain game of competitive business.?
Since the inequities of capitalism were rooted in human
nature and not in social organization, revolution was
irrelevant and harmful. There was no fundamental conflict
between the classes that required a struggle to the death.
While the labour movement was a "campaign against the
absolute rights of private property," its natural goal was
not the abolition of private property but the implementaticn
of workplace rules that would reduce its sting. Workers were
concerned with equality of opportunity and freedom from
discrimination; they were not interested in managing industry
or society. In Perlman’s view,

So long as he may have the freedom founded on the

recognition of his right to the job under condi-

tions fixed by collective bargaining, the working-

man is content to let the private employer own the

capital of industry and continue taking the

business risks for the sake of the profits.
Given that labour and capital were both necessary to modern
industry, the proper, advanced trade-union philosophy was not
"a dogmatic anti-capitalist philosophy, but more and more...a

pragmatic faith in industrial government through a co-

22periman, 239.



operation of equally indispensable ‘functional’ classes."23
Good labour leaders, therefore, were ones who realized that
reformism and corporatism were the proper lessons to be drawn
out from the struggles of the working class. Michels argued
that the business unionism of Samuel Gompers and the American
Federation of Labor was proof that they had betrayed the
working class. Perlman countered that business unionism
succeeded because it had grasped the essential nature of the
working class.24

Democracy in the union was not an issue for Perlman.
Implicit in his view is a belief that some people have more
ability to rule than others, and though they should rule
benevolently and without corruption, their power does not
violate democracy. To challenge Michels, Perlman constructs
a syllogism: democracy must be representative, not par-
ticipatory; capitalism is not a system of exploitation;
therefore, the question "why do revolutionary parties

e into bur and conservatism?" is irrelevant.

Oligarchy and conservatism are integral parts of modern
society and must be accepted. This liberalism, which
foreshadowed structural-functionalism, is rather like the
teacher in Candide who asserts that this is the best of all
possible worlds, the proof being that noses are obviously and

perfectly designed for the wearing of pince-nez, and God has

23perlman, 4, 156, 290, 304-318.

24Michels, 326; Perlman, 154-214.
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provided us with pince-nez. Unfortunately, the larger issue
of myopia is ignored.

More seriously, this analysis can be attacked on several
grounds. Most importantly, Perlman’s assertion that capital-
ism is not an exploitive social relationship is false, and it
is based more on wishful thinking than on objective study.
This is not the place to provide a Readers’ Digest version of
Capital, but it must be pointed out that the wealth and power
of the capitalist did not spring from his psychological
ability and simple "will to power." The ownership of the
means of production was not granted, even by default, by
workers who realized that they were not high rollers or
financial schemers. Producers were separated from the means
of production violently; in Marx’s graphic phrase, capitalist
relations came into the world "dripping from head to foot,
from every pore, with blood and dirt."25 Ownership of the
means of production confers great power on its owner, not the
least of which is the "right" to appropriate the surplus
value produced by workers. Profit is wealth created by
workers that is taken from them; this is the basis of
capitalism. Exploitation is the very foundation of capital-
ism. Furthermore, even if Perlman’s psychological explana-
tion is accepted, we need to ask if the capitalist environ-

ment itself creates such differences in abilities and

25Kkarl Marx, Capital, Moscow: Progress Publishers,
1983, 1, 712.
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character.

Perlman’s reading of the working class is also debat-
able. He is in agreement with most Marxists on one point,
that is, that the struggles of workers must be read and
interpreted by outside observers. But it is by no means
clear that Perlman’s reading is more objective or clearer
than a left-wing one. A strike for higher wages may indicate
a simple economism that views labour’s role as a struggle for
"more"; it may also indicate a powerful belief in the need
for a radical re-distribution of wealth. Much depends on the
eye of the beholder. Perlman is on stronger grounds when he
argues that socialism must be injected into the working class
by intellectuals, a position he shares with Lenin. But the
lack of an explicit socialist ideology in the working class
may be explained in a number of ways. It may show the
existence of a home-made worker ideology of reform, as
Perlman argues. But it may show the power of a conservative
union bureaucracy, or the ability of the ruling class to
shape and mould public opinion. Perlman’s generalized
reading of the working class, made without specific reference
to particular issues and actions, is hardly as self-evident
as he suggests. Furthermore, his history is highly selec-
tive. Perlman was writing in the 1920s, a period of relative
labour quiescence. But the late 1910s saw a very different
labour movement, one in which socialism and syndicalism were

on the agenda. The decade following his work was also one in
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which radicalism was part of the working class’s program.
The successes of the Industrial Workers of the World, the
Socialist Party of America, and the Communist Party suggest
that reformism is only a part of working-class ideology, and
it too may require an injection from outside labour’s ranks.

The kind of struggles Perlman observed also coloured his
analysis. His brand of institutional history was progressive
in its day, but more recent work has outlined working-class
action at different levels and for different issues.
Struggles for control and decision-making power were not part
of Perlman’s institutional history, but they suggest a
different kind of consciousness than he was willing to
ascribe to the labour movement. Challenges to the state, in
the form of mass strikes, political action, even armed
resistance, and challenges to capital, ranging from occupa-
tions of factories and sabotage, indicate that a more
militant and radical ideology existed in the working class.26
This is not to say that the BAmerican working class was in
fact a class-conscious force that actively fought for

socialism. It is to say that at different times and in

26por an overview of the competing and conflicting
consciousness of the working class in America, see David
Montgomery, The Fall of the House of Labour: The Workplace
the State and American Labor Activism, 1865-1925. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1987. See also Sidney M. Peck,
k-and-File L . New Haven: College and University
Press Services, 1963, for a dated but interesting study of
working-class consciousness in America in the 1950s. The
study indicates a much higher level of consciousness than
many commentators have assumed.
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different places, different strategies and visions evolved.
Perlman’s generalizations are simply inadequate and uncon-
vincing.

Seymour Martin Lipset represents a second anti-Marxist
position in the labour bureaucracy debate. He explicitly
challenges Michels’s view that the development of bureaucracy

is inevitable by providing a le of a ic

union. In Union D a str 1-functionalist

project written in the 1950s, Lipset maintains that the
International Typographical Union (ITU) "does not fit the
pattern" of elite control outlined by Michels.27

But Lipset can only make this claim by changing the
terms of the debate. First, in best Cold War fashion, he
argues that oligarchy is the same as one-party rule. Second,
he suggests that the conflict for power is between incumbent
officials and an organized opposition that seeks to take
their place. Michels, however, held that the essential
contradiction was between officials and the masses. Arguing
that the conflict is between incumbents and would-be leaders,
Lipset defines democracy as a choice of leaders. Combining

this with the definition of oligarchy as one-party rule,

27Seymour Martin L:Lpset, Martin A. Trow, James S.
Coleman, Union D he Internal Politics of the
. Glencoe: The Free Press,
1956, 3. Obviously, a huge literature along the lines of
Perlman & Lipset exists. Talcott Parsons and Daniel Bell are
two of the more prominent observers who have put forward the
liberal position. Perlman remains the most insightful and
interesting of these defenders of the status quo.
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Lipset suggests that the two-party system of the American
government 1is the democratic model that would satisfy
Michels. He then finds a union with a two-party structure--
the ITU -- and argues that it has successfully avoided
bureaucracy.zs

In fact, Lipset has only provided a model of rotating
elites. Nowhere does he demonstrate that the ITU membership
has real control over its leaders beyond a formal choice
between competing bureaucracies. His assumption that the
American two-party system is the best model of democracy is
little more than Cold War sleight of hand. He does not show
that the two-party system is democratic, or more democratic
than a one-party, multi-party, or a no-party system; this
position is only asserted. We are left with a circular
argument: the two-party system is democratic because demo-
cracy is a two-party system. The tautology tells more about
the hidden assumptions of structural-functionalism than about
union bureaucracy.

Lipset’s work does offer some insight into the labour
bureaucracy, if only through the back door. 1In constructing
a two-party model, he suggests that there is a tension
between leaders and led, that there may be a substantial

28ripset, 3-16, 80. It should be noted that Lipset’s
methodology is open to question. Despite its alleged
objectivity, the questions given to unionists allowed only a
narrow range of responses. No margin is left for the impact
of the questioners--all professionals--on the respondents, or

for the cultural milieu of McCarthyism, which may have evoked
tamer responses.



difference between the interests of those in power and those
outside. In addition, the period in which he was writing saw
Communist unionists being purged from bureaucratic positions
in the labour movement. Lipset concluded that there was a
connection between bureaucracy and radicalism.29 The
tendency of leaders to move to conservatism was not in-
evitable; indeed, radicals could best maintain their position
if they controlled the bureaucracy:

The radical changes that accompany social revolu-

tion, or on a smaller scale the transformation of a

trade union into a political weapon, put severe

strains on group loyalties and create a potential

for strong membership hostility toward the leader=-

ship. A high level of controlled and manipulated

rank-and-file participation is perhaps the only
way, given the leadership’s purpose, of draining

off or redirecting the discontent created by

violent chagges in traditional patterns and

relationship.

The important point in this passage is not Lipset’s
belief that radicals had to force their views onto a resist-
ing working class, a notion he shares with Perlman. Rather,
it is the observation that radicals could seize power and
maintain it through the control of the bureaucracy. Conser-
vatism was not an inevitable part of leadership, as Michels
asserted. This suggests that in studying the bureaucracy, it
is helpful to separate ideology from process; it suggests

29This is a somewhat different position from Perlman’s
intellectuals, who were seen as being completely outside the

labour . The CP were not outsiders in
the same sense.

30pipset, 79.
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that there is no y causal ion between the two.

In short, conservatism and radicalism are opposites, as are
democracy and bureaucracy. Combinations of these two sets
are possible: a bureaucracy may be radical or conservative,
as might a democracy; a radical might be democratic or
bureaucratic, as might a conservative.

The non-Marxist analysis of the labour bureaucracy has
tried to resolve the problems presented by Michels from a
very different starting point. Using an a priori assumption,
it is denied that radicalism is a legitimate concern of the
working class. Reformism is the proper course to take. In
order to win reforms, leaders must be able to compromise and
negotiate; this means they must have the power to act as they
see fit in a given circumstance. Since most people cannot
look after their own interests, in Perlman’s view, or the
demands of efficiency require a limited representative form
of administration, in Lipset’s view, real democracy is impos-
sible. It is therefore meaningless to talk about a separa-
tion of interests between leaders and led based on power, as
no other system is possible. Democracy must be defined as
some sort of rule by elites combined with certain guarantees
of elections; the exercise of power over the masses does not
constitute bureaucracy.31 But this attack does not refute

3lsee Beetham, 89, for this argument. Several other
liberal works fit this model, among them the Webbs’ The
History of Trade Unions, and William M. Leiserson, i

New York: Columbia University Press,
1959. Both hold that union democracy must be representative



Michels, for in changing the definition so radically the
liberals have destroyed democracy in order to save it as a
useful category.

Marxists have approached the problem of bureaucracy in a
different way. Lenin and other Bolsheviks have argued that
bureaucrats are defined not by their power, but by their
ideology. A distinction is made between leaders who serve
the interests of the working class and those who betray it by
abandoning socialism: the former are legitimate and their
power does not constitute bureaucracy, for they act in the
name of the working class; the latter are bureaucrats who
abuse their power. Thus, while agreeing that the privileged
position of the bureaucrats could lead to conservatism, Lenin
argued that the working-class organizations should be
controlled by the leaders of the revolutionary party to
safeguard against conservatism and bureaucracy. Like
Perlman, Lenin believed that socialism was not a natural
outgrowth of working-class experience. The working class has
to be led and pushed onto the proper road. In Hhat is to be
Done?, Lenin outlined his view of the working class and the
necessity of a vanguard party. Examining the riots and

machine smashing in Russia in the 1860s and 1870s, Lenin held

for unions to play their proper role as agents of reform
within capitalism. See also Larry James,

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984, for a discus—
sion of "Polyarchy," or a system of checks and balances.
This view holds the same problems as other liberal views.
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that this
"spontaneous element,"™ in essence, represents
nothing more nor less than consciousness in an
embryonic form....[Tlhe workers were losing their
age-long faith in the permanence of the system
which oppressed them and began, I shall not say to
understand, but to sense the necessity for collec-
tive resistance....But this was, nevertheless, more
in the nature of outbursts of desperation and
vengeance than of struggle.
The strikes of the 1890s, with their concrete demands and
better orchestration, "represented the class struggle in
embryo, but only in embryo."32 His observations led him to
his oft-quoted dictum that revolutionary consciousness would
have to be brought to the working class from without it, for
despite its embryonic groping, the working class "is able to
develop only trade union consciousness, i.e., the conviction
that it is necessary to combine in unions, fight the employ-
ers, and strive to compel the government to pass this or that
necessary labour law, etc."33 Since the ideology of the
ruling class was largely in place, with deep roots and
powerful means of dissemination, the "spontaneous development
of the working-class movement leads precisely to its subor-
dination to bourgeois ideology...."34 This meant that

revolutionary intellectuals, usually of bourgeois origin,

32y.1. lLenin, What is to be Done? Peking: Foreign
Languages Press, 1978, 37-38. Lenin wrote many things about
trade unions, the party, and workers. I have used these
passages because they accurately sum up Bolshevik theory and
practice.

33tenin, 38.

34Lenin, 50-52.
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would have to take socialism to the working class. The
party, a smaller organization restricted to those with the
proper consciousness, would act as the legitimate leaders of
the working class. Bukharin outlined the relationship of the
party to the working class:

A class is a group of persons connected by
reason of their common situation in production...in
other words, by common interests (class interests).
But it would be absurd to suppose that every class
is a thoroughly unified whole, all parts being of
equal importance, with Tom, Dick, and Harry all on
the same level. In the modern working class, for
instance, there is no doubt much inequality in
brain- -power and abllity....The proletariat is
unequal in its consciousness as it is unequal in
its position....This inequality of the class is the
reason for the existence of the party....As a
matter of actual fact, the struggle of the working
class is inevitable; this struggle must be guided;
this guidance is the more necessary, since the
opponent is powerful and cunning, and fighting him
is a serious matter. We naturally expect to find
the entire class led by that section of it that is
most advanced, best schooled, most united: the
party.

The party is not the class; in fact, it may be
but a small part of the class, as the head is but a
small part of the body....The party is simply the
thing %hat best expresses the interests of the
class.3

Oligarchy or bureaucracy as such did not figure, and social-
ism and democracy were not the same thing. Control of the
masses by a small elite was vital to ensure that the working

class learned and adhered to the proper revolutionary path.

35Nikolai Bukharin, Historical Materialism: A System of

’ (1921), . Reprint, Ann Arbor: University of

Michigan Press, 1969, 304-307. This book was lonq considered

a Marxist and Bolshevik classic. The corporatist metaphor

that sees the working class as the body and the party as the
head is illustrative.
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Democracy would come later, when the "incompetence of the
masses will disappear" as the result of training and educa-
tion.36
What was to be made then of the leaders of the SPD and
the German labour movement, of the British trade unionists,
or the American business unionists? By defining bureaucracy
by ideology, not power over the rank and file, the Bolsheviks
could denounce these leaders as bureaucrats because they did
not take up a revolutionary line. A materialist explanation
was given for their treason. Karl Radek noted in 1916 that
the "top layer" of the German and British working class was
relatively well-paid and secure. This "labour aristocracy"
was represented and protected by the labour bureaucracy at
the expense of the rest of the working class and exploited
workers in other nations. As the result of their relative
wealth and security,

socialism became a far-off ideal or simply an empty

slogan. Their daily work was limited to a struggle

for minor gains. They judge politics on how it

affects this struggle. They resist every attempt

at constructing a mass movement that would enable

the broad masses of the working class to secure

political rights and improvements in living

conditions. They protest against such "revolution-

ary romanticism," claiming that such actions are

impossible.... For this reason the entire labor

bureaucracy supported the revisior»ist policy of

rapprochement with the bourgeoisie.3

Similarly, Lenin argued that British imperialism, through "1)

36Bukharin, 310-311.

37karl Radek, "The SPD: Unity or Split?," in Lenin’s
Struagle, 462-463.



vast colonies and 2) monopoly profits (due to her monopoly
position in the world market)" was responsible for "the
(temporary) victory of opportunism in the English labour
mevement . " The superprofits of imperialism allowed the
capitalists to "devote a part (and not a small one, at that!)
of these superprofits to bribe their own workers to create
something like an alliance...between the workers of the given
nation and their capitalists against the other countries."38

Conservatism and bureaucracy then had their roots in the
material condition of the period and not in the power and
privilege of the bureaucratic positions themselves, as
Michels argued. It was their position as a wealthier "caste"

that determined the consci of bur , and this

consciousness determined their label of bureaucrat.39
This materialist explanation of bureaucracy as ideology
ignores the criterion of power as the defining characteristic
of bureaucracy. The Bolshevik analysis, 1like the liberal
one, argues that some elite is inevitable; it just changes
the definition of what a "good" elite should do. It leads to
a moral Jjustification of Bolshevik control of the labour
38Lenin, “Imperialism and the Split in Socialism,"
ks, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1981, Volume

23, 112, 114.

39Gregory zinoviev, "The Social Roots of Opportunism,"
4. See 486-496 for an appraisal

smllar to Radek’s. For a Trotskyist version that is
virtually 1dentical,. see Tom Kerry,

h
1930s. New York: Pathfinder Press, 1980.
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movement that is best appreciated for its sophistry, not its
clarity. It also offers a not very convincing rebuttal to
Michels’s argument that oligarchy is inevitable. Since the
positicns of the labour aristocrats and their "blood broth-
ers," the labour bureaucrats, were based on the temporary
high profits of capitalism, the expected decline of the
system meant they could not expect to remain in power
forever.40  In attributing power solely to economics, the
Bolsheviks could also try to deflect criticism of their party
as a bureaucracy that controlled the working class. Since
power came from ownership of the means of production, and the
state was a tool of these owners, Bukharin could argue that a
classless society was possible, for a ruling stratum or elite
could not develop in a socialist society:
[{Clommunist society is a society with highly
developed, increased productive forces. Conse-
quently, it can have no economic basis for the
creation of its peculiar ruling class. For -- even
assuming the power of the administrators to be
stable, as does Michels -- this power will be the
power of the specialist over machines, not over
men. How could they, in fact, realize this power
with regard to men? Michels neglects the fundamen-
tal decisive fact that each administratively
dominant position has hitherto been an envelope for
economic exploitation.

In short, "the society of the future will not involve private

property, or the formation of such private property, and it

is precisely this private property that constitutes this

40Radek, 465, 467.  zinoviev’s remark about “blood
brothers" is found in Zinoviev, 492.
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basis of the class."4l It is clear that Bukharin’s vision of
the socialist society does not do away with managers; in his
words,

We know that the classes themselves have risen

organically...from the division of labor, from the

organizational functions that had become technical-

ly necessary for the further evolution of society.

Obviously, "in the society of the future, such

organizational work will also be necessary.
But because these organizers do not own the means of produc-
tion and do not personally profit from them, they do not form
a class and thus do not rule. But this is really a case of
special pleading. For the central issue is not the formal,
ritual ownership of the factories or of land. It is the
issue of control over production and expropriation of surplus
value. Marxists are quite willing to grant the truth of this
when applied to capitalists, but deny it when applied to
themselves. Managers of corporations in capitalist societies
may not own the means of production either; indeed, they are
often productive workers who sell their labour power. But
their control of the administration of capital and labour
surely puts them in the capitalist class. The administration
of large capital, even if managed in the name of the people,

gives the administrator power.43 The administrators may not

41Bukharin, 309-311.
42pukharin, 309.

43michels, 399. A great deal has been written on the
precise role of the manager and other white collar workers.

Two collections are helpful:
roanizations. eds. Richard Hyman
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form part of a new class -- Marxists are not agreed on the
name for this phenomenon --~ but they do stand in a position
of power and authority over the workers in the factory.
These managers must govern, and it is by no means certain
that their notions of efficiency and proper production
coincide with the interests of the masses. Still less can
the party assume that it acts in the interests of the working
class in a way different from the bureaucracy of the labour
movement . 44 Power over others, stemming from alleged
authority as expert or interpreter of the working class and
presumed laws of history, or from control of the state, or
from physical force, or from control over the means of
production, is still antithetical to democracy. When this
power is held by officials who are not responsible to the

masses, it is called bureaucracy. The Bolshevik analysis of

and Robert Price. London: Macmillan Press, 1983; Between
Labor and Capita ed. Pat Walker. Montreal: Black Rose
Books, 1978. For an interesting discussion of the conver-
gence of Marxism with radical elite theory, see Frank Parkin,
“"Social stratification," in A
Analysis. Tom Bottomore and Robert Nisbet, eds. New York:
Basic Books, 1978, 599-632. Unlike the structural-function-
alist argument, or the "authority" argument of Ralf Dahren-
dorf, some elite theory starts with the concept of class and
sees it as fundamental. The debate is in some ways similar
to the one on the autonomy of the state, and has similar
consequences for Marxism, in that both suggest fundamental
cleavages in soc1ety apart from that of class. See Parkin,
1 i . London:
Tavistock, 1979. Eor the need to bring togethex Weberian and
Marxist insights to fully understand bureaucracy, see David
Beetham, Bureaucracy. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1987.

44Michels, 405-406.
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the labour bureaucracy refuses to recognize this, and tries
to avoid it by insisting on an economistic interpretation of
power and the identification of bureaucracy with ideology
rather than process.43 Rather than throw out Marx, however,
succeeding generations have refined the left-wing critique of
bureaucracy, giving it new life. More subtle and explana-

tory, these new arguments have set out new terms for the debate.

45Clearly there is some self-interest in their argument.
But we can be as charitable to the Bolsheviks as Zinoviev was
to the SPD, and assume that they too labour under the self-
deception that the party’s interests are the same as the
working class’s. They may likewise believe that they are
sacrificing themselves for the common good in taking up the
reins of power. This is not, however, the same as democracy.
There has been no mention of the anti-democratic
practices in "actually existing socialism," but there is no
shortage of evidence to indicate that the Bolsheviks were
consistent with their theory. Two examples are indicative:
in 1918, before the exigencies of the civil war, Lenin called
for workers to learn "iron discipline while at work, with
unquestioning obedience to the will of a single person, the
Soviet leader." Lenin, "The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet
Government, " Collected Works, Volume 27, 237-277. See also
Trotskys praise of one-man management in Terrorism and
Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1970.
On page 170, he notes approvingly that “no organization
except the army has ever controlled man with such severe
compulsion as does the [Soviet] state organization of the
working class." Trotsky did of course denounce the Soviet
bureaucracy after he was dumped from its ranks. But his
earlier writings, and, more importantly, his actions while in
power, show his later polemics to be little more than sour
grapes. Trotsky’s about-face is perhaps best explained by
the observation of Max Nomad, who suggested that "a fallen
dictator’s abhorrence of tyranny is as permanent as a sick
tlger s aversion to meat." Max Nomad, A Skeptic’s Political
ok for the Di New York:

Bookman Associates, 1953, 121.




CHAPTER TWO

A New Direction for the Debate

Disillusioned with the Soviet experiment, western
historians and sociologists begin to rethink the tenets of
Marxism. More recently, Marxist sociologists and historians
have put forward more complex and subtle analyses of the
nature of the labour bureaucracy. Dissatisfied with the
simple equation of higher wages + security = reformism and/or
bureaucracy, these writers have paid more attention to the
problems of trade unionism and power in a capitalist society.

In the late 1940s, C. Wright Mills noted a dilemma that
faced the labour movement. Trade unions, whether the leader
knew it or not, "and often he seems not to know," were
fundamentally at odds with capital. The fight for the closed
shop was a fight against freedom of contract; fights for
improvements in conditions and control encroached upon the
alleged rights of management; fights for higher wages
attacked the "uncontrolled sway of property." But instead of
acting as a force that was opposed to capital, union leaders
were, sometimes tacitly, sometimes openly, seeking to
cooperate with it. In return for some reforms =-- union
recognition, dues check-offs, grievance procedures, explicit
work rules, stability and higher wages -~ unions were conced-
ing too much ground to employers. Signing the collective
agreement meant that workplace protests could no longer be

made by the workers themselves. Slow-downs, deputations,
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wild-cats, study sessions, in fact any work stoppage or
disruption, was now illegal during the life of a collective
agreement. Protest could only be made through the grievance
procedure, and arbitration was interpreted by lawyers and
industrial relations experts who were committed to the status
quo of capitalism and capitalist law. While the union’s
rights and obligations were clearly defined, every contract,
whether it contained a "management’s rights" clause or not,
gave the employer all residual and non-specified rights.
This meant that only actions that actually violated a
specific clause of the contract could be grieved. If workers
protested against actions that were not clear violations of
the agreement, or if they protesteua in ways other than the
grievance procedure, the union was held legally responsible.
To avoid law suits, fines, and even jail, union leaders had
to act as policemen, making sure that the workers obeyed the
letter and spirit of the contract. Now the union, not
management, had to prevent and end work stoppages. The very
processes and procedures that unions had fought for now meant
that their struggle was severely limited and that the leaders
and members could be pitted against each other. In short,
the leaders, in seeking to protect their members and the
union, had embarked on a course that was contrary to the best
interests of the membership. Some leaders had openly sought
such a course; others had drifted into it. In any case,

these "new men of power" had to move to the left and democra-
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tize the union, industry, and society. Only in this way
could the interests of the working class be fulfilled.!

By the 1960s and 1970s, it was clear to a new generation
of activists and radicals that the "new men of power" had not
lived up to the responsibility Mills had charged them with.
Identifying the bureaucracy as the top level of old-time
union leaders, writers focused on the violations of union
constitutions, the subversion of the electoral process, and
the corruption symbolized by Jimmy Hoffa. The accounts were
largely journalistic; the early literature set out little
analysis beyond painting wealthy union leaders as sell-outs
and crooks.2 Later work offered more complex analyses that
took Mills as a starting point, and looked for structural,
rather than personal, reasons for the bureaucratic union
leadership.

Stan Weir’s work is typical of this school. Weir argued
that the unions of the CIO were led into what he called
"institutionalized bargaining" by naive or corrupt union
officials. Institutional bargaining came about when all the
corporations in a given industry agreed together to recognize
the union and begin collective bargaining. Until all agreed

to recognize the union, individual companies were not forced

1c. wright Mills, The New Men of Power America’s
Labor Leaders, New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1948,
7-9, 224-229, 239-265.

2see Burton Hall, ed., Autocracy and Insurgency in
New Brunswick: Transaction Books, 1972, for
a collection of essays on this theme.
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to bargain in good faith, and could try to fight the unions.
But a militant and radical rank and file created chaos:
wildcat strikes, sit-downs, and slow-downs plagued industry.
At that point, employers recognized that the refusal to meet
with the unions was costing too much; at the same time, their
prolonged and often violent rejection of organization meant
that the corporations had lost their recognized authority to
control and discipline the work force. They needed a
substitute authority, and believed they could use the union
leadership to maintain order on the shop floor. Now eager to
accept unions, the companies agreed to sit down and bargain,
confident that they could institutionalize the union leader-
ship and the members. Once the contract was signed, the
union leadership had to be concerned with the employers’
well-being. This meant backing off during negotiations,
working towards industry-wide agreements to ensure equal
advantage to individual companies, and, most importantly,
making sure the militant work force went along with the new
conservatism. This put the leadership in direct conflict
with the rank and file, and meant it would have to assume
bureaucratic control if it were to remain in power.3

3stan Weir, "The Conflict in American Unions and the
Resistaxlme to Alternative IdeaPs from the Rank and File," ix;\
r, ed. James Green, Philadelphia: Temple University
Press, 1983, 251-268. i i has advanced a number
of variations of this theme in its pages. Staughton Lynd has

made similar arguments, most recently in "Trade Unionism in
the USA," New Left Review 184 (November/December 1990), 76-
87.



54
Weir’s argument is somewhat overstated. Borrowing
heavily from the work of Gabriel Kolko and James Weinstein,
it sees every reform and advance as the result of a conscious
scheme on the part of corporate leadership working with
governments and unions to create stability and growth that
all agree is desirable. Reforms and advances are seen not as
the result of class conflict, but as the result of the
collaboration of elites.? Certainly capital is often very
flexible, and it has shown a remarkable ability to adapt
pressures for change to forms that are less dangerous to it.
But this flexibility is not the same as cunning or con-
spiracy; it is more a bowing to the inevitable. It is clear
that the industries organized by the CIO in the 1930s and
1940s did not have a united vision of institutionalizing the
unions. The Ford company, for example, resisted unionization
for three years after the other manufacturers had capitu-
lated; likewise, "Little Steel" fought the Steelworkers to a
standstill even though "Big Steel" settled. Furthermore, the
far-sightedness attributed to capital is questionable. The
inability of the companies to unite in the face of the union
onslaught suggests that they do not always have the foresight

or interest to develop joint plans that include the sophisti-

dGabriel Kolko, The Triumph of Conservatism, New York:
The Free Pres, 1963. James Weinstein, The Corporate Ideal in
the Liberal State, Boston: Beacon Press, 1968. For a
Canadian analysis along similar lines, see Alvin Finkel,
Business and Social Reform in the Thirties, Toronto: James
Lorimer, 1979.
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cated notion of corporatism. And it is by no means self-
evident that corporate leaders, government officials, and
labour leaders were in substantial agreement over the
desirability of tripartism as earlier and later periods of
repression suggest. Most of the "solutions" to labour
conflict were in fact put in place by the liberal state, not
capital. Indeed, capital has fought, and continues to fight,
the Rand formula, social welfare legislation, and the state’s
guarantees of union rights. Moreover, the "post-war consen-
sus" and the reforms of the 1940s and 1950s have been under
attack in the 1980s and 1990s.

The portrayal of the union is similarly too rigid. Weir
identifies bureaucracy as an upper stratum of leadership that
differs from the rank and file by class interest and ideol-
ogy. As in the Bolshevik analysis, this definition does not
take into account the concept of power. Bureaucrats are
defined by their policy, not their relationship to democratic
control. Good leaders are those who assume the working class
is radical; bureaucrats are bad leaders who assume the
working class is, or ought to be, conservative. Weir's
underlying assumption, in the manner of other Trotskyists, is
that the rank and file is always more militant than the
leadership. But this is a dubious assertion. One critic has
noted that while there are many cases where leaders re-
strained a militant membership, there are an equal number of

cases where militant leaders had to drag along reluctant,
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more conservative rank and file members. John Bodnar has
collected a volume of oral testimony that shows persuasively
that many CIO rank and filers were not interested in revolu-
tion. They favoured a pragmatic bread and butter unionism,
and supported Communist organizers and leaders because they
were better tacticians. The rank and file did not support
those who talked about revolution. In the 1940s and 1950s, a
"white" cadre was able to muster considerable rank-and-file
support to oust the "red" leadership of the IWA, the Boiler-
makers, and the UAW in Canada and the United States.
Whatever the merits of either faction, and even allowing for
a great deal of skulduggery by the "whites," the purges are a
clear example of a less radical membership repudiating a left
leadership. Where the "reds" held on, as in the Mine Mill
and Smelter Workers’ Union and the United Electrical Workers,
it was their skills as unionists, not their political views,
that kept them in power. Canadian Communist Jack Scott made
this clear, declaring to mineworkers who questioned his
beliefs, "My politics are none of your business, unless my

politics affect my union activities."S

Sgonathan Zeitlin, "Trade Unions and Job Control' A
crimque of rank and filism," ciety fo
History, 46 (Spring 1983) 7; John Bodnar, Wor % w :
Kinshi mmuni; nd Protest in an In ri i
1000-1040, Bloomington: Tndiana University Press, 1985.
Most histories of the Communist Party make Slmllar claims.
Bryan D. Palmer, ed., Jack Scott: A Communist Life. st.

John’s, Newfoundland: Committee on Canadian Labour History,
1988, 101.
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In attributing the label bureaucracy to a top level of
union leaders who actively oppose the real interests of the
working class, Weir does not go far beyond an analysis that
views the bureaucrats as simple traitors or "sell-outs." The
other side of this argument is that the rank and file is
powerless to fight against measures it clearly recognizes as
being against its best interests. This may be true in some
cases, especially when a corrupt leadership has no qualms
about the use of thugs to maintain its control. But in many
instance, it is not obvious that workers either acquiesce or
see their interests as opposed to the policy of the leader-
ship.

James Hinton and Richard Price have put forward similar
arguments for the British union movement. Unlike Weir, they
see the move to bureaucracy occurring in the late nineteenth
century, as the push for de-skilling led rank-and-filers to
find new ways to fight for job control. But they were
hampered in their struggle by the union leadership, which
sought refuge in centralized conciliation boards, larger
bargaining units, national agreements, and centralized
unions. The rank and file, they argue, fought the bureaucra-
tizing efforts of union leaders as they fought for job

control.6 But recent work has contradicted important

6James Hinton, The Fir hi Movement,
London: George Allen and Unwin, 1973; Hinton, L
ialism; i f _the British L. men: 1867~
1974, Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1983;
Richard Price, Masters, Unions, and Men: Work Contrxol in
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elements of their theory. In his examination of British
railway unions, Tony Adams has found that there is no
evidence to "suggest that the ‘rank and file’ or indeed union
activists on the railways opposed centralized conciliation
schemes," while the executive of the National Union of
Railwaymen was pressured into centralized bargaining by the
District Councils. And it was left-wing activists outside
the union bureaucracy who pushed for centralized bargaining,
for it would give the union greater clout and weaken section-
al interests in favour of industrial and class consciousness.
Far from union leaders, the state, and business being in
agreement over the virtues of institutionalized bargaining,
Adams argues that the rail companies opposed it, and were
forced into nation-wide bargaining by the unions and the
state. Similarly, Jonathan Zeitlin has argued that in the
Amalgamated Society of Engineers, centralization was promoted
by a "socialist-led ‘rank and file’ campaign," while local
autonomy was defended by levels of the official hierarchy and
by "formal representative bodies within the union itself,
rather than by ‘informal’ groups on the shop floor." Their
research has led both Adams and Zeitlin to suggest that it is

impossible to "draw a clear line of demarcation between trade

in h Ri £ L L 1 -1914, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1980.
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union officials and the rank and file."7

Richard Hyman has tried to accommodate some of these
objections while still mainiaining that union leaders tend to
act as policemen and tend to incorporate unions into capital-
ist society. In order to present a united front and coor-
dinate effective action, he suggests, unions must formalize
some control over the membership. In order to achieve their
collective ends, the members must be able to apply some
pressure to reluctant fellow workers; at the very least, the

union must be able to decide and act on policies established

for the good of all. Hyman calls for a re-formulation of
Michels: "who says organization says, firstly discipline,
secondly routinisation." From the union’s beginning, then,

there is a tension between leaders and led, between the use
of "power for the members" and "power over the members."
Outside of a revolutionary situation, unions must, by the
very nature of the bargaining process, come to some kind of
accommodation with capital. In addition, the work process
itself creates conflicts on the shop floor that cannot be
resolved by the grievance procedure or sophisticated manager-
ial techniques. The day-to-day alienation and exploitation

of the workers means they will periodically strike back

7Tuny Adams, "Leadership and Ollgatchy- British Rail

Unions, 1914-1922," Studies in History and Politics, 5
(1986) , 23-45; Zen:l:.n, "Trade Unions." See also Zeitlin,
“shop floor bargaining and the state: a contradictory
relationship, " Shop Floor Bargaining and the State: Histori-

L » eds. Steve Tolliday and
Jonathan Zeitlin, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985.



spontaneously, sometimes united and organized with specific
grievances, sometimes not. The union, however, must inter-
vene to quell the illegal action and uphold the contract.
This may mean repressing militants; it may mean coercing
conservatives. Other pressures, more subtle than a desire to
sell-out, come to bear on union leaders. They have a
responsibility to make sure the union survives, and this may
encourage conservatism. It is especially liable to "induce
resistance to objectives or forms of action which unduly
antagonize employers or the state and thus risk violent
confrontation." Since union officers must come to terms with
employers at the bargaining table and during grievance
procedures, they have an ongoing relationship with their
counterparts across the table. It is often usetul to
encourage a certain stability in the relationship, and thus
there is a built-in tendency to go along with the "rules of
the game." Finally, leadership positions were, at least in
part, created to put experts at the head of the union, for
the best interests of the collectivity. 1In order to expand
and maintain their positions, leaders come to define trade
union activity in ways that emphasize expertise and hierar-—
chy: they tend to stress "professional competence" rather
than masc action Lo resolve problems and advance the union
cause. This has been reinforced by the state’s use of
complex legislation, government labour boards, and legal

arbitration, all of which require specialists and ezperts.
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These forces may intensify and reinforce each other; togeth-
er, they pressure leaders to move towards reformism and
bureaucratic control over the membership. In this view, the
problems attributed to the labour bureaucracy are often
problems inherent to trade unionism in capitalist society.
Hyman goes so far as to suggest, in language similar to that
of incorporation thesis critics, that

there is an important sense in which the problem of
"bureaucracy" denotes not so much a distinct
stratum of personnel as a relationship which
permeates the whole practice of trade unionism.
"Bureaucracy" is in large measure a question of the
differential distribution of expertise and ac-
tivism: of the dependence of the mass of union
membership on the initiative and strategic ex-
perience of a relatively small cadre of leadership
-- both "official" and "unofficial." Such depend-
ence may be deliberately fostered by an officialdom
which strives to maintain a monopoly of informa-
tion, experience, and negotiating opportunities,
and to minimise and control the collective contacts
among the membership. But...(this] constitutes a
problem even in the case of a cadre of militant lay
activists sensitive to the need to encourage the
autonomy and initiative of the membership. Hence
the predicament of [even] the stewards ([who
are}..."torn between t%e forces of representation
and bureaucratization."

Hyman’s reformulation is nearly identical to that of

BRlchard Hyman, Industrial Relations: A __Marxist
, London: Macmillan, 1975, 64-93: Hyman, "The
Politics of Workplace Trade Unionism: Recent Tendencies and
Some Problems for Theory," Capital and Class, 8 (Summer
1979), 54-67. The block quote may be found on 61. Zeitlin,
“Trade Unions," 7. See also Hyman, "Officialdom and opposi-
tion: Leadership and rank and file in Trade Unions, "
U, i h i he tud: Lal Hi 46
(Spring 1983), 7. For an excellent summary of much of :he
debate, see John Kelly, T e ions an 1i.
London: Verso, 1988, especlally Chapter 7, and the "Suqqes-
tions and Debates" in 1 V. i story,
Volume 34, Number 1 (1989), 47 102.




Zeitlin, who writes "Externally, trade unions are torn
between the demands of opposition and accommodation; inter-
nally, between those of centralisation and mobilisation."
The net effect of this refined statement of the incorporation
thesis has been, in the words of Eric Hobsbawm, to destroy
the theory of the labour bureaucracy as a “"conflict between a

theoretically militant rank and file and the theoretically

conservative union leadership."® It has also made an
important distinction between rank-and-file activity and the
(usually) left-wing opposition of factions acting in the name
of the rank and file. The model of competing elites is a
more accurate description of this factional opposition than
the dichotomy of leaders versus members. But in refining the
incorporation argument, its supporters have done away with
much of its explanatory power. If bureaucracy is a only
"tendency" or a "tension" that ebbs and flows, how are we to
define bureaucrats? Since leaders cannot simply assert their
authority, but, in the words of Zeitlin, must continually
"re-establish their claim on the active loyalty of the
members," is there any conflict between officials and rank
and file? The debate appears to have been refined out of
existence, and Zeitlin has argued that the notion of a fund-
amental split between rank and file and leadership is

"fundamentally unsatisfactory and should be abandoned

9cited in "Discussion," i
i ry, 46 (Spring 1983), 7.
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outright."10 However, it may be that reports of the death of
the labour bureaucrat have been somewhat exaggerated.

The debate on the labour bureaucracy has recently
concluded that it is not useful, or even possible, to think
in terms of a fundamental split between leaders and led.
Nonetheless, I would argue that though there may not be an
ideological or political difference between the two there is
a very real distinction to be made using power, the ability
to make others do what they would not have done otherwise, to
draw the line between bureaucrats and the rank and file.

This argument draws upon the anarchist critique of
power, especially that of Michael Bakunin. It does so not to
abandon historical materialism as liberals often do, but to
extend it. Alvin Gouldner and John Clark have argued that
Bakunin was the first critical, in fact the first post-
Marxist, while Anthony D’Agostino has shown that the doc-
trines of Marxism and anarchism have never been "hermetically

sealed compartments."“ 1f, however, the distinction between

10zeitlin, "Trade Unions," 7.

llGouldner, Against Fragmentation: iqi

i i £ llectuals, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1985, especially chapters 6 and 7.
Gouldner argues that "Bakuninism and Marxism cannot be
understood as two adversaries," 187. John Clark, "Marx,
Bakunin, and the Problem of Social Transformation," Telos, 42
(Winter 1979-80), suggests that libertarian Marxists "whether
they call the result Marxism or not...reach a position that
seems in many ways more in the spirit of Bakunin than Marx,"
97. Anthony D’Agostino, Marxism and sian Anarchists,
San Francisco: Germinal Press, 1977, chapter 1. Since many
writers have erroneously believed that Bakunin held to a
doctrine of pure free will and disliked historical material-
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the bureaucracy and the bureaucrats is to be made, some
points must first be clarified.

First, the contention that the leadership is democratic

it must continually seek support and loyalty is

false. Obtaining consent from the ruled is not the same as
democracy. Even dictatorships must get some consent from the
masses, a rather different scenario from actual control by
the collectivity. Furthermore, examples of local leaders
fighting centralization are not really comments on democracy
and bureaucracy; they are more akin to the struggles of
feudal barons against the king. Zeitlin’s argument that
leaders must woo their voters is essentially a return to the
liberal vision of formal elections and responsible leader-
ship.lz

Second, the labour bureaucracy cannot be identified by
ideology or certain policies of reform or conservatism.
Leaders may be left or right, as may members. Nor can
militancy be the defining characteristic. Hyman has argued
persuasively that a tendency towards less militant action
does affect the leadership, but it is not inevitable, and may

not be contrary to the wishes of the rank and file, though it

ism, it is necessary to point out that Bakunin himself
criticized Marx for being "too metaphysical" and for abandon-
ing materialism when he talked of dialectics. Bakunin saw
himself as following in Marx’s footsteps, and acknowledyed
his intellectual debt to him.

122eitlin, “"Trade Unions," 7.



may be contrary to the wishes of a political faction.l3

Third, the bureaucracy cannot be defined solely by its
relationship to incorporation. While unions are usually
agents only for reform, this is an issue separate from
bureaucracy. Some leaders have moved quickly and openly to
reach an accommodation with capital; others have done so
reluctantly, or in the absence of a militant rank and file,
by default. Hyman has argued rightly that this is a problem
inherent in trade unionism, and it cannot be pinned squarely
on the bureaucracy. The rank and file has not always acted
as the implacable foe of incorporation, and its conservatism
-- a tendency as marked as its radicalism ~-- has sometimes
pushed leaders to see the contract as the only means of
guaranteeing rights and union protection.

If the bureaucracy does have a consistent ideology and
program, it is more profound and subtle than most incor-
poration theorists have argued. It is in the bureaucrats’
belief that the working class must be managed, that the
masses cannot determine their own struggles. This deep-
rooted position is common in the work of every theorist of
the labour bureaucracy, from Adams to Hyman to Michels to
Zeitlin. Liberals are quick to argue that hierarchy is
necessary, but Marxist writers are in a quandary that weakens
their position. They cannot denounce the principle of

13Hyman, "Officialdom and Opposition"; Hyman, Industrial
Relations: A Marxist Introduction, passim.
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leadership, for they are committed to a specific political
agenda that can only be realized by a working class united in
a carefully defined direction. Therefore, they must argue
for a certain kind of leadership, moving towards a specific
objective. Since this direction is not always the same one
the masses are heading in, these writers face a constant
dilemma. They must argue for working-class autonomy when the
class supports their program, and against it when it does
not. The leadership is similarly "good" or "bad" according
to how closely i: conforms to what is considered the proper
political agenda. But the bureaucracy can only be defined by
its relationship to the rank and file. The distinguishing
characteristic of the labour bureaucrats is their power over
the membership. It is this power, however obtained -- by
force, manipulation, expertise, or consent -- and institu-
tionalized in formal offices, that defines the labour
bureaucrat, no matter what ends the power is used for. The
power may be overt, complete with the right to suspend and
purge opposition, or it may be limited to the right to decide
and implement policy. But insofar as leaders are able not
only to suggest courses of action but to determine them, they
have power over the membership. If their offices are
protected from immediate and effective contial by the
membership, they have an entrenched position of power and may
be said to be bureaucrats.

Is it realistic to argue that labour leaders ezercise
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power? Compared to politicians or bosses, the labour
bureaucrat is a weak creature. The union official exercises
power only over a fragment of a worker’s life, and may only
call upon union members to do a small range of things. The
labour leader has no great fortune or police force to enforce
compliance, and the sanctions available to apply to those who
disobey are strictly limited. Furthermore, most union
leaders are elected under rules more democratic than those
used in government elections, and of course, no corporate
enterprise even pretends to be democratic. When we speak of
the power of the labour leader, then, we do well to remember
that it is a weak thing compared to that of capital and the
state. This is especially true of the early days of the
labour movement that this study examines. Nevertheless the
labour leader has always had more than the simple ability to
act or the right to act on the instruction of another; the
bureaucrat has had some power over others. We may define
power as the ability to make decisions that are binding on
another, the ability to implement decisions and policy that
affect others without their express consent, or the ability
to compel others, by coercion or persuasion, to do that which
they may not have done otherwise. In this sense, the labour
bureaucrat may be said to have power over others, though it
may be a limited and relatively weak power.

The sources of .the labour leader’s power usually differ

from those of the politician or woss. Most often it does not
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stem from the barrel of a gun, though on occasion it has.
Nor does it result from the ownership of property and control
of wealth. Typically it comes from two closely connected
sources, authority and the control of information. Authority
may be defined as the followers’ recognition of the right of
the leader to command or issue instructions that are to be
obeyed. This authority, the so-called right to rule, may
itself come from a number of sources. It may be granted
freely and actively by the membership at large who have come
together democratically to limit their individual freedom in
order to protect the freedom of the collectivity. But such a
stewardship of rights and freedoms is rarely granted con-
sciously and freely in a benevolent “social contract." Often
workers join unions because doing so is a condition of
employment, and the union leader’s authority is seen to rest
on coercion and collaboration with the employer. Members may
be faced with a fait accompli, in that union structures and
officials are in place with entrenched powers before they

join the union. The union leadership may be seen as having a

relative from the ip, or may be viewed as a
clique that represents a faction in a union. The leader’s
authority may be based on tradition and habit; it may be a
recognition of past service and sacrifice; it may be the
result of personal charisma, if someone appears to embody the
spirit, will and dreams of the membership. Authority may

result from apathy if workers believe the leaders are



handling affairs in such a way that it is not worth the
trouble to try to replace them; it may be based on procedures
and positions enshrined in a constitution created by union-
ists long dead. Authority may also be derived from exper-
tise, for workers may decide to give power to those believed
best qualified to handle union affairs. Regardless of the
ways in which it is obtained, it is authority -- the recogni-
tion of their right to rule -- that supplies part of the
power of the labour bureaucrats.

We may ask if this authority, however granted or
grasped, is in fact legitimate. Max Weber held that author-
ity was legitimate by definition, for people would obey only
those whose right to rule they recognized and would not obey
those whom they believed did not have such a right. The test
for such recognition was coercion: if it has to be used to
enforce decisions then clearly people did not recognize the
authority of the ruler. This definition bolsters Zeitlin'’s
argument, for it implies that people consent to be ruled. It
also implies that some benefit is derived from surrendering
one’s autonomy to the leader, and that this benefit confers
some legitimacy. If there is some truth in these claims,
they obscure more vital considerations. First, we may
dispense with the notion that derived benefits in fact
represent either consent or legitimacy. Slaves may be said
to derive some benefit from being slaves: they are supplied

with food, shelter, and clothing, and are freed from the
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burden of having to secure these items. No one, however,
would claim that this legitimizes the power of the slave
owner. Similarly, the receipt of social benefits, a wage, or
a collective agreement does not legitimize the power of the
state, capital, or the union leader. Nor does it imply
consent, for in none of these situations does the individual
enter the relationship as an equal with other realistic
options.

Next, we may ask how much and what kind of dissent are
required before authority is declared illegitimate? Do the
actions of a minority opposing the leadership serve to remove
its right to rule? A simple majority? An overwhelming
majority? What sorts of opposition count as registering a
lack of consent? Petitions? Absenteeism? Motions from the
floor? Storming of the union office? We may also want to
consider what coercion consists of. Must it always be
physical force? Surely any unpleasant consequences, or the
threat of such consequences, ranging from abuse or ridicule
at a union meeting to expulsion from the un.ion, may be
considered coercion. Similarly, how are we to decide what
counts as consent? The mere absence of revolt is not precise
enough, for it is well-nigh impossible to determine if the
lack of opposition is the result of coercion or not. The
lack of revolt or dissent may in fact be acquiescence to
power, not the acknowledgment of a right to rule. Not all of

us are able to be an Emma Goldman or a Joe Hill, always ready
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to hurl defiance at our oppressors. But a lack of bravery, a
sense of discretion, a pragmatic weighing of costs and
benefits, or a sense of futility, are not the same as
consent . Whenever there exist any unpleasant consequences,
or the threat of such consequences, whether these be overt or
implied, material or psychological, it is impossible to
distinguish between consent and coercion. Union leaders
customarily have some formal means of coercion at their
disposal, ranging from banning from meetings to fines and
purging from the union. They also have informal means, such
as refined debating techniques that may embarrass the rank-
and-file member, or the ability to determine which grievances
and demands will be acted upon by the union. Indeed, such
forms of coercion are often deemed necessary, in order to
enforce the discipline that is believed to be a vital part of
collective action. Often the labour leader may be able to
dispense favours and rewards, such as personal service,
praise, expedited handling of a grievance, even a staff job.
These rewards are simply the other side of the coin of
coercion, and are part of the bureaucrat’s power. Insofar as
union leaders have any means to coerce members, it is
impossible to determine where consent begins and ends. If
consent cannot be delineated, we must stand Weber on his heac
and argue that all authority is illegitimate. Such a
conclusion was reached by Michael Bakunin, when he wrote,

We accept all natural authorities and all influ-
ences of fact, but none of right; for every



authority or every influence of right, officially
imposed as such, becoming directly an oppression
and a falsehood, would inevitably impose upon us
... slavery and absurdity.

In a word, we reject all legislation, all
authority, and all privileged, licensed, official,
anc legal influence, even though arising from
universal suffrage, convinced that it can turn only
to the advantage of a dominant minority of ex-
ploiter against the immense majority in subjection
to them ....

The principle of authority ... becomes a
monstrosity, a flagrant denial of humanity, a
source of slavery and intellectual and moral
depravity .... The only grand and omnipotent
authority, at once natural and rational, the only
one which we may respect, will be that of the
collective and public spirit of a society founded
on equality and solidaric;i and the mutual human
respect of all its members. 4

We must also consider how consent, or what passes for

it, is achieved. Bertrand Kussell has pointed out that
consent, or to use his word, opinion, is in some sense the
source from which other forms of power are derived, but this
ignores the question of how such consent is formed:

Armies are useless unless the soldiers believe in
the cause for which they are fighting, or in the
case of mercenaries, have confidence in the ability
of their commander to lead them to victory. Law is
impotent wunless it is generally respected.
Economic institutions depend upon respect for the
law; consider, for example, what would happen to
banking if the average citizen had no objection to
forgery. Religious opinion has often proved itself
more powerful than the State. If, in any country,
a large majority were in favour of Socialism,
Capitalism would become unworkable. On such
grounds it might be said that opinion is the
ultimate power in social affairs. But this would
only be a half-truth, since it ignores the forces

l4Michael Bakunin, God and the State, New York: Dover,
1970, 35, 41-42.
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which cause opinion.15
Consent may be manipulated in any number of ways. Leaders
may say one thing and then do another. Appeals to cherished,
abstract ideals may be persuasive, and yet not accurately
reflect the real policies and aims of the union bureaucrat.
It is not possible for all people to investigate all the
claims of those in office, and often union affairs play a
secondary role in people’s lives. 1In order to question and
dissent, people must have the tools of reason, security,
time, and information, and all of these may be disrupted by
those in power. In particular, the bureaucrat often controls
information and knowledge, and this control both props up
a.thority and confers power in itself. Again, Bakunin’s
work, more sensitive to the question of power than that of
Marx, is useful. He warns explicitly that knowledge forms a
kind of capital that can be used to exploit others:

Is it not evident that out of two persons endowed

with a nearly equal natural intelligence, the one

who knows more, whose mind has been broadened to a

greater extent by science and who, having a better

understanding of the interlinking system of natural

and social facts ... will grasp more readily and in

a broader light the character of the environment in

which he finds himself? And is it not evident also

that that person will feel more free, and that in

practice he will prove the cleverer and stronger of

the two? It stands to reason that the one who

knows more will dominate the one who knows less,

and if there were, to begin with, only this

difference in upbringing and education between two

classes, it would in itself produce in a compara-
tively short time all the other differences and

15gertrand Russell, Power: A New Social Analysi
(1938), Reprint, London: Unwin, 1985, 93.
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human soclety would relapse into its present state;

that is, it would split up again into a mass of

slaves and a small number of masters, the first

working for the latter as they do now in existing
society.

The kinds of knowledge and information used by labour
officials to do their jobs vary considerably, but they
represent a source of power that is not generally and easily
available to the rest of the membership. Even the shop
stewards are privy to a wide variety of information. They
must quickly learn the contents of the collective agreement,
the structure and constitution of the union, the channels of
authority in the company. The stewards learn to file
grievances, to interpret the contract, to determine which
demands of the membership should be acted upon, and how.
They must develcp a talent for "reading” the boss and the
union business agent; they have to be able to assess the shop
workers as individuals and as a collectivity. They must be
adept at gauging the militancy and solidarity of those they
represent as well as the intransigence of those they fight.
Their knowledge of union members is used by stewards in their
own work, and is passed up to union officials who must
coordinate the activities of other shops and locals.
Stewards also receive information from employers and union
executives and interpret and pass it on to the membership.

In order to become better at their Jjob, conscientious

16G.p. Maximoff, The Politi. i Bakuni
Scientific Anarchism, New York: Free Press, 1964, 328.
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stewards seek out more information. They take courses in
collective bargaining, labour law, labour history; they read
up on public speaking, leadership, contract interpretation,
unemployment insurance, safety, and workers’ compensation.
At the very least they will listen to other union officials
and try to learn from their experience.

By virtue of their knowledge and their willingness to
take on a job that requires some dedication and work,
stewards, in some sense, are removed from the culture of
their co-workers. If all workers are equal, shop stewards
are a little more equal. They make decisions, and they
interpret and administer the decisions of others. Workers go
to the shop stewards to ask for advice and representation,
If there is a problem on the shop floor, employers and
workers alike turn to the stewards. They are no longer
ordinary workers speaking for themselves; now they must speak
for the collectivity. This imposes on them an outlook
different from that of the rank and file. They must consider
not only the good of the individual or the shop, but also the
good of the union as a whole. They must examine the long-
term consequences of the actions of the local membership, and
must try to balance the demands from the shop floor with the
strictures of the contract, the strength of the employer, and
the strategy of the rest of the union. Stewards are required
to think critically, to Jjudge ideas, facts, complaints,

opinions, and the like with criteria different from that of
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the members who put them forward. They must assume a kind of

"objectivity," that is, they must remove themselves from the
individual, subjective, relatively short-sighted point of
view of the rank-and-file member and consider a host of other
factors when they decide when, if, and how to proceed with a
grievance.

The information and culture of the stewards, who are
caught between the demands of the membership and those of the
union hierarchy, may be valuable, even necessary, if they are
to be effective. But the price is the relative isolation or
separation of the stewards from the rank and file. They
become authorities; they are seen not as superior, perhaps,
but as special or different. Their role may open up oppor-
tunities that do not exist for other members. Companiecs
often look to shop stewards when they need new lead hands or
supervisors, for they have proven that they can work with and
control other workers, that they can interpret the collective
agreement, and that they have an ability to look beyond the
immediacies of the shop floor. Jobs and privileges within
the union may also become available. Of course, most shop
stewards do not go on to become supervisors or union execu-
tives. But even those who do not receive a certain status,
some small privilege, some easing of the daily workplace
toil. They alone among the shop workers may meet with
company and union executives as equals. Often they take time

off from work to do union business, to present grievances, to
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negotiate contracts. The work of shop stewards can be more
interesting than that on the shop floor, for it requires
creative thinking and analysis of a different sort. It
allows stewards to work on problems of strategy and tactics,
and it may infuse them with senses of responsibility and of
doing the right thing for themselves and others. But all of
this has two sides. On the one hand, it advances the cause
of working people; on the other, it encourages stewards to
think of themselves as different from rank-and-file workers.
It tends to reinforce the dependence of the workers on a
special agent who is assumed to be above personal interest of
any sort, yet like all of us, cannot be.

Thus the shop steward may accurately be portrayed as
part of the union bureaucracy. Their interests and concerns
may be very different from those of higher union officials,
but they are also somewhat different from those of the
workers they are chosen to represent. If this is true of
this first level of the labour bureaucracy, how much truer it
is of the other levels that are almost completely removed
from the day to day contact with the workplace. Thus did
Bakunin point out,

We of course are all sincere Socialists and

revolutionists, and still were we endowed with

power, even for a short duration of a few months,

we would not be what we are now. As Socialists we

are convinced, you and I, that social environment,

social position, and conditions of existence are

more powerful than the intelligence and will of the
strongest and most powerful individual, and it is

precisely for this reason that we demand not
natural but social equality of individuals as the



condition for justice and the foundation of
morality. And that is why we detest power, all
power, just as the people detest it.

His observation on the "workers’ state" is equally applicable
to the labour bureaucracy:

If the proletariat is to be the ruling class, one
may ask whom will it govern? There must be yct
another proletariat that will be subjected to this
new domination, this new state .... What does it
mean, the proletariat elevated to a ruling class?
Is the whole proletariat going to direct the
administration?... And so, from whatever angle you
look at this question you come to the same sad
conclusion: government of the vast majority of the
masses by a privileged minority. But this minor-
ity, the Marxists say, will consist of workers.
Yes, of former workers, perhaps, who as soon as
they become rulers or representatives of the people
will cease to be workers and will start viewing the
laborers’ world from the heights of the state; they
will no longer represent the people, only themsel-
ves and their pretensions to rule the people.l

Hyman, therefore, like Michels before him, is quite
correct to assert that bureaucracy is a "relationship which
permeates the whole practice of trade unionism." Now, the
bureaucracy of the 1890s is very different from that of the
1990s. Most union executive positions were not comfortable
sinecures, and the possibility of physical danger was a grim
reality. Nonetheless, bureaucracy was not a crafty invention
of the CIO or the TLC and CCL in the 1940s. It has always
been a tendency in the labour movement, sometimes the result

of pure self-interest, but more often the result of what

17Maximoff, 249.

18gakunin, Statism and Anarchy, cited in Marshall S.
Shatz, ed., The Essential Works of BAnarchism, New York:
Quadrangle, 1972, 162-3.
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seemed at the time to be good, practical, legitimate con-
cerns. When the state uses lawyers to draft labour laws it
is negligent for unions not to hire and train their own
experts to cope. Obviously, it is good for shop stewards to
know more, not less, about a wide variety of matters. When
under attack, or pressing home an advantage, it is useful to
have experienced, practical, and tested leaders at the helm.
If members, or potential members, are apathetic or cowed, the
union’s survival may depend on a cadre of class conscious,
highly motivated officials who have been removed from the
day-to-day shop floor struggle and can devote their time,
energy, and knowledge to the cause. But it must always be
kept in mind that in creating a split between members and
leaders a bureaucratic elite is formed. Bureaucracy stems
from many sources, some more legitimate than others: a
genuine need for efficiency; a need to delegate tasks; the
personal motives of those who seek power, wealth, prestige,
or pleasant work; the desire of individuals to put their
ideas into practice; the belief that it is appropriate for
one to speak and interpret for others. It may be that
bureaucracy is not an aberration but a common, though hardly
inevitable, outcome of organization partly because it allows
some to abandon responsibility, or to be reluctant to get
involved. Whenever bureaucracy is not recognized as a
possible danger and is not attacked by an active, conscious,

and alert opposition, it is likely to flourish. As Bakunin
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suggested, “the absence of opposition and control and of
continuous vigilance inevitably becomes a source of depravity
for all individuals vested with social power."!% Insofar as
this is not recognized and acted upon by the rank and file,
unions become more bureaucratized over time. Leaders tend Lo
hold on to their positions, and policy that encourages
hierarchy and rule by experts becomes the norm. To under-
stand the labour bureaucracy of today it is necessary Lo
understand the bureaucracy, of the beginning of the labour
movement. We look for those things that tended to secparate
union leaders from the rank and file. We may examine
privileges granted by the union, such as dues refunds,
salaries, offices, and the like. We may look for the
development of expertise and calls for officials to be
selected on the basis of such expertise. The control of
information, elevated status, authority over members, control
of union policy and structures, all the things that tend to
remove unionists from the shop floor and the workers they
represent, offer clues to the development of union bureau-
cracy. We may also examine the people who actually filled
union positions to 1look for factors that helped propel or
maintain them in power and explain their particular idecology.
Education, income, gender, ethnicity -- things that con-
tribute to a world view -- may all play a role. This study

will ask the following questions in particular. Is bureau-

190lgoff, 245.
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cracy in itself a sufficient answer to the question of the
ideology of labour leaders? Are there bureaucratic prin-
ciples that are common to left and to right unionists? Is
political ideology a guarantee of rank-and-file control? How
and why are bureaucratic structures created? Does becoming a
labour bureaucrat take a worker out of the working class?
How are political ideologies reconciled with the concerns of
bureaucrats? By using these questions to study the Vancouver
Trades and Labour Council, it may be possible to learn more

about the creation and impact of the labour bureaucracy.



CHAPTER THREE
The Vancouver Trades and Labour Council:

Early Structure and the Beginning of Bureaucracy

As Bakunin wrote about the state, "abstractions do not
exist in themselves or for themselves, since they have
neither feet with which to walk, hands to create, nor
stomachs to digest." Therefore, studying bureaucracy means
studying the structures that were created and the context in
which they arose.l Starting with a handful of unionists in
1889, the Vancouver Trades and Labour Council soon developed
the trappings of bureaucracy. With time, centralization, the
exclusion of the rank and file, red tape, and regulalion came
to characterize the coucil. Few of these measures were
brought in to create a labour bureaucracy; most were adopted
under the guise of necessity, for good reasons that would
strengthen the labour movement. Many of the measures and
policies were debated, and for the sake of unity, council
delegates moved cautiously. But by 1900, the VTLC was
largely autonomous from the labour movement and the rank and
file. It had its own life, controlled by a small clique of
activists.

These unionists reflected the larger city and the
economy they worked in. The nature of the city dictated the

kinds of workers who would come to it, and by exztension, the

IMaximoff, Th litical Phil hy of Mi 1 Bakunin,
207
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unions they would form. Vancouver was from its very begin-
ning shaped and dominated by the interests of monopoly
capitalism and government. The city owed its existence to
the desire of the Canadian Pacific Railway for a deep-water
port that could service the expected traffic of its All-Red
Route. This was a vision of a grand transportation network
that would use steam ships and trains under the British flag
to carry silk and tea from the Orient to Montreal and thence
to Europe, and would carry mail in both directions. The
original mainland terminus of the transcontinental railway
had been fixed by federal statute, and was to be Port Moody,
at the head of Burrard Inlet. Although the company did
nothing to discourage the boosterism and land speculation in
the town, it had decided by 1882 to extend the mainline
twe.ve miles west to the townsite of Granville, or Gastown.
Port Moody was deemed to have insufficient land available for
the expansion of the railway yards and facilities, and the
waterway through the Second Narrows posed hazards to shipping
that would be eliminated if the docks were moved to Coal
Harbour and the adjoining waterfront. Though it planned to
make the move to Granville for its own motives, the railway
played hard to get and convinced local and provincial
politicians that it would not abandon Port Moody without
lucrative incentives. A reasonable offer, the company
suggested, would be a grant of 11,000 acres from a provincial

land reserve. The province, headed by Premier William
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Smithe, was quick to give land to aid development, but agreed
to surrender only 6,458 acres -- a little more than ten
square miles that included all the waterfront from First to
Second Narrows and virtually all the land that is now
downtown Vancouver and Shaughnessy. Local developers, keenly
aware that the railway would greatly increase the value of
their land, agreed to donate a third of their holdings Lo
entice the company to extend the tracks. In 1886, the CPR
signed an agreement with the province to take possession of
the land and push the railway through to what would soon
become the chartered city of Vancouver. In a move typical of
the era, the company had in essence been granted land at the
public expense to do what it had planned to do in any case.

The company sent out L.A. Hamilton to survey its lands,
and the road system that defined the city to this day was
planned and named by the CPR. The selection of docks, rail
facilities, residential and business sections, even the
dividing line of east and west that still separates the
working class and the middle class, were the creation of the
railway. By choosing Vancouver as its Pacific port, the CPR
also helped determine the fate of Victoria, New Westminster,
and Port Moody, for without the railway, none of these cities
could hope to become the dominant regional capital.

More than geography and urbanization was shaped by the
Canadian Pacific Railway. The selection by the company of

certain areas for development broke some entrepreneurs and
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enriched others. Men such as John Robson, Israel Powell, and
David and Isaac Oppenheimer, all of whom later had streets or
parks named after them, prospered from their early invest-
ments in the Granville area. John Morton, Samuel Brighouse,
and William Hailstone similarly profited. The "Three
Greenhorns," as they were known, were rather more astute than
their nickname suggested. Each shed other investments to
concentrate on speculating in Granville lots. They may even
have had some inside information, for in 1882 they registered
a plan for developing the area that closely resembled that
published later by the CPR.

If the business community was incestuous, politics and
business were equally interwoven. The city’s first mayor,
M.A. Mclean, was a realtor; the CPR’s surveyor, Hamilton, was
an zlderman on the first city council; the Oppenheimers were
each aldermen, and David went on to become mayor and a
partner in the first streetcar company in Vancouver. During
the first fourteen years of the city, eight CPR officials
acted as aldermen.?

2Norbert MacDonald, D Nei 3 ative

ver, Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press, 1987, 9- 31. MacDonald, "The Canadian Pacific
Railway and Vancouver’s Development to 1900," in W.P. Ward
and R.A.J. McDonald, eds., British Columbia: Historical
Readings, Vancouver: Douglas and McIntyre, 1981, 396-425;
Margaret Ormsby, B.C.: History (1958), Reprint, Toronto:
Macmillan, 1976, 295-. 297, Alan Morley, Vancouver: From
Milltown to Metropolis, Vancouver: Mitchell Press, 1961, 60-
70; Eric Nicol Vancouver, Toronto: Dcubleday, 1970, 44-51;
Robert Chodos, The CPR: A Century of Corporate Welfare,

Toronto: James Lorimer, 1973, 53-56; Martin Robin,
ils; Th mj Provin 1 » Toronto:




86

In this, the city resembled the province, for in both
arenas the line separating the state from business was
blurred; indeed, often both roles were taken up by the same
person. As Norbert MacDonald has noted, "virtually every
public figure in British Columbia from the 1860s to 1910
acquired large holdings in Crown land."3 Margaret Ormsby
observed that the "legislature was now composed of acquisi-
tive merchants, lawyers, industrialists, and landed proprie-
tors."4 The very notion of conflict of interest no doubt
seemed strange to the men who moved into politics to enhance
their investments and used their wealth to grease their way
to political office. This combination of political and
economic power meant that the government, supposedly neutral
in a liberal society, was in fact an instrument of the
business elite. Such an arrangement seemed logical, even
moral, to the people involved, for it would be ungracious to
have political power and not use it for the benefit of one’s
friends. Ormsby sums up the relationship between government
and business aptly, writing that

In a small community like British Columbia, where

business men and large property-holders sat in the House

and where every prominent business man was known to the

legislators, it was difficult for a premier, who himself

had extensive investments, to refuse requests made by
McClelland and Stewart, 1970, 57-62.

3MacDonald, Distant Neighbors, 11.

dormsby, 296.
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his friends and political associates.5

Standing over the smaller speculators, merchants,
industrialists, and politicians, like a king watching over
squabbling barons, stood the CPR. The largest landowner and
largest employer in Vancouver, the railway continued to
influence development directly and indirectly. By refusing
to sell off its lands quickly, the railway set the pace for
business. According to R.A.J. McDonald, the railway "did not
stimulate significant expansion of the province's resource
base."6 This meant that for a number of years, Victoria was
still the regional centre for coastal transportation,
distribution, and finance, especially for the dominant
industries of salmon canning, coal mining, and lumber
production. Business tended to look to the city itself,
rather than the regional economy, for investment and profit.
If the CPR brought a vision of industrialization and progress
to Vancouver, old-fashioned real estate speculation, booster-
ism, and mercantile activity continued to fuel and shape
employment patterns and economics. As a result, unionists
tended to be clustered in the building trades and printing
industries servicing the local economy and in the machine

shops, stations, and round-houses of the CPR. Later, this

5Ormsby , 304.

6R.A.J. McDonald, "Victoria, Vancouver, and the Economic
Development of British Columbia, 1886-1914," in Ward and
McDonald, Historical Readings, 396.



was expanded to take in service workers, such as retail
clerks and streetcar railwaymen. Because of this particular
economy, only a minority of workers and unionists resembled
an industrial proletariat forced to work in dark, Satanic
mills.”

By 1892, Vancouver had a labour force of approximately
5,000. Of these, between 500 and 600 worked for the CPR in
various jobs, ranging from the running trades to labourers.
Nine hundred worked in retail and wholesale firms; 800 were
employed in bakeries, confectioneries, or machine shops; 700
were in the buiiding trades; 500 worked as waitresses, cooks,
or janitors; 300 were employed in transportation, with the
streetcar company or drayage firms. About 150 were in real
estate and finance, while the city had about 70 profes-
sionals. Businesses tended to be small: the typical dairy,
bakery, or hotel had fewer than six employees, and only a few
of the foundries and machine shops had as many as 25 workers.
About 70 per cent of the work force was employed in "locally
oriented service industries," and manufacturing occupied
about 25 per cent. »0nly 5 per cent were engaged in primary
industry such as mining, logging, fishing, and farming.
Because of its development in the latter part of the nine-

TMcDonald, "City-! Building in the Canadian West: A Case
Study of Economic Growth in Early Vancouver, 1886-1893," B.C.
mg 43 (Autumn 1979), 3-28. Norbert MacDonald, Di. nt
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teenth ceni:uzy, Vancouver did not undergo the same transition
from a pre-capitalist, pre-industrial stage that eastern
cities did; rather, it "had sprung to life with all the
trappings of the industrial-capitalist syst:em.“B

Vancouver was incorporated in April 1886, and workers
created unions soon after. The Knights of Labor organized
two mixed locals, Shaftesbury Assembly 5506 and Local
Assembly 8608, and became active in the two areas that would
continue to challenge the city’s unionists for some time:
municipal politics and Chinese exclusion. Though the
Knights’ ccmmitment to civic affairs and their anti-immigra-
tion policy were largely shared by Vancouver union members,
the Knights as an industrial organization was already being
eclipsed by craft unions. Both local and international trade
unions were being formed in the city. The printers, with a
history of organization and protest that in England and
France dated back to the sixteenth century, were the first
workers to organize as a craft in Vancouver. The Interna-
tional Typographical Union issued a charter to local printers
in 1888. Stevedores first joined in the Knights, then like
the longshoremen, formed a local union that later affiliated
to the AFL. In the building trades, plasterers, bricklayers,
and masons created their own organizations, and later were

granted charters by the internationals. Carpenters first

8N. MacDonald, "The CPR," 404-405; Distant Neighbours,
37; Ormsby, 300.
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signed up with the British Amalgamated Society of Carpenters
and Joiners, but in May 1890 a number split off to create
Local 617 of the American United Brotherhood of Carpenters
and Joiners.?

Class conflict was also quick to appear. In 1887, a
building boom fueled by the fire that had levelled the city
the year hefore saw most construction workers putting in an
eleven-hour day. Though the last hour was considered over=-
time, a pay scale of only 17-20 cents an hour made it clear
who was going to profit from the frenzied construction. As
the rapidly expanding city tapped into the Capilano Canyon
watershed across the First Narrows, struggles between labour
and capital were literally spread via the water pipelines.
In May 1888, Italian muckers demanded a pay increase. When
their request was turned down by the contractors, the fifty
men refused to dig the trenches for the pipes. After two
days, the men returned to work at the same rate, but were
determined to reduce their daily output so it would more
closely reflect the pay rate. Instead of slowing down or

working to rule, each of the men cut off a portion of his

9George Bartley, "Twenty-five Years of the Labor
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shovel blade so that less earth was moved each day.l0

In order to improve their conditions, carpenters in 1889
organized into two unions, and started a campaign for a
general, legislated nine-hour day. To this end, they called
upon other unions to confederate into a trades council that
would advance the general interests of unionized labour by
taking an active role in organizing and in municipal affairs.
on 21 November 1889, delegates from the carpenters’ unions,
the Plasterers, Painters, Typographers, and the Knights of
Labor met at Sullivan’s Hall at Cordova Street to lay the
groundwork for a Vancouver Trades and Labour Council. The
delegates discussed fielding labour candidates in the
upcoming civic election, but finally shied away from direct
political action. Citing the rapidly increasing population
as a constituency too difficult to influence by election day,
the delegates refused to run their own candidates or to
endorse others. Instead, a more cautious resolution moved by
George Bartley of the Typos was carried unanimously. The
resolution read:

Whereas -- The representatives of the different

labor societies, in meeting now assembled, believe

it to be in the best interest of all classes of

labor that nine hours should constitute the working

day, and are of the opinion that the best means to

accomplish the same would be to organize thoroughly

during the coming winter.

Resolved: That all labor societies of this city be

requested to elect delegates to a meeting to be
held on December 5th, 1889, to form a trades and

10gartley, "Twenty-five."
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labor council for the city of Vancouver.ll

On 5 December, delegates met again at Sullivan’s Hall
and voted to constitute themselves as the Vancouver Trades
and Labour Council. The council was dominated by the con-
struction and printers’ unions, and the first executive
reflected this. Joseph Dixon of the United Brotherhood of
Carpenters was elected president; George Irvine of the
Plasterers was vice-president. David Jamieson, already
secretary of the Typos, was made secretary of th= council.
Duncan Macrae of the Carpenters was treasurer, and J.H.
Clarke of the Painters was made doorkeeper. A financial
committee to oversee funds and expenditures was appointed,
and Bartley, F. Prosser of the Amalgamated Carpenters, and
F.W. Adamswaithe served on it.l2

The domination of these trades and of Anglo-Saxon males,
would continue for nearly two decades. Vancouver was
surprisingly homogexieous for a port, and the labour council
reflected the city’s ethnic make-up. In 1892, approximately
60 per cent of the population was Canadian born; about 20 per
cent was immigrants from the United Kingdom and Ireland.
Americans made up about 6 per cent of the city, Europeans
about 3 per cent, and Asians, predominantly Chinese and

Japanese, about 8 per cent. At least 85 per cent of the
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inhabitants spoke English, and Protestantism was the dominant
religious affiliation: over 25 per cent of the population
was Anglican; another 25 per cent was Presbyterian; 16 per
cent was Methodist. The Catholic population was small: at
just over 11 per cent, its adherents were out-numbered by
those who either had no religious affiliation or belonged to
religious groups outside of the mainstream.l3

Though much has been made of the alleged influence of
British trade unionists and socialists in the B.C. labour
movement,14 their role in the VTLC was no more prominent,
political, or radical than that of the Canadians. For
example, of the presidents whose nationalities could be
determined, eight were English, Scottish, or Irish; seven
were Canadian, and one was American. Presidents often held
office for more than one term, and out of the forty terms
between 1889 and 1909, fifteen were held by Canadians and

13Populaticn and language figures are from MacDonald,
urs, 38-9; the figures on relxg;ous affilia-
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fourteen by Americans.lS British and Canadian unionists
shared other council duties as well. The first secretary of
the VTLC, David Jameson of the ITU, had learned his trade in
Ontario. Duncan McRae, first treasurer of the council, and
founding member of the Brotherhood of Carpenters local, had
ccme to Vancouver from Nova Scotia, as had Painters’ delegate
F.P. Bishop, who served as vice-president in 1890, then as
secretary for five terms between 1892 and 1895. George
Bartley, who would fill many executive positions on the
council and would edit its newspaper from 1900 to 1904, was
born in Mount Brydges, Ontario. Working as a migrant
printer, he set type for papers in Buffalo, Pittsburgh,
Youngstown, New Orleans, Seattle, and Bellingham, before
settling in Vancouver in time to help found the labour
council at the age of 22.16 Here he worked closely with
fellow Ontarian Harry Cowan, another member of the Interna-
tional Typographical Union. The two would become close
friends. Cowan was born in Ottawa, and had come to Vancouver
by 1889, when he and Bartley first show up on the rolls of
the ITU local.l?

By 1891, Cowan was also active in the VTLC, serving as

an ITU delegate and serving on its organizing and municipal

155ee Appendix I for discussion of prosopographic method.
16province, 4 January 1943; Sun, 2, 5 January 1943.

17170 roll book, Vancouver City Archives, Add. Mss. 381,
Volume 15, file 3, 1889.
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committees. In 1892, Bartley became the president of the
council and Cowan its statistician, and the two worked
together ~n the Labour Day celebrations for that year.l8
Bartley remained in the city, but by 1897, Cowan was in
Winnipeg, where he helped to found the Voice, perhaps the
most influential labour paper of the period.l® When the
paper fell into financial trouble a year later, Cowan
returned to Vancouver, where Bartley was president of the
VTLC.

Their collaboration on the council continued, as Cowan
became VTLC president in 1899 and Bartley headed the par-

liamentary committee. In 1900, the two set up and ran the

VTLC' s r, the L . Bartley edited the paper,
and Cowan assumed the duties of business manager. The two
shared more than business responsibilities and trade union
politics: Cowan roomed in Bartley’s home, and the two were
staunch members of the city’s lacrosse club. Two years
later, they would become related, as Cowan married Bartley’s
sister, Connie. Bartley dropped out of the VTLC after his
work on the Independent, but Cowan stayed on for a time,

serving as secretary in 1908 and 1909, before starting his

18gartley, "Twenty-five."
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Canada, Ottawa: Steel Rail Publishing, 1988, 103.
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own printing business.20 Together, these two Canadians
played a formative role in the first twenty years of the
labour council.

If historians have tended to minimize the contribution
of Canadians to the local labour movement, they may also have
over-estimated the British contribution. Certainly the
British trade unionists helped to shape the VTLC, but it is
difficult to know how influential they were. In some cases,
it may be difficult even to assess how "British" their
culture and traditions were. Joseph Dixon, for example, was
born in Cumberland County, England, to a farming family.
Sent to school and then apprenticed to the carpentry trade,
he left England in 1880, at the &ge of 20, and moved to
Winnipeg. After three years in the prairie city, he moved
first to Victoria, then finally to Vancouver in 1886.
Employed steadily in the aftermath of the fire that levelled
the city, Dixon was active in the local carpenters’ union,
and served as its president in the 1889 fight for the nine-
hour day. Working with Duncan McRae, he helped sign the
local unionists up with the International Brotherhood of
Carpenters and Joiners the following year. Surprisingly, his

20The two Canadians, who played such important roles in
the life of the council, were united even in death: Cowan,
his wife, and Bartley were buried in the Cowan plots in the
Mountain View Cemetery. Bartley, "Twenty-five." City
directories give the same address for the two, with Bartley
as the owner, Cowan as boarder, 1901. For the marriage of
Harry Cowan and Connie Bartley, see Independent, 5 April

1902. Mastheads of the paper indicate that Bartley was
editor and Cowan, business manager.
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English upbringing did not 1lead him to join the British
carpenters union, the Amalgamated Society of Carpenters and
Joiners, though a branch of that union was chartered in
Vancouver in the same year.

Dixon did well in the city. In 1890, he began to work
not just as a carpenter but also as a contractor, presumably
with men working under him. This was not seen as reason to
bar him from the union or the VTLC, and he continued to sit
as president of the council through the first half of 1890
and again in the first half of 1892. He married in 1892, and
was less prominent in the affairs of the council until 1899,
when he took up the vice-presidency. In 1900, he became
president, and along with Francis Williams, ran as an
Independent Labor candidate in the provincial election.

Though Dixon was a successful unionist and businessman,
it is not clear how his early years in England shaped his
politics and commitment to the labour movement. Indeed, by
1890, when he became prominent in the city’s union circles,
he had been in Canada for ten years, gaining most of his
craft experience in the new world, not the old. Born in
England, brought up in the Anglican church, his career in the
labour movement and its politics differed little from that of
a Bartley or Cowan.

Emigrating later in life was no guarantee that British
labour traditions and socialist culture would remain the

dominate strains in a unionist’s life. Once in Canada, other



imperatives would take over. In the case of Joseph Henry
Watson, ambition and political expediency soon took prece-
dence over any socialism he might have learned in the British
union movement.

Watson was born in England in 1854, and was a boiler-
maker by trade. He was a Vancouver pioneer, moving there in
1887 to take up his trade in the machine shops of the CPR.
After working in the city for a time, Watson was transferred
tirst to Kamloops and then to Revelstoke, the railway’s
mountain divisional centre. There he took an active role in
union work, joining Eugene Debs’ American Railway Union and
becoming president of the local in 1894. Started in Chicago
1893, the ARU was an industrial union that organized skilled
and unskilled railway workers alike. It sought to break with
the craft divisions of the past and especially the labour
aristocracy of the running trades. Despite this radical
slant, however, the ARU delegates to the VTLC were not pitted
against the labourists. Men such as Watson represented
skilled trades, not navvies or sectionmen, and they reinter-
preted and softened Debs’ message.

In 1895, Watson returned to Vancouver and was seated as
an ARU delegate to the labour council. Fellow ARU delegate
Charles Boardman was elected president of the council in the
second half of 1895, and both men worked for the short-lived

single-tax, reformist Nationalist party as VTLC representa-
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tives.21

Watson’s political views were in flux in this period. A
member of the left-leaning ARU, he nonetheless strengthened
his ties to the Nationalist party. In April 1896, he urged
the council to work closer with the party and its federal
candidate, Liberal-Labour George R. Maxwell; a month later,
he pushed to council to invite Eugene Debs to speak in the
city.22  with the decline of the ARU, after the Pullman
strike of 1894, Watson moved increasingly to the right,
strengthening his ties to both the Liberal party and to the
trade union movement at virtually every level. In 1898, with
the ARU in collapse, Watson helped found a boilermakers’
local in Vancouver, serving as its first secretary and as its
delegate to the VTLC. Like Dixon, he chose to join the
American, not the British union with jurisdiction over his
trade.23 He started his climb in the labour council,
becoming its doorkeeper in 1896, head of its organizing
committee in 1898, and finally its president in July 1898.24
He also became a volunteer organizer for both the Dominion

2lprovince, 23 August 1902 contains a brief biography of
Watson’s early years. Bartley, "Twenty-five," describes

details of Watson’s work with the VTLC, the Nationalist
party, and the ARU.

22yTLCM, 16 April, 22 May 1896.
231pgdependent, 3 May 1902.

2 4Bart1ey, "Twenty-five."
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Trades and Labour Congress (DTLC) and the AFL.25 In 1899,
having relinquished the presidency of the council, he called
upon the VTLC to create a new position, that of Financial
Secretary, and in January 1899, became the first to hold the
post.26

But Watson’s connection to the Liberal party was to
provide him with both his chief rewards and later, his
downfall as a labour activist. In 1899, in return for his
support for the Liberal party, Watson was given a patronage
job in the customs department.2’ His party loyalties soon
caused the only major rift in the labour council’s first
twenty years, in the dispute over Deadman’s Island, as Watson
sided with MP George R. Maxwell and against the bulk of the
council on the issue of logging the island. Though he
managed to weather the storm, even becoming VTLC vice-
president in 1900, Watson’s patronage job continued to make
it difficult for him to serve two masters. No longer working
as a boilermaker, he still served as the union’s delegate to

the council, and as the council’s chief organizer. His work

25gugene Forsey, Trade Unions in Canada, 1812-1902,
Toronto: Unxversxty of Toronto Press, 1982, 492. Robert H.
Babcock, in 5 American ntin-

i i war, Toxonto. University of

Toronto Press, 1874, 41.
26orld, 21 January 1899.

27though the records do not shed light on this, it is
likely that Watson’s short term as president was because he
had taken up the new job and thus was ineligible to hold the
office.
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as organizer was strong: he organized 27 different unions
throughout the province, chartering some to internationals
and some directly to the Dominion Trades and Labour Congress.
His forthright activity may be explained in part by the way
in wiich he was renumerated by the AFL and DTLC. Instead of
a salary, Watson was paid piece-rate for every new charter he
sent in. But in 1901, his balancing act started to wobble.
In April of that year, he asked Samuel Gompers for a job as a
salaried AFL organizer. Gompers, while acknowledging
Watson’s work in B.C., replied that he could not "see my way
clear" to putting him on the payroll. A little later, Watson
asked again, and this time was turned down by Gompers’s
secretary.?8 with this rebuff, Watson started to side with
nationalists in the Canadian labour movement and against the
AFL. In a letter to the Independent, he wrote of the need
for one "central body" and "one supreme head" that could
coordinate labour’s political program. Defending his
practice of chartering locals directly to the DTLC rather
than to the international that had jurisdiction over the
craft, Watson’s letter was almost identical to one sent by

the labour congress’s secretary, P.M. Draper, who was himself

285ee Bartley, “"Twenty-five," for Watson’s contributions
as organizer. Babcock, 48, 237, n. 34. Samuel Gompers
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Gompers Papers, microfilm.
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increasingly concerned with Canadian au\:cvm:my.z9 At the same
time, Liberal MP and DTLC president, Ralph Smith, whom Watson
supported, launched his own campaign for Canadian indepen-
dence, most likely at the behest of the Laurier government,30
Watson supported Smith, but events soon out-paced them both.
The Nanaimo miners who had originally sent Smith to Ottawa
now denounced his pandering to the federal Liberals, while
Vancouver labourists were convinced that their future lay in
independent political action. Watson, however, continued to
back the Liberal party.

In 1903, the conflict came to a head. The VTLC voted
41-20 to support the Independent Liberal Chris Foley in a
federal by-election, while Watson plumped for the machine
candidate, Robert Macpherson.3l  Despite the council’s
decision, Watson remained true to his political masters. At
meetings and in letters to the editor he railed against the
council for its decision, insisting that the endorsement of
Foley had been "railroaded through,"32 and that Foley was no
more than a "liberal-tory." If the labour council wanted
politics, Watson maintained, it "must have a machine, too,"

291ndependent, 2 November 1901; see 9 November 1901 for
Draper’s letter. For Draper and the AFL, see Babcock,
passim., but especially Chapter 6.

3oBabcock, 74-6.

3lyricM, 15 January, 19 January 1903.

32province, 26 January 1903; World, 26 January 1903.
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and he continued to fight for son.33 ed at
his dogged loyalty to the shopworn Liberals, the VTLC moved
to purge Watson.

By the middle of 1903, Watson was no longer part of the
labour council. The socialist paper correctly noted that the
cause of his downfall was the attempt to keep on "riding two
horses," that is, the Liberal party machine and the labour
movement.34  But Watson’s career of nearly ten years as a
labour bureaucrat had paid him some rewards, though not in
the labour movement itself. He continued in his patronage
job in the customs service, becoming the head of its post
office parcel branch. When he died of a stroke at the age of
54 on 22 May 1908, the city newspapers gave his death and
funeral service considerable coverage, referring to him as a
"wheel-horse" in the Liberal party and as "an illustration,
in his official capacity, of what a Civil Servant should
be."35 His tumultuous career in the labour movement was
perhaps most important as an example of overriding ambition,
as his politics reflected the expressed needs not of the
labour council but of the Liberal party. Determined to hold
on to his politically appointed job, Watson tried to bend the
labour movement to the shape his benefactors required, until

even his supporters could take no more. Clearly, ethnicity

33Inggggnggng, 14 February 1903.
34yestern Socialist, 31 January 1903.
35worid, 22 May 1908; Daily News-Advertiser, 23 May 1908.
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was no particular guarantee of militancy or radicalism, and
the influence of British labour activists was sometimes a
mixed blessing.

The ethnic mix in the council continued throughout its
first twenty years and no easy distinctions of ethnicity and
ideology can be made for any period. The VTLC of 1902-1903,
often portrayed by B.C. labour historians as a left-leaning
council, was headed by W.J. Lamrick, an Ontarian who lived in
the U.S. for some time before moving to Vancouver in 1896.
Lamrick was a member of the Retail Clerks International
Protective Association, and served as its delegate to the
labour council, becoming vice-president in 1901, then holding
the presidency for four consecutive terms. The treasurer in
1903 was an American, A.N. Harrington, vice-president of the
Waitresses and Waiters Union, local 28. From 1906 to 1809,
the council was dominated by Canadians. Men such as James
McVety, Parmeter Pettipiece, Harry Cowan, and A.R. Burns
served as secretary, president, financial secretary, statis-
tician, vice-president, and trustee between them, often
rotating among themselves. while Britons continued to be
important members of the labour union, their politics and
trade union activity were virtually indistinguishable from
that of the Canadians. Socialists and labourists were not
divided by ethnicity, and Canadians were active participants
in the creation of the council’s ideology, culture, and

structure.
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The VTLC was created to be a "fighting organization," as
Michels wrote of unions in general, and was organized along
traditional, hierarchical lines with a president, vice-
president, secretary, treasurer, and the like. Special
committees were struck to deal with municipal affairs,
political action, the "Chinese question," and the council’s
structure and constitution. Surprisingly, no efforts were
made to limit membership on the basis of occupation or class.
When asked if a contractor could sit on the council, Presi-
dent George Bartley replied that "there was nothing in the
Constitution to prevent him doing so providing that the Union
to which he belonged thought fit to send him to the council."
Though one delegate opined that "it was not right to allow
contractors a seat in the Council as they might divulge the
secrets to the Bosses’ Association," no action was taken to
restrict the council to wage workers. This reflects both the
nature of the building trades, where today’s employee might
well be tomorrow’s employer, and the ability of the labour
aristocrats to move into the petit-bourgeoisie without losing
contact with the working class.36 The debate over who would
be entitled to be a delegate did not end there. Less than a
year later, Bartley reversed his opinion and chjected to the
seating of G.F. Leaper on the grounds that he was an employ-
er. Though Leaper was a compositor by trade, he was on the

council as a representative of a mixed assembly of the

36yrLcM 17 June 1892.
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Knights of Labor. In February 1893, he began to edit the
short-lived People’s Journal, a progressive labour paper.
Bartley cited a clause in the constitution that forbade
employers to sit on the council, but other delegates objected
and gave notice of their intention to move to strike the
clause.37 A committee consisting of Bartley, Pollay of the
Knights, and Gagen of the Brotherhood of Carpenters was
empowered to find a way out of the problem, and recommended

that:

after striking out the words "but no person who is an
employer of labor shall be admitted as a delegate," to
insert the following: "But no person shall be admitted
as a delegate to represent a mixed assembly or labor
organization if a union or assembly of his particular
trade or calling is in existence and working order."

The wording of this new clause had nothing to do with keeping
out employers, and it appears to be aimed instead at Leaper
and other Knights who were competing with AFL-chartered craft

unions. Fights over jurisdiction and the right to represent

37None of the early constitutions of the VTLC have
survived. Thus it is impossible to tell if the constitution
had been amended to disallow employers some time after
Bartley’s assertion that nothing in the constitution forbade
contractors from being seated as delegates until the issue
was revived some years later, as described below. It is
possible that the council made a distinction between contrac-
tors and employers, for it could be argued that strictly
speaking contractors did not employ people but were only a
sort of middle man between the workers and the company or
individual for whom the job was being done. In any case, it
is clear from what followed that the council was not averse
to having employers sit on the council and that the move to
unseat Leaper had more to do with the "dual unionism" of the
Knights than his class position.
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workers were nothing new to these labour bodies, and the ITU
and the Knights had already clashed in eastern Canada.
Furthermore, in this period mixed assemblies of Knights
tended to operate not as trade unions but as political clubs,
and this was often objected to by the craft unionists who
preferred to deal with more immediate issues that arose from
the shop floor. In any event, the resolution of the council
indicates that class was not as important as union affilia-
tion when choosing delegates. The discussion over Leaper’s
credentials soon became academic, as the paper folded in
June, while his mixed Shaftesbury Assembly 5506 ceased to
exist in October.38

Bartley himself was soon to stave off an attempt to bar
him from the council. In September 1894, the VTLC voted to
ask the typographical union to "withdraw George Bartley as
the council understand that he has become a government
official and do not think he should occupy a seat in the
council while in the government employ." Bartley’s defenders
failed to have the motion quashed, but did manage to amend it
so that he was summoned to the council to explain himself
before further action was taken. He apparently defended his

position adequately for the request to have him replaced was

38yrLcM, 19 May, 16 June, 23 June 1893. For clashes
between the Knights and the ITU in Ontario, see G.S. Kealey
and Bryan D. Palmer, D_r:uﬂumwmm
= Toronto: New Hogtown Press,

1987, 156, 158, 164, 262, 370. VTLCM, 27 October 1893.
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withdrawn and he was allowed to remain as a delegate.39

If Bartley’s government job was not a clear-cut slass
issue, the next occasion certainly was. In 1896, Delegate
Hawson of the American Railway Union announced to the council
that "he had lately become an employer of labor in a small
extent, and wished to know if there would be any objection to
his continuing as a representative" of the ARU. Bartley, now
serving as the VTI<’s statistician, voiced no objection to
the seating of an employer; other delegates remained silent,
and Hawson remained a delegate.?0 This further suggests that
Bartley’s opposition to Leaper was politically motivated;

more important, perhaps, it shows that the council was not

3%TLCM 14 September, 28 September, 12 October 1894. It
has not been possible to determine what Bartley’s job was.

40yTLCM 14 February 1896. It is surprising that the
VTLC did not object to the ARU joining the council, for the
union was sharply critical of both labourism and craft
unionism. But the VTLC was not threatened by the railway
union for a number of reasons. The council had no fear of
dual unionism, for the international unions that could claim
jurisdiction over the unorganized CPR employess--notably the
International Association of Machinists, the Boilermakers,
and the United Brotherhood of Railway Employees, and not yet
formed locals in Vancouver. In the western United States,
the socialism of the ARU was heavily influenced by Populism,
and in Washington state, several ARU officers served in the
government and the Washington State Federation of Labor. This
suggested that the ARU was not a revolutionary body, and that
much of its ideology was quite palatable to the labourists of
the VTLC. Since the CPR was the largest employer and the
largest land-owner in the city, any attempt to organize its
workers would probably have been met with delight by the
labour council. Finally, one of the ARU delegates to the
council was J.H. Watson, who would soon make clear his ties
to the Liberal party and to craft unionism and labourism.
Another delegate, Charles Boardman, would become president of
the VTLC in 1895, and would serve on the executive of the
Nationalist Party in 1896.
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prepared to see class as the most important line to be drawn.

The practice of letting each affiliated union decide for
itself whether its delegate was a fit representative il-
lustrates the federal nature of the labour council. The
craft unions were careful to avoid treading on each other'’s
toes and preferred to forge a relatively narrow alliance
based on trade union matters and political issues that
stemmed directly from trade union concerns, while avoiding
larger issues that could have turned the unions against one
another. This careful, limited solidarity was the key to the
council’s stance towards centralization. Numerous writers
have held that centralization of the union structure is a key
factor in the development of both oligarchy and conservatism.
Tony Adams, on the other hand, has suggested that centraliza-
tion is often a project of the left. In his article on the
British railway unions, Adams demonstrates that it was the
socialist wing that fought for nation-wide bargaining and
industry-wide unions. At least at the level of the Vancouver
Trades and Labour Council, this perception is the more
accurate one.4l

Though the call for a central labour body seems to imply
a degree of centralization, such was not the case in Van-

couver. The unions were called upon to fight together for

4lsee, for example, James Hinton, Labour and Socialism

and Il_ﬂg First Shop Stewards’ Movement, Richard Price,
Unions, and Men, Adams, "Leadership and Oligarchy"

and the discussion in Chapter 1.
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specific ends such as the nine-hour day, and "other matters
pertaining to workingmen," as the initial resolution put it,
but there was little attempt to combine the unions or to make
them come together under a single leadership cadre. In this,
the VTLC resembled the American Federation of Labor and the
Dominion Trades and Labour Congress. Affiliated unions
maintained their own leaders and independence when they
joined. Ironically, the federal principle was an attempt to
build a greater unity than that of the Knights of Labor with
its all-embracing policy of organizing all workers in one
union. Though in theory and on paper the Knights’ structure
united all workers, in practice the union was troubled by the
competition of sectional interests. Knights in Toronto were
irked with the high dues they were forced to pay to help
their union brothers who struck the city’s streetcar system.
Hamilton shoemakers organized in the Knights complained of
the levies exacted upon them to aid Montreal shoemakers, even
though they realized that the Quebec struggle was part of
their own battle with employers.42

The Knights’ aim of organizing all workers papered over
another division in the working class, that between the so-
called skilled and unskilled. The Knights held that the
interests of the working class were ultimately the same
regardless of job or skill level and organized workers by

industry, not trade. while in theory this provided great

42gealey and Palmer, 128-131; 54.
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solidarity, in practice it was a source of friction. The
craft unions made this friction into a principle as they
based their strategy on competition between workers and on
excluding people from the trades to limit the supply of
labour. If this was an effective way to keep up the salaries
of the unionized workers in some sectors, it meant abandoning
the bulk of the working class to the predations of the boss.
Since organizing the unskilled and the factory workers was
difficult, diverting money and people from the day-to-day
affairs of the unions was hard to justify. Furthermore,
immigrants from outside the Anglo-Saxon countries tended to
work in the unskilled jobs, and the terms "unskilled" and
“"foreigner" became practically synonymous.43 Union leaders
often expressed their demands as rights that they were
entitled to by virtue of their status as Canadians or British
subjects and as whites, as well as their skill, and sought to
forge 1links with the larger society based on a common
ethnicity. Unskilled workers threatened this strategy by
attacking the belief that skill and ethnicity should be
rewarded. Thus Vancouver bricklayers squabbled with the hod-
carriers, or helpers, in 1891 even though, or more accurate-
ly, because, they were in the same union. The fight broke

out when the hod-carriers demanded $2.50 a day, a sum thought

43see Allen Seager, "Workers, Class, and Industrial
Conflict in New Westminster, 1900-1930," in Rennie Warburton
and David Coburn, eds., ital i
it ia, Vancouver: University of British Columbia
Press, 1988, 119.
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by the bricklayers to be too high. When the hod-carriers
stuck to their demand and were supported by the VTLC, the
bricklayers resigned from the labour council. Their action
was based on the belief that the wages demanded could not be
gained without a strike, and the bricklayers did not want to
jeopardize their strike fund to support the hod-carriers.44
In order to minimize inter- and intra-union disputes the VTLC
asked for a more limited kind of solidarity and referred most
calls for united action back to the individual unions.

This cautious solidarity extended to political issues as
well as straight-forward union matters. Again, the ex-
perience of the Knights illustrated that combining political
action with bread and butter unionism could lead to disputes
and factionalism. Kealey and Palmer have noted that "the
Knights of Labors’ eclectic reform orientation...was both the
source of great strength and the partial cause of failure,"
for workers in Local Assemblies often balked when their dues
were diverted from local struggles to aid political cam-
paigns.45  The Home Club affair of 1886 highlighted the
differences between _xnights who insisted on concentrating on
unionism and those who favoured political action. The Home
Club was a faction of Knights who followed the platform and
ideas of the German socialist Ferdinand Lassalle. Chief

among his ideas was the "iron law of wages," which held that

44yTLCM 27 March, 3 April, 10 April 1891.

45Kealey and Palmer, 202, 130, 125-6.
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no matter how workers fought or were organized the average
wage could not rise much above the subsistence level, partly
because employers could simply raise their prices to maintain
profit levels and partly because workers would, in Malthusian
fashion, take the opportunity of higher wages to produce more
children. If the theory were correct, it meant that the
struggles of the union movement could never achieve much.
This in turn implied that other forms of action, such as co-
operatives and involvement in politics, were more important.
From this it followed that the actions of the workers were
less important than those of the Knights who were politicians
and that the middle-class intelligentsia was the proper group
to head the organization. A seemingly abstract debate over a
point of economics camouflaged a fight over who should lead
the Knights and in what direction. The matter was further
complicated when Home Club Knights in New York organized the
Progressive Cigar-Makers Union and undercut the wage schedule
of the AFL’s Cigar-Makers International Union. The incident
spilled over into Canada, though with 1little apparent
justification, and the episode tended to exaggerate the
differences between political reformers and unionists, and
between the Knights and the AFL. To George Bartley, the
history of the Knights indicated clearly that trade union
autonomy and non-interference from the central bodies were
important for the labour movement as a whole. Craft unions,

he believed, could fight against the boss more effectively
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while principled political battles were divisive and tended
to replace traditional working-class leaders with political
reformers. Bartley, who knew and worked with Vancouver
Knights, wrote that by 1889 and the founding of the VTLC,

the days of the noble Knights were numbered and the
old movement of industrial unions, namely that all
workers belong to one body, was being broken up by
the American Federation of Labor. It was now
Powderley versus Gompers and it need not be stated
that the craft organizations soon came from under
the wing of the K of L and joined the AF of
L....[Tlhe once powerful industrial organization of
over 1,250,000 started a new movement but it was
too late. It was that the ironwcrkers and all its
branches should elect its own executive body, and
manage its own affairs. Other crafts were expected
to do likewise, such as the woodworkers, tobacco
workers, printing trades, etc....[Tlhis once noble
order held that the rights of labour could only be
obtained through political action, and that meant
that all public bodies must be controlled by "true"
Knights. This gave rise to factions in the local
assembly which ultimately broke them up.4

It appeared to Vancouver labour leaders that far from
guaranteeing solidarity, centralization could actually

undermine it, while craft unionism remained the most effec-—

46Foner, Lm_the_ﬂmmmg_mmm Volume

2, n in
i v 75 9, 132~ 4, Bruce Laume, A;;g_,‘sang
: i n n ica; Richard
Jules Oestreicher, §glidari;y and Fragmentation; Working
People an i in_Detroi 75-1900.

Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1989, 187-214. New
York: Hill and Wang, 1898. 168-173; Kealey and Palmer, 159-
165; Bartley, "Twenty-five." As Kealey and Palmer have
argued, the split between the middle-class and working-class
elements in the Knights may well have been exaggerated, and
none of the above is intended to argue that factionalism was
the only element in the decline of the Knights. It does
suggest that the VTLC may have had some good reasons for the
federalist scheme of organization besides protecting the
positions of the union leaders.
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tive way to maintain and improve the wages and conditions of
the skilled worker. Though direct evidence is lacking, it
may also be that union leaders, while receiving little in the
way of salary, may have enjoyed a degree of prestige that
would end if their positions as heads of unions were subsumed
in one over-arching organization.

Craft autonomy within the shell of the VTLC was protec-
ted in several ways. First, executive positions were
generally spread out among the different unions to avoid any
single power bloc.  Second, appeals for solidarity were
referred back to the individual unions rather than granted
from the council’s own funds. In this way aid to fellow
workers could be given without compulsion and without
alienating union members who might not be filled with empathy
for other workers. In May 1890, the VTLC called a general
meeting of delegates and wunionists to consider aiding
strikers in Portland, Orzgon, rather than enforcing a levy en
masse. In November, the question of supporting Vancouver
Island miners was sent back to each union to decide, while a
request from the beleaguered steel workers at Homestead in
1892 was “"referred to the different unions for their con-
sideration." The strikes of British machinists in 1897 and
New York printers in 1899 brought forth a number of requests
for aid, and again, the council’s response was to refer the
appeals to the affiliated unions. Though the procedures were

sometimes successful in raising funds, they held no guaran-
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tees: while the Portland meeting raised $165.50, two weeks of
soliciting funds turned up only a single dollar for the
Homestead strikers.47 This did not mean that the council was
opposed to solidarity. It did mean that its first priority
was maintaining the structural integrity of the Vancouver
labour movement by avoiding controversy and a top-down
enforcement of political morality that could alienate unions
that had a more parochial view of the class struggle. If the
Knights taught men and women to dream of what might be, the
VTLC preferred to take them as they were and refused to push
them much further. The council did support other workers,
but in ways that would create little stir. Though the
Wellington miners received little direct aid, the Labor Day
celebration of 1890 included a tug of war with a prize of ten
dollars. The Longshoremen won the event and were awarded the
money "with the understanding that they should forward to the
Wellington Miners Association." On the whole, however, the
council acted on the belief that solidarity and charity began
at home and if its policy prevented sectarian squabbling it
did little for the larger cause of labour.48

Political matters were handled in a similar fashion.
Parliamentary committees were struck to draw up platforms,
and those selected to serve on it represented a number of

47yTLCM 20 May, 20 June, 21 August, 14 November 1890; 9
September, 23 September 1892; 3 December 1897. World 2
September 1899.

48vancouver World, 13 September 1890.
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unions. The final platforms were then presented to the
council as a whole, debated and amended, then sent back to
the individual unions for their approval. If such a proced-
ure was complicated and time-consuming -- it was undoubtedly
a factor in the failure of the council to take effective
political action in its early years -- it minimized political
squabbling and dissension.4?

The policy was an effective one. In the first twenty
years of the council, political debates took place, but
rarely did they result in overt fractures in the council
itself. Though socialists and labourists feuded in the
papers, at conventions, and at the polls, the council itself
avoided serious in-fighting. Indeed, the only issue that did
split the council in this period was the fight over Deadman’s
Island, an early environmental battle that split political
parties and businessmen as well as the labour movement.

Deadman’s Island, today the site of the HMCS Discovery
Naval Reserve Training Section, is a small islet in Coal
Harbour, a few hundred feet off Stanley Park. The island had
been used in the 1860s as a rendering station for whalers;
before that, coastal Indians had used it as a burial ground.
The island and the 1,000 acres that were to become Stanley
Park were originally part of a colonial government land

reserve and came under Dominion jurisdiction when B.C. joined

49yTICM 11 December 1891; 21 October 1892; 2 December
1892;' 24 March 1893.
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Canada in 1871. Though the lands were thus held out of the
speculation boom, real estate broker A.W. Ross believed they
could still help him turn a profit, if indirectly. Reasoning
that a large park would attract tourists and settlers and
thus drive up the price of his own nearby lots, Ross lobbied
the civic council to ask the federal government to transfer
the land to the city. In 1887 the Privy Council agreed to
the city’s request, and Stanley Park was created. Deadman’s
Island was used largely as a quarantine center for suspected
cases of smallpox.50

The island was commonly believed to have been included
in the Stanley Park grant, but the Canadian government did
not agree. In 1899 the issue was put to the test when the
federal government decided to lease Deadman’s Island to a
businessman, representing Chicago money, Theodore Ludgate.
Ludgate soon announced his plans to build a saw mill and log
the island. The population of the city quickly became
arounsed as different factions sprang up to argue the respec-
tive merits of park space and industrialization. City
council split on the contest, as the Conservative mayor,
James Garden, used the police and the Riot Act to halt
logging. The business community also divided. Leaders such

S0Nicol, 40, 108. W.C. McKee, "The Vancouver Park
System, 1886-1929: A Product of Local Businessmen,"
i view, 3, 1978, 33-49. See 36-40 for his contention
that profit and not a sense of the "city beautiful" lay
behind the parks. His argument, if not conclusive, is

strongly by circumstantial evidence and is in
keeping with the general climate and activities of the time.
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as Henry Bell-Irving opposed the logging scheme, while
others, such as Charles Woodward, supported it. Politicians
fought amongst themselves and with their party members; even
in the inchoate, non-party politics that typified B.C. in
this period, division was acute and hostile. Ludgate’s lease
was fought in every level of court, and was eventually
decided in his favour by the British Privy Council in 1911.
By then, most of the trees had already been felled, and the
decision was moot.51 The differences in the business
community may be partly explained by the ways in which each
made money. Bell-Irving, the head of ABC Packers, would not
profit from increased population, while as a dry-goods
merchant, Woodward stood to gain from industry and job
creation.

Thus Deadman’s Island touched a nerve in the Vancouver
Trades and Labor Council. President Harry Cowan informed the
council that Ludgate had received permission to log the
island and run a sawmill for the nominal sum of $500 a year.
The VTLC then voted unanimously to go on record as "condemn-
ing the action of the Dominion government in granting [the]
lease of Deadman’s Island for commercial purposes." Dele-
gates then decided to send Cowan to Ottawa as part of a
deputation of business and community leaders opposed to the

industrialization of the island,52

SlNicol, 114-115; McKee, 42-43.

523artley, "Twenty-five." World, 4 March 1899.
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But the labour council’s united front soon proved
illusory. At the next meeting, with Cowan on his way to the
capital, J.H. Watson, recording secretary of the Boilermakers
and Iron Ship Builders, read a long letter praising industry
and the leasing of the island to Ludgate. Delegates Harrison
and Tyson then moved to reconsider the council’s decision to
oppose the saw mill scheme. Bartley, John Pearey, and
Francis Williams worked to get the matter referred back to
the constituent unions for discussion, a parliamentary move
that would have delayed any vote indefinitely; it would
amount to having the matter tabled and would let the original
resolution stand. Though the council agreed, Watson and W.R.
Lawson, who had earlier served as president and vice-presi-
dent respectively, out-maneouvered Bartley and the others.
Watson simply moved that the VTLC, "after more mature
consideration, does heartily approve the leasing of Deadman’s
Island or any other foreshore around the city, for manufac-
turing and commercial purposes, as being in the best inter-
ests of the working classes." Ironically, Watson earlier had
been in the vanguard of the labour council’s park movement.
In 1895, he had joined with Bartley to have the council
petition the city to improve swimming facilities at English
Bay. Watson led the opposition to the selling of the city’s

foreshore rights, and had clamoured for the clearing of land
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for a public park at English Bay.33 1In what the newspapers
called "one of the most animated" meetings on record, the
council voted 12-9 in favour of the motion, and was then
officially in favour of logging the small island. Cowan was
notified of the abrupt about-face and returned to Van-
couver, 54

The matter did not die there. Supporters of the
original resolution .and the park did not take the actions of
the industrializing faction lightly. President Cowan,
Secretary J.H. Browne, Treasurer Joseph Dixon, and Par-
liamentary Committee Secretary and Auditor Bartley turned in
their resignations when Cowan returned. More than the
Deadman’s Island dispute was at work. Bartley was accused of
being a front man for the politicians organizing against the
saw mill, a charge he hotly denied. Indeed, Bartley and his
allies counter-attacked by alleging that the anti-park
faction was an "attempt to turn the Trades and Labor council
into a political machine. They aver that a number of members
of the council have received government positions and are
amenable to government influence. This in their view is most
undesirable, and hence their action.” The shot was aimed at
J.H. Watson, a Liberal supporter at least since 1897, and a

close associate of the Liberal-Labour MLA and MP Ralph Smith.

S3yorld, 3 August, 31 August 1895; Vancouver Trades and
Labour Council Minutes, 6 December 1895, 8 May 1896, 17 July,
31 July 1896.

54Wgr;g, 4 March 1899, Bartley, "Twenty-five."
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His party loyalty had been rewarded with a job in the customs
service in 1899, and in this episode he appears to have come
to the aid of Liberal MP George R. Maxwell. The Reverend
Maxwell had been elected to the House of Commons as an
Independent candidate friendly to labour, but he came out
unabashedly on the side of the Laurier government and
Ludgate. Setting the tone for Watson’s speeches and resolu-
tions, Maxwell had declared that Deadman’s Island was a class
issue, but of a rather peculiar sort. He maintained that it
was only in the interests of the rich who resided in the west
end to oppose industrialization, for those "who wore kid
gloves" preferred scenic views to jobs for the working class.
Such a class analysis was not supported by all. A sardonic
letter to the editor wondered when Maxwell had last done
manual work, and suggested that

anyone can easily see when a man is talking to the

gallery. When will the laboring classes give over

being gulled this way? The most hopeless sight in

the world is that of the working man led, captured

at will, by [obscured =-- "unscrupulous?"] demago-

gues who simulate an undying interest in them while

they (the workingmen% fondly dream that they are

governing themselves. 5

But the dissension in the VTLC cannot be easily typified
as a battle between political factions, or as a battle

between those who favoured linking labour to a particular

party and those who preferred a voluntarist, Gompersesque

SSworld, 1 April, 4 March 1899; Province, 1 April 1899;
World, 28 February 1899. See Phillips, 34, for Watson’s ties
to the Liberal party.
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policy of rewarding labour’s friends and hurting its enemies.
Though Bartley denounced Watson’s partisanship, he was
himself on a ward committee for Mayor Garden, and was elected
to the parks board as part of his slate early in 1900. Later
that year, Garden was elected as an MLA and ran federally for
the Conservatives but lost to Maxwell. Charges of political
machinations and partisanship appear to be justified in both
cases, though the Deadman’s Island dispute crossed party
lines: the World, nominally a Liberal paper and a supporter
of Joseph Martin in 1900, was opposed to industrialization
and called for voters to elect Garden for mayor. L.D.
Taylor, who would later become the publisher of the World and
Liberal mayor of Vancouver, was the secretary of the Dead-
man’s Island Committee, the citizens’ group that lobbied for
the saw mill. The VTLC was as divided as the rest of the
city, and each side was quick to ally with politicians and
businessmen to press its point.

Nor was the contest simply between industrialists and
pastoralists. Bartley, in his run for the parks board,
maintained that "A man might as well say that he would be
opposed to three square meals a day, as that he was opposed
to industries." Bartley and the pro-park faction were
solidly in favour of industry and development, but believed
that other concerns were also important. While he admitted
to being something of "a crank on parks," Bartley was at

pains to make the city livable and to provide something for



the youth apart from gambling and vice."56

Early in 1900, the true colours of the pro-logging
faction were shown. The Deadman’s Island Citizens’ Commit-
tee, which supported Ludgate, re-organized itself into the
Vancouver Industrial and Manufacturers Association. The
organization contained a number of Liberal supporters, and
under its new guise seemed to hold little promise for labour.
Two weeks later, the VTLC announced that the unanimous
opinion of its members was "in favour of taking independent
political action in municipal, Provincial, and Dominion
elections."57

The controversy over Deadman’s Island offers a number of
insights into working-class politics in this period. It
supports Robert McDonald’s insistence that class was impor-
tant in "shaping perceptions of, and social competition for,
recreational space in early twentieth century Canada." It
also suggests that McKee is right to argue that "parks and
beaches may evolve in response to the wishes of a select few
rather than the relatively impotent populace." These two
arguments are not in opposition to each other: to argue that
working people fought for parks does not mean that they could

win.58

56paily News-Advertiser, 6 January 1900.

57pai ws-Adv r, 3 February 1900; rid, 17
February 1900.

S8McDonald, 153; McKee, 33.
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The fighting in the council illustrates that labour was
still sorting out its political program. Watson toed the
Liberal 1line, but the VTLC was about to launch its own
independent labour campaign. In maneouvering the council to
support industrialization and the Liberal policy, Watson ran
afoul of a bloc that was beginning to agitate for political
action outside the traditional parties. Bartley had recently
offered to run as an Independent but failed to secure the
VTLC’s support, while in May 1900, the VTLC nominated
president Joseph Dixon and treasurer Francis Williams of the
Tailors’ Union as provincial candidates on an Independent
Labour ticket.5® And in supporting industrialization, Watson

came into conflict with Bartley and his parks board campaign.

The split the two factions may be partly
explained by the different levels of the labour and political
machinery their spokesmen represented. Watson was well on
his way to becoming a professional bureaucrat with no real
ties to a trade or community. He owed his allegiance to the
politicians who were to provide his sinecure in the customs
department and to the labour leaders of the AFL and TLC who
would keep him as an organizer. Bartley, on the other hand,
was first a tradesman who would live out his days in Van-
couver. He saw himself as a labour aristocrat and a vigorous
spokesman for local issues; he was thus freed of the politi-

cal entanglements that could persuade him to support a

59Independent, 19 May 1900.



measure that would make the city less livable.

It is not clear how union affiliations affected the
delegates’ responses, partly because the voting on the
resolutions was not published. Of the votes that can be
accounted for, Watson, representing the Boilermakers, and T.
Tyson, probably Thomas Tyson of the Iron Moulders, may have
been eager to secure the mill project in the hope that it
would create work for their members. Presumably the Stone-
cutters’ delegate Lawson defended the industrialization for
the same reason. But Dixon of the Carpenters resigned over
the issue, attacking the mill scheme even though the union
would probably gain some work from it; it may be that Dixon’s
antagonism to Watson and his political ties outweighed his
considerations for jobs at any cost. The Typographical
Union, represented by Cowan, Bartley, and Browne, was united
in its opposition to the logging of Deadman’s Island. As
printers, they would gain nothing from the plan, and would
lose a recreational site. The craft bonds may have helped
Bartley whip up support for his position, as well. The
Streetcar Railwaymen, represented by Harrison and by John
Pearey, split on the final vote, and it is hard to see any
connection between their work and their decisions. What the
voting does suggest is the difficulty facing the craft unions
when they moved away form the "pure and simple" issues of
wages and conditions and towards the political field. The

different trades could be expected to have different posi-
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tions on issues such as parks depending on how each would
profit or lose. It should not be surprising then that
forming a united political party to represent labour was such
a difficult task, and the Island controversy helps illustrate
the fragmented and unwieldy nature of craft unionism.

Though the wrangling over the park divided the VTLC as
no other issue ha;i, the rift was soon closed. What appears
to be a compromise resolution was hammered out in late April
as the VTLC called for a city board to obtain the rights and
control of the foreshore and False Creek area. This board,
which was to include members of the VTLC, would be "managed
and controlled...for public purposes, the promotion of
industry, and the elevation of labour." In September 1899,
Peary and Dixon were elected president and vice-president,
while Harrison was made secretary. This meant that both
sides were represented on the council executive. A few
months later, Bartley and Harrison were appointed as dele-
gates to a provincial labour conference. In January 1900,
Dixon became president and Watson was made vice-president,
Bartley gave up his council duties to become editor of the
labour council’s new paper, and was unanimously voted to be
the labour candidate for parks board. By 1902, no trace of
the old animosity was evident as Bartley and Watson served as
delegates to the Provincial Progressive Party founding in

Kamloops. The two former enemies had joined forces to take



on the common enemy of the rising socialist movement.60
Other matters were sent back to the unions and rein-
Forced their autonomy. When the building trades set up an
arbitration committee in the VTLC, memkers debated how the
panel should be selected. Some wanted the council to appoint
the committee, but after "considerable discussion," it was
agreed to let the unions select their own representatives.
When the Amalgamated Society of Carpenters and the Knights’
Stevedores Union spoke on the desirability of a co-operative
store for union members, many delegates were in agreement.
When a plan for such a co-op was put directly to the councili,
however, it was decided that the VTLC itself "could not take
an active part in the formation of a co-operative association
but that members individually would be willing to take shares
in same."6l When the council first conceived of publishing a
labour paper, a committee was struck to see how much support
could be garnered. The council, in now typical fashion,
moved to start the paper as soon as possible, pending the
decisions of the affiliated unions and their success in
raising the needed number of subscriptions. Given the
limited resources of the council such a policy was wise, but
the effect was again to reaffirm the independence of the
60_9:_1_;1, 29 April, 16 September, 9 December 1899; Daily
s, 7 January 1900; World, 9 January 1900;
Martxn Robin, Radical Politics and Canadian Labour, 1880~
1930, 77-78; Phxlhps, 33. 42; Loosmore, 156-172.

61yTLCM 14 August 1891; 21 December 1894; 5 June 1896.



unions that made up the central labour body.52

Unions asserted their reluctance to assimilate under one
leadership in other ways. Fear of centralization was on
occasion, a strong enough reason for a union to be chary
about joining in the first place. When the American Railway
Union considered joining the VTLC it expressed great reluc-
tance because of a clause in the council’s constitution that
placed the control of strikes "solely in the power of the
[council’s]) strike committee." The council responded by
changing the clause so it would "apply only to strikes which
are confined to the city of Vancouver and shall not affect
Labour Unions or Brotherhoods who are controlled and in the
case of a strike by officers living in other cities."63
Apathy was an informal yet efficient technique used to
prevent intrusion and complaints over poor attendance of the
delegates was common. "Brother Cosgrove" was one of many who
"referred in strong terms to the laxity of some delegates
sent by the various unions of the city to represent them in
attending the meetings of the council.” Throughout its
history the council found it necessary to pass resolutions to
enforce attendance. Even this resolution illustrated the
weakness of the central council, for it did not fine delin-
quent delegates or dismiss them; instead, it returned the
53 62yTLcM 23 September 1892; 7 October 1892; 18 November

63yTLCM 9 October, 6 November 1896.
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matter to the individual unions by stating that "any delegate
missing more than 2 consecutive meetings will have his union
asked to appoint another in his stead."64

More effective was the withholding of information and
money from the VTLC. Primarily concerned with wages and
conditions of work, the labour council needed to garner
statistics and figures on rates of pay, unemployment, union
membership, and the like. One of its first tasks therefore
was to elect Thomas Hallam of the Knights of Labor to the
post of Statistician. Hallam was energetic and drew up
report sheets for the affiliates to fill out. But judging
from the slow response of the unions to his repeated requests
for information, the needs of the new bureaucracy were not
treated with a great deal of sympathy. Despite previous
resolutions to the same effect, delegates resolved in March
1892 to have "the various unions bring in a monthly report of
the state of trade, number of men employed, rate of wages,
and as near as possible the number of Union and Non-union men
in the city."

The reluctance to provide statistics may have had its
root in economics as well as in a desire to contrel informa-
tion, for union membership was used to calculate each union’s
contribution to the council. Unions were often in arrears

and the per capita levy could be a significant factor in a

64yTLCM 27 September 1895, 26 February 1892.
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union’s decision to remain with the council.65 1n 1893 the
Amalgamated Society of Carpenters tendered their resignation
from the council, giving “"the chief reason for doing so" as
“their inability to collect the 10 cents per capita tax from
their members.” After some pleading from other delegates,
the Society resolved to stick with the council, but a year
later the Building Laborers and the Mainland Shipmens’
Association announced that they had to withdraw because of
financial difficulties. This time, the VTLC asked them to
continue to seat their delegates "with the understanding that
they be exempt from per capita tax until such time that they
may be able to contribute to the funds of the council."66

Despite the difficulty of raising funds and the opposi-
tion to anything more than a limited degree of centraliza-
tion, the VTLC did begin to assert itself as a distinct
organization. The council’s executive was elected by the
delegates for a term of six months, but re-election for a
subsequent term was usually assured, making the effective
term one year. The post of secretary was generally given to
a member of the printers’ union, a token acknowledgement of

65yTLCcM 14 February, 25 February 1890 for Hallam’s
appointment. See his complaints on the tardiness of union
reporting, VTLCM 25 February 1890; 27 February 1891; 25 March
1892; 13 August 1892. See VTLCM 11 December 1891 for a
request for the secretary to bring in a detailed report of
unions in arrears, and 11 March 1892 for the request for
Stati?tics. VTLCM 15 January 1892 notes that the Tinners
were in arrears.

66yricM 10 r, 24 7 22 1893;
VTLCM 1 March 1895.
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the facility with words assumed to be held by practitioners
of the "art preservative." At first, delegates were not
elected by the members of the unions they represented.
Instead, they were either union officers who were seconded to
the labour council as part of their duties, or they were
appointed by the VTLC itself. Attendance at the meetings was
open until May 1891, when the council closed its sessions to
the rank and file, having "deemed it advisable that only such
members as were delegated to attend to the business of the
council should be present and participate in its meetings."
A subsequent motion to allow former delegates to attend and
speak, but not vote, was tabled, and several months later,
the council voted in favour of “special meetings or secret
meetings...to discuss all private business." These efforts
to separate further the membership from the council were
mitigated somewhat when, after "considerable discussion" the
VTLC agreed that delegates would no longer be appointed to
the organization, but would be elected by the unions on the
basis of one for each twenty members. But the general
tendency of the council was away from control and influence
by the rank and file it represented.s"

Oon some issues, the council was inclined to hold general
meetings, but these relatively few occasions were still

restrictive. The selection of a delegate to the Dominion

67yrLcM 31 January 1890; 124 February 1890; 8 May 1891;
11 September 1891; 26 February 1892; 25 September 1891.
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Trades and Labour Congress of 1890 was one such affair.
Though a mass meeting was called to elect the delegate,
discussion was limited to five speakers, two of whom were the
candidates. Voting was technically open, but "everybody in
the hall would have the privilege of voting, on condition
that all who voted should contribute to the expenses" of the
delegate, despite a prior council decision to fund the trip
with a per capita levy. After his successful election,
George Bartley made it clear that he held to a parliamentary,
not a participatory, notion of democracy as he asked for
"resolutions and suggestions" that would "guide" him but not
"bind" him at the conference.58

In addition to limiting attendance at its meetings, the
labour council worked to restrict the publication of its
business. Allowing newspapers, and thus employers and
politicians, to be privy to the debates, divisions, decisions
and politics of the council could be harmful, especially in a
period when trade unions and unionists had little legal
protection or security. Early in 1892 the delegates met to
"discuss the advisability of allowing reporters into this
council," and decided instead to furnish the press with the
edited accounts of their doings. In May the Amalgamated
Carpenters urged the VTLC to be "more conservative with
regard to publication of business transacted," and delegates

resolved to endorse this suggestion fully. In July, the

68yTLCM 21 August 1890.
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carpenters went further and called for an outright ban on the
publication of the council’s activities. This motion was
tabled, but a subsequent one was passed to make the secretary
"the only authorized person to report minutes of proceedings
to newspapers." Such a policy made sure that the press could
not be used by dissenting delegates to air grievances and
that the council’s plans could not be leaked or distorted.
on the other hand, the restriction of information together
with the banning of the rank and file from meetings meant
that workers could be made aware of the council’s activity
only through the official, edited channels of the press and
the reports of delegates. Certainly opening the meetings to
reporters would not guarantee the dissemination of accurate
information, but by keeping close control over their meet-
ings, even with the best of motives, labour leaders separated
themselves from the membership they were to represent and
aid.69

The council’s reluctance to collect money for other
unions did not extend to its own affairs, and it proved ready
to assess the constituent unions for its own purposes. To
fund a delegate to the Nanaimo Labor Congress in 1890, the
council was quick to charge each union member ten cents.
Other taxes were assessed without the deliberation of the

individual unions. In September 1890, each delegate was

6%yTLCM 15 January 1892; 20 May 1892; 2 July, 15 July
1892.
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required to pay the council five dollars for his seat.
January 1891 saw a special assessment of ten cents per union
member; the quarterly per capita charge was doubled to ten
cents in March; a one-time levy of twenty-five cents per
member was passed to provide money for May Day celebrations
in 1892. Despite these fees and the regular per capita tax,
the council instructed the financial committee to bring in a
report "with a view to ascertaining the amount per capita
that will be needed to remove the indebtedness of the
council." The committee recommended a levy of thirty cents
per head to remove the debts and put the council on a healthy
fom‘.ing.'70

The need for funds and the difficulty in extracting
money from the individual unions prompted the VTLC to adopt
stricter accounting procedures and eventually to hire their
first paid staff member. 1In 1890, delegates were told that
"as no books had been kept by previous secretaries, it was a
difficult matter to find out the standing of the unions."
They were therefore directed to have the "bodies in arrears
of per capita tax forward the amount to the secretary of the
council." Later, the secretary was "directed to have some
blank forms printed so the quarterly returns" could be
submitted and accounted for more easily. With the decision

to keep better records came a motion to pay the secretary.

70VTLCM 6 November, 5 September 1890; 9 January 1891; 13
February, 27 March 1891; 6 May 1892; 2 December 8 December 1893.
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An early attempt to give him a salary had failed, but in
January 1891, it was resolved to pay him fifty cents a
meeting. Six months later, the rate was increased to five
dollars per month and "extra pay for extra work." Part of
his duties now included entering receipts and expenditures in
the minutes of each meeting.?l

A subsequent event showed the need for both strict
accounting and accountability. The 1895 Labour Day celebra-
tions were considered a success for the council and the
labour movement in general, but the aftermath was painful.
The secretary, F.P. Bishop of the Painters, resigned from the
council as he was moving to Seattle. However, he failed to
turn over the books, the union hall keys, and cash receipts
of about $19 before he left town. Without the books, the
financial committee was unable to report on the finances and
could not settle accounts or figure out the costs and
receipts of the Labour Day festivities. J.H. Watson was sent
around to Bishop’s house to collect the council’s books and
property, but discovered that the former secretary had
already left for Washington. His wife was able to hand over
the books, but the keys and the money had travelled with
Bishop. A cursory examination of the accounts revealed the
financial impropriety, and "discussion upon our late secre-

tary then followed in which several members condemned the

7lyrLcM, 12 December 1890; 23 January, 1891; 31 January
1890; 23 January 1891; 31 July 1891; 20 May 1892.
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conduct of our late secretary." The Stevedores and the
Steamshipmens’ Union, a local of the National Seamens’ Union
of America, hinted darkly that they would take action as soon
as the books were thoroughly audited, while ARU delegates
promised to write to the Western Central Labor Union to
inform it of Bishop’s actions. It is possible that Bishop
did not deliberately abscond with the funds, for he had been
a member of the VTLC since its founding and had turned over a
much larger sum to the council before heading to Seattle.
But the theft of union funds was quite common in this period,
and it is probable that Bishop was leaving Vancouver to
improve his lot. 1In this context, theft may be the most
likely explanation. Ultimately, the episode cost the council
nothing, for the city band, to whom the money was owed, made
their services a gift. The significance of the matter lies
in the council’s perception that tighter procedures were
needed for its own protection, and in its resolution "that in
future the treasurer of the Labor Day celebration committee
be placed under Bonds."72

Political disputes within the council could also lead to
the adoption of tighter control of finances. Eventually,

even tighter measures were adopted. In addition to the

72yTLCM, 27 September, 11 October, 25 October 1895; 14
February, 22 May 1896. Bishop did return to Vancouver and
started his own business as a master painter. He advertised
regularly in the VTLC newspaper and was on its list of fair
employers. This suggests he made restitution or had not
stolen the money.
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financial committee and treasurer that had been part of the
council’s structure from the beginning, in 1899 a new by-law

was passed, creating a board of trustees

1) to see that all moneys over the sum of thirty dollars
in the possession of the treasurer shall be deposited in
such bank or savings institution as the Trades and Labor
Council shall direct, and no money shall be drawn out
unless the draft is signed by a majority of the Board of
Trustees and countersigned by the president, financial

secretary, and treasurer. 2) No money shall be drawn
from the bank without the consent of a majority of the
members present in regular meetings. 3) The Board of

Trustees shall hold office for the term of twelve months

and make a report of the financial standing of the

council n the second regular meeting in July and

January.

This resolution came during the Deadman’s Island dispute,
just as delegates were resigning and protesting each other’s
actions. The cumbersome arrangements were probably intended
to forestall either faction from controlling the purse
strings, and the one year term -- double that of the elected
officials -- made it less likely that trustees would be
embroiled in the day-to-day political manoeuvering.

The council also adopted informal ways to consolidate
control. Though the constitution called for the executive to
be elected for six months at a time, it was common for
officers to be re-elected for a second term, in effect
doubling the length of their tenure. This practice was
especially prevalent with the positions of secretary and

treasurer, and even longer sinecures were not unusual.

73yrLCM 29 April 1899.
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Keeping the same people in these jobs ensured that finances
and record-keeping would not be affected by ideological
swings or transiency, and gave the council some stability and
continuity. It would also, however, create a semi-permanent,
though accountable, cadre of leaders based upon their
expertise. In this way the council protected itself from
challenges to the status quo as well as the uncertainties of
the society and the vagaries of its members. Thus the
position of secretary was held for three consecutive terms by
John Fulton of the ITU from 1890 to 1891; George Gagen of the
Carpenters, 1892-1893; F.P. Bishop of the Painters for four
terms, 1894-1895, and one term in 1892. Walter Hepburn of
the Carpenters served for three terms from 1896 to 1897; J.C.
Marshall of the ITU, 1900-1901; T.H. Cross of the Postal
Employees, 1901-1902; Francis Williams of the Tailors, 1904-
1905; and Harry Cowan of the ITU, 1908-1909. Treasurers had
similar extended tenures. Charles Kaine of the Amalgamated
Society of Carpenters served five consecutive terms from 1894
to 1896, and two additional terms from 1897 to 1898; A.W.
Harrington of the Cooks and Waiters and Waitresses held the
job for three terms, 1903-1904. When the position of
Financial Secretary was created in 1899 the first office
holder, J.H. Watson, was caught up in the Deadman’s Island
dispute, but the second, Francis Williams, then held down the
job for two terms, as did his successor, W.J. Beer of the

Machinists. In 1902, J.T. Lilley of the Freighthandlers,
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took up the task for five terms, until the end of 1904. When
the office was combined with that of Treasurer, creating the
new position of Secretary-Treasurer late in 1905, it soon
fell under the guidance of A.R. Burns of the ITU, who stayed
in office from 1907 to 1909.

The executive was further limited by the tendency of
officers to rotate through the executive positions. As a
result, the tenure of one official in one particular office
might be rather limited, but by moving to a different
position, the same few people continued to dominate the
council. Joseph Dixon, for example, served as president in
1889 and 1891; as treasurer, 1898-1899, when he resigned over
the Deadman’s Island dispute; vice-president, 1899; and
president again, 1900-1901, when he ran as the VTLC-endorsed
provincial candidate. Similarly, George Bartley served as
president in 1892, statistician for seven terms, 1893-1897,
president for three terms, 1897-1898, and editor of the
council’s newspaper from 1900 to 1904. William Pleming
served but a single term as treasurer, in 1891; however, his
influence continued during his tenure as president for the
second half of 1891 and as the statistician in 1892. Harry
Cowan had a varied career, starting as the statistician in
1892, then playing a less active role until 1899, when he was
elected president. Resigning in protest over Deadman’s

Island, Cowan became the Ind 's business in

1900. The paper folded in 1904, but Cowan returned as
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general-secretary for three terms, from 1908 to 1909. J.H.
McVety of the Machinists served five terms as president from
1906 to 1909, and added one term as vice-president in 1905.

Further continuity may be found at the levels of
delegate and trustee. Often people would end their term as
officer but would continue to operate as delegates, even
serving on the committees that were struck. Thus J. Rumble
of the Stonecutters served as doorkeeper, or sergeant at arms
(the two terms were used interchangeably) in 1894, but
remained a delegate as late as 1905. John Crow of the
Cigarmakers served a term as president in 1901, and was still
active as a delegate in 1904; similarly, G.F. Lenfesty of the
Streetcar Railwaymen stood one term as doorkeeper in 1901,
but was on the rollcall as a delegate in 1908. Council
stalwarts such as D_ixon, Bartley, Watson, and others could
often be found working on committees even if they were not
presently serving as officers. The three trustee positions,
together with the doorkeeper, were the least powerful
positions of tne council’s executive, but they served both as
a financial watchdog and as a kind of staging area for
officers. McVety, for example, served first as a trustee in
1902, before later ascending to the presidency. F.J. Russell
of the Freighthandlers did one stint as trustee in 1901, then
became vice-president for two years in 1902. W. George of
the Civic Employees, C.N. Lee of the Laundry Workers, A.R.

Burns of the ITU, and W.W. Sayer of the Bricklayers, each
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moved from a trusteeship to positions such as president,
vice-president, or secretary-treasurer. In this way, new
delegates could be tried out and groomed for more responsible
positions. At the same time, it ensured that dissidents
could either be frozen out of the executive or brought along
slowly, promoted once they had learned to go along with the
council as a whole. They would, in essence, learn to contain
their enthusiasm through stints of committee work and
apprenticeships as the lower levels. By the time they moved
up to more powerful positions, most would have learned
important, bureaucratic lessons about politics being the "art
of the possible."

This informal system, based upon the need for bureau-
crats to win elections, also meant that leaders tended to
change slowly. Five years after the founding of the labour
council, four of the six executive officers were men who had
attended meetings in the council’s first year. At virtually
every period of the VTLC’s history, new officers sat with
others who had some- experience, and committees were staffed
with newcomers and veterans. This arrangement meant that
marked departures from previous policies were unlikely as new
slates rarely dominated the council. Consensus was neces-
sary, and required compromise and diplomacy; as a result, the
council rarely took extreme positions or voiced sentiments
that were much more than progressive or reformist. Rarely

was the dominant slate replaced; more often, the officers
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simply changed positions, as presidents would become the head
of the parliamentary committee, treasurers would become
presidents, committee members would become executives. New
delegates would start at the bottom as trustees or sergeants
at arms and slowly work their way up to more influential
positiens. This meant that officers would have some ex-
perience before they would staff the important council seats,
but it also meant that an effective clique dominated the VTLC
for its first ten years. This system also weeded out the
more transient workers and ensured that the council would be
headed by older, more established unionists. The common
solution for the unsuccessful worker was simply to move on to
greener pastures, and the structure of the VTLC meant that
delegates who were not relatively well-off and able to stay
in the city would not have much say in the labour movement.
On the other hand, the structure reinforced those unionists
who were successful and who could hold out in times of
depression and unemployment. Older, more satisfied, and
wealthier unionists then tended to carry the day in the
labour movement, while those whose existence was more
precarious and thus might be more inclined to push harder for
aggressive, radical action were not around long enough to
attain the leadership positions that would let them change
the council’s direction. William MacClain, for example, had
little chance to influence the council with his socialist

ideology, for his tenure as statistician -- one of the first
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rungs of the bureaucratic ladder -- was cut short when he
left town. The control of the old guard helped ensure that
"young Turks" would not carry much weight until they had
become established in the council and in the community, and
it ensured that the politics of the union movement had a
great deal of continuity. In this period, it meant that the
VTLC would remain reformist and cautious.

Unity and moderation were also maintained by the
practice of electing officers from different unions. The
council’s first executive brought together Dixon of the
Carpenters, Irvine of the Plasterers, Jameson of the ITU, and
Hallam of the Knights of Labor, and other executives were
similarly balanced. Never in the twenty years between 1889
and 1909 were the presidency and vice-presidency held by
delegates from the same union; rarely was the secretary from
the same union as either the president or vice-president.
When George Bartley became the first ITU delegate to preside
over the council in 1892, F.P. Bishop of the Painters was
elected secretary =-- the first time the post had gone to a
delegate who was not a member of the typographical union. 1In
1903, W.J. Lamerick of the Retail Clerks held the presidency;
George Dobbin of the Carpenters sat in the vice-presidency;
and F.J. Russell of the Freighthandlers occupied the secre-
tary position. When Dobbin was elected president in 1904,
W.George of the Civic Employees took over the vice-presidency

and C.T. Hilton of the Amalgamated Society of Carpenters the
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secretary slot. This pattern held throughout the council’s
first twenty years, and presumably was one of design rather
than chance. The result was that no union, regardless of the
number of its delegates, could hope to control the council.
Ideologues of any stripe could direct the council’s politics
only by winning support from a wide range of delegates, and
thus coups d’etat were made unl.ikely.74

From its earliest years, the VTLC worked steadily to
separate itself from the rank and file it represented. By
controlling the selection of officers, rotating established
leaders, tightening rules and regulations, and limiting the
access of press and rank and filers, the council slowly
increased its autonomy. At the same time, the need for unity
tended to act as a brake on militancy and radicalism of any
kind, and a policy of progress and compromise began to
evolve. Wwith time, and with the need for more concerted
action by the labour movement, the council would create
institutions and call for measures that would take it even

further away from the rank and file.

747this data has been compiled from VTLC minutes. When
such minutes were not extant, newspaper reports were used.



CHAPTER FOUR

The Development of Institutions and Formal Bureaucracy

The Vancouver Trades and Labour Council socon found it
necessary to call for and to create a number of institutions
that they believed would help labour in its struggle against
capital and government. These ranged from government offices
such as fair wage commissioners and factory inspectors to a
union hall and newspaper. Each of these was advocated to
benefit labour and to make it easier to win and to protect
its gains. Yet many of these measures divided workers as
much as they aided them. The call for compulsory testing for
boiler operators, for example, hurt less educated workers who
had learned the trade on the job; the creation of a labour
press also created paid editors and business managers who
equated support for the labour movement with support for
their newspaper. To the degree that the council operated
without the direct instruction and supervision of those
workers it represented, virtually every new institution could
help unify labour at one level while dividing it at another.

One of these institutions was the council’s first paid
union position, that of the walking delegate. Ironically,
this position was created to foster unionism and militancy,
not impede it. In November 1890, the VTLC began a uniform
working-card system for the construction unions. The system
was an intermediary step between the traditional, informal

job control exercised by craft workers and the development of
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formal, negotiated contracts. Unions would announce the
hours of work and the pay scale they believed just and would
down tools if the schedules were not met. To prevent other
workers from under-bidding them, unionized workers would
refuse to work with non-union employees, and the working-card
made it easy to determine who was in the union and who was
not. It was an attempt to enforce a closed shop without
recourse to contracts or the hiring hall. The council
defended the system by maintaining that the employer would
benefit, for

he may from time to time rest satisfied in making
contracts that no increase in wages or reduction of
hours will be asked without due and ample notice
being given, thus permitting him to tender with
safety. He will also be able to employ at any time
the best and most reliable workmen.
For the employee, the system would give him the
satisfaction of knowing that he does not need to
compete with underpaid workmen, and that his fellow
employees must assist in securing the amelioration
of the laboring classes, for which the union men of
this city have risked and sacrificed a good deal in
the past.
The system reflected both class collaboration and class
conflict, for it traded some freedom of action for a measure
of stability, and yet reminded workers and bosses that their
interests were not identical. A wary peaceful co-existence
typified the union leaders’ sentiment, and they were careful
to explain how the principles of good unionism, combined with

good and fair management, would serve employers and society
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as well as the narrower interests of the working class.l

To enforce the working-card system, the craft unions
created a staff position to make sure that all workers on the
job sites had union cards and were receiving the set pay and
working the agreed-upon hours. These walking delegates, or
business agents, have been described by Michael Kazin as "the
human glue connecting individual workers and their locals
with the hierarchy.” Though American east coast business
agents were infamous for their corruption, and were often
characterized as "petty grafters and despots," on the west
coast they "acted more 1like labor policemen, helping to
create an ethic of unionism."2

The first walking delegate hired by the VTLC was its
former president and vice-president George Irvine of the
Plasterers Union. Moral suasion was his primary weapon, and
he noted optimistically that "in every case where men were
shown that they were acting contrary to union principles,
they immediately quit work." But the position was a costly
one for the council. A special per capita fee of 30 cents
was exacted upon the building trades to cover the costs, but

the expenses incurred by Irvine were still the largest single

1VTLCM, 14 November 1890.

2Michael Kazin, bor: h n
i wer in the Pr ivi ra,
u:bana- Universicy of Illinois Press, 1989, 102. Sidney Lens
has argued that the walking delegates were the precursors of
the professional business agent. See The Crisis of American
Labor, New York: Perpetua, 1961, 46-50.
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outlay in the VTLC'’s budget. The quarterly statement for
April 1891 revealed that from total receipts of $204.35, over
three-quarters -- $156 -- had gone to the walking delegate,
even though the months covered were traditionally a slow
period in the construction industry and presumably the job
was not overly difficult or involved at that time. Probably
as a result of this financial report, the usefulness of the
business agent was questioned, and the next meeting of the
VTLC saw a motion to abolish the job. The vote on the motion
was to take place two weeks hence, and between the meetings
events proved the worth of a walking delegate. Stonecutters
working on the new post office building announced their new
pay and hours schedule, but contractors ignored their demands
and found workers willing to work at the old rate. The
stonecutters put down their tools and refused to work with
the non-union crews. Though it is not known how the dispute
was resolved, the need for strong organization was made
obvious, and the motion to be rid of the card system and
Irvine was soundly defeated.3

His survival was temporary, for Irvine would soon face
the greater challenge of the employers and the courts. In
August he was charged by a contractor, George Mesher, with
besetting the new Bank of British Columbia. The section of

the criminal code under which Irvine was prosecuted pro-

SVTLCM, 13 February 1891; 19 June 1981; 24 April 1891; 8
May 1891. The dispute with the stonecutters is in the World,
16 May 1891. The vote to keep Irvine is from VTLCM 22 May 1891.
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Everyone who wrongfully and without lawful author-

ity with a view to compel any other person to

abstain from doing anything which he has a lawful

right to do, or to do anything from which he has a

lawful right to abstain, besets or watches the

house or other place where such other person

resides, or works, or carries on business or

happens to be, shall on summary conviction before

two Justices of the Peace or on indictment be

liable to a fine not exceeding $300 or to imprison-

ment for a term not exceeding three months.
The contractor alleged that Irvine’s attempts to make
everyone on the job Jjoin a union was little more than
extortion based on the threat to shut down the work site.
Mesher paid the union fees for several of the men in his
employ out of his own pocket, but then refused to agree to
Irvine’s demand that he pay arrears owed to the union by his
foreman. The legal action threatened the ability of the
building trades to enforce the closed shop, and the VTLC
undertook to pay for Irvine’s defence. The legal fees came
to $215, and sorely pressed the council’s limited funds.
Another per capita tax was assessed, and money pledged to
Labour Day celebrations was tapped. Not surprisingly, the
council looked for ways to reduce its legal expenses, and a
committee was struck to investigate the pros and cons of
keeping an attorney on retainer. Irvine himself moved that
"a regular counsel be appointed," and together with George
Bartley reported that his attorney in the dispute with Mesher
"would like to handle all the law business that this council

or any of the unions might have to do at a much lower charge"
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than on a piecemeal approach. The council was also prompted
to take steps to amend the legislation under which Irvine had
been charged "so that trade unions will have more liberty of
motion."4 From its beginning the Vancouver labour movement
was forced to deal with the state’s legal machinery and to
hire legal expertise to protect itself.

The employer’s attack worked well enough, for Irvine
soon resigned from his position and the walking delegate
system was not reinstated, though a slump in the economy may
have been a more important reason for the collapse.®
Nevertheless the episode shows how the structure and demands
of craft unionism exerted a subtle pressure towards bureau-
cracy. To maintain their wage rates and conditions of work,
trade unions had to enforce the closed shop, and the simplest
way to do this was to delegate authority to a professional
business agent. The records do not indicate why this
solution was taken up, but presumably the efforts of the
workers themselves were not sufficient. They may have lacked
motivation; likely the employers were able to intimidate
them, using the threat of firing to squash dissidents. A

walking delegate hired by the labour council was not vul-

4World, 18, 19, 20 August 1891; Daily News-Advertiser,
19, 20 August 1891. VTLCM, 14 August 1891; 25 September
1891; 9 October 1891; 18 December 1891; 8 January 1892; 12
February 1892; 26 February 1892 for the details of fundrais-
ing and the issue of retaining an attorney. The gquote on
changing the law to aid the union movement is from VTLCM 20
November 1891.

Sphillips, 22.
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nerable to this kind of pressure, and could confront the boss
without fear of losing his job or income. Indeed, he was
paid to confront employers, and this independence could
foster a kind of militancy as the delegate upheld the rules
and traditions of the labour movement without regard to
circumstances and without waffling. Accountable not to the
workers he organized but to the leadership of the VTLC, the
business agent could push aside individual concerns and
cavils in the greater interest of solidarity. But as an
employee of the labour movement, the delegate was also one
step removed from the workers on the job. He was in effect
parachuted in, and this could harden relations between the
union and the less militant or the less committed. Though
the newspaper account of Irvine’s actions is clearly one-
sided and prejudiced, it appears that he was primarily
concerned with applying the strict letter of the union law
without regard to the wishes of the workers or to building a
stronger and reasoned solidarity. Irvine was content to go
behind the workers and have the contractor pay their dues and
sign their names, even though some had indicated that they
preferred not to join the union. It did not matter if the
union appeared to have cut a deal with the contractor at the
workers’ expense, or that the union appeared to be operating
independently of the people it purported to represent. What
did matter was that each worker had a paid-up card, for this

could be enforced and regulated; feelings and sentiments
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could not. But it appears to have done little to build a
sense of unionism: some of the crew agreed to join up "just
for the time that this work was going on," on the condition

that

t was not to cost them anything either for membership
or subscriptziuns."6

It is not necessary to argue that Irvine and the labour
council could have or should have done otherwise. It is to
be noted, however, that acting in accordance with the
principles of good trade unionism as defined by the leader-
ship required the hiring of a professional staff member with
no necessary ties to the rank and file. It also required the
use of outside experts in the form of an attorney, and the
move to political action to try to forestall similar kinds of
judicial harassment. To enforce the rules of the crafts, it
was also deemed necessary to work with the employer to go
against the wishes of some of the workers. Together with the
hiring of a secretary, stricter accounting procedures, and
the gradual freezing out of the membership from the meetings
and affairs of the Vancouver Trades and Labour Council, it is
apparent that bureaucracy was an integral part of the
organization of the early labour movement.

Other standard trade union practices and objectives
impelled the labour council to take a variety of bureaucratic

measures. The enumeration of voters, for example, was an

6world, 18, 19, 20 August 1891; Dai ws-Advertiser,
19, 20 August 1891.
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important issue for Vancouver unionists, for control over who
voted could mean control over the outcome of the vote. This
fit into the general labourist ideology that held that the
system itself was not wrong but had been usurped by powerful
minorities, and thus it was logical and reasonable for
delegates to move that the VTLC "be urged to appoint a
responsible person to ascertain that the names of all
qualified persons connected with the unions and affiliated
herewith are duly registered on the voters’ list and that the
delegates to this body be authorised to vote for payments to
such a person of a reasonable remuneration."? Control over
hiring practices was another matter of deep concern, and
council members moved that the VILC "warn working men against
so-called Labour Bureaus and that steps be taken to establish
a Bureau of Labor in connection with this council." Several
months later another resolution called for a VTLC-sponsored
hiring bureau to replace other agencies, and after the
troubles with the walking delegate, council hoped to be able
to create its own labour bureau to make sure that union
workers could find jobs without recourse to the job sharks.
Though the proposed office was not created, the discussion

indicates that new, official creations were deemed necessary

TyTLCM 6 May 1892. No further mention can be found of
this scheme, but the motion indicates that the hiring of
officials to carry out policy was not in itself a hindrance
to some kinds of militancy and class-conscious action.
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to protect the interests of union members.®

The need for accurate information had been an early
concern, and in 1893 the council moved to

take action with reference to the gathering of

information concerning the state of trade, wages,

number of union men, growth or decrease of same

during the different months of the year, etc., in

Yiew of {xaving an accurate report publighed for the

information of the labour world abroad.
This was not a point of academic interest, but would help the
council attract workers in boom times and more importantly,
warn them away in bad times. When it became apparent that
the efforts of the unions themselves were not up to the task
of collecting the necessary information, the council began to
pressure the different levels of government to take up the
chore. Often this meant lobbying the governments to enforce
already existing legislation. The council noted that the
province had indeed passed a bill calling for a bureau of
labour statistics, but "nothing had been done in the way of
appointing commissioners or arbitrators."l0 In Ottawa,
similar bills had been passed by the Macdonald government,
but again, enforcement then became the issue. Five years
after Macdonald’s death, the VTLC announced that it "would
urge that its local as well as the Federal Government create

Bureaus of Labor Statistics. We would then be in a position

8YTLCM, 4 December 1891; 3 June 1892; 2 July 1892.
SYTLCM, 19 May 1893.

10yrLcM, 4 August 1893.
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to obtain a correct knowledge of the financial, educational,
and moral condition of our working people."ll

But the call for government bureaucracy was not one of
unbridled enthusiasm. Labour leaders were aware that the
interests of the government and the union movement were not
identical. when the provincial government provided unions
with special forms for the collection of information,
officials preferred to leave some lines blank, for answering
the questions "would be detrimental to the interests of the
labor organizations."l2 To make sure that the labour bureau
worked for the working class and not business or the state,
the VTLC maintained that

the best and most satisfactory mode to proceed with

appointment cr selection of a fit and proper person

to fill the office of collector of statistics etc.

in connectior with the Bureau of Labor Statistics

land] Councils of Conciliation and Arbitration is

by vote of the maj_o'l_rity of Deleqate.s.reprefgnting

the different organizations here affiliated.

Without control by the council, the governrznt agency was
treated with suspicion and wariness. When delegates were
sent to meet with the head of the labour bureau, staunch Tory
Colonel James Baker, they were instructed to provide Baker
with the requested information only "if in their opinion it
is advisable to do so." Commenting later on the bureau, the

VTLC observed that it "never was popular as it seemed to have

1lyrLcM, 3 December 1897.
12yrLCM, 13 October 1893.

13yTLCM, 27 October 1893.
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been enacted entirely for the benefit of the employing
class."14

Though it was aware of the dangers of government
bureaucracy, the council was not hesitant to pressure other
agencies for action that would help working people. In the
rough and tumble, boom and bust economy of Vancouver, real
estate speculators, contractors, and factory owners could not
be trusted to put safety ahead of profits. Independent union
action was neither sanctioned by law nor sufficient to ensure
that adequate safety standards were set and met, and the
council pushed for legislation and the appointment of
government experts. Government officials, it was believed,
would have the power and training to maintain professional
standards based on science rather than tradition and the
profit margin; furthermore, they would have a measure of
independence from the business community. In 1891, the
council called for the appointment of a factory inspector; a
few years later, it petitioned the city "to appoint a duly
qualified architect to examine the Market Hall as to its
safety and stability." This was followed by demands to
"appoint a practical mechanic as building inspector whose
duty it shall be to see the buildings constructed to original
plans," an attempt to forestall contractors and builders from
making changes that had not been examined and approved. By

1899, the council was calling for city inspectors to make

14yTLCM, 10 November 1893; 3 December 1897.
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sure all new buildings conformed with the by-laws and for the
city to appoint building instructors to ensure that all would
know how to build according to the established standards.
Finally, the VTLC endorsed the idea of a technical school for
the city.ls

Just as catastrophes were often the spur for new forms
of civic government and the use of experts, as in the famous
case of the 1900 Galveston hurricane and the Halifax ex-
plosion in 1917, so too were they the impetus for demands
from the union movement. In November 1897, a boiler exploded
at the Royal City Planing Mills, killing two men. The
tragedy prompted a heated discussion at the labour council in
which "the want of a Stationary Boiler inspector for the
province [was] condemned." To prevent further disasters, the
council passed a resolution moved by the delegates of the
Machinists and the Amalgamated Engineers calling for legisla-
tion "making it compulsory for any man in charge of steam
power to have a certificate of efficiency."l6 Such legisla-
tion was finally provided in 1901 with the passage of the
Steam Boilers Inspection Act. But what seemed to be little
more than common sense ~-- who could argue against licensing
requirements when lives were at stake? -- had another, less
benevolent side. The act was an important step in the

15partley, "Twenty-five"; VTLCM, 30 July 1897; HWorld, 1
April, 27 May, 24 June, 5 August 1899.

16yricM, 5, 19 November 1897.
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professionalizing of the engineers and it made running steam
equipment dependent on the operator being able to pass tests
and receive a certificate. If this was desirable for those
who had the schooling, it also deprived those who had
received training on the job. A letter to socialist MLA
James Hawthornthwaite, who had been partly responsible for
the act, from Hugh Dixon in 1910, illustrates how profes-
sionalism could work against some workers while it rewarded
others. The original spelling has been preserved to high-
light the contrast:

I came to the cost 7 years ago thmklng that in my
old age I would go back to engineering but that law
the Engineers Association got you to pass blocked
me thair....Your d--m law has blocked me at all
points, but I sopos you feel all right you done
what the Engineering Association told you to do.
You had not much opasation -- it was one calss of
workers against another and you took the wining
side the association. Them and the boiler inspec-
tion has got it all their own way thanks to you and
(Socialist MLA Parker] Williams. So I may sterve
as far as you caire, or go to school and lern to
figar. When the 4 Class Certificate comes I will
through it [in the] fire as it is no good to me as
I would have to go firing are helping a snot that
don’t know nothing. So I have you and Williams_to
thank for getting sterved to death, well, well.l7

If the call for expertise hurt workers such as Hugh
Dixon, it helped others break the old boys’ network of
political patronage and favouritism. B.C. politics were

rooted in these practices, and one needed only to read the

17james Hawthornthwaite Papers, Don Stewart Collection.
Dixon was probably especially hampered by the 1906 amendment
to the act that changed the wording "engineer" to "a cer-
tified engineer" throughout.
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newspapers to see how members of parliament, premiers,
mayors, aldermen, and the like rewarded their supporters and
were in turn rewarded for their aid to schemers and power-
brokers. No doubt the informal practices in the construction
industry further illustrated how jobs could be awarded on the
basis of connections rather than merit. In this atmosphere,
the fight for hiring procedures based on demonstrated
competence and adherence to more or less objective standards
was an assault on the powerful and a defence of the honest
toiler. When the city Marker-Clerk responsible for the sale
and weighing of coal for domestic use resigned, the council
was quick to investigate, fearful that the man might have
been forced out by unscrupulous coal merchants who could
exert improper pressure on the civic employee. When the
clerk explained the reasons for his resignation, the matter
was dropped, but the episode illustrates the watchful eye of
the labour leaders and their efforts to oppose patronage and

shady dealings gov and business. Similarly,

when the Vancouver Post Office was re-organized, the VTLC
moved that

Whereas...the appointments for Post Master and
staff are to be made on the recommerdation of the
member for this constituency, and whereas this
council believes that if this course is pursued it
will result (as it usually does) in the rejection
of some competent and the appointing of some
incompetent persons and that it will be a detriment
rather than an improvement in the present poorly
managed service, therefore, be it resolved that in
the opinion of this council it would be in the
interests of the service and the Public to have
such appointments made on the recommendation of the




Post Office inspector for British Columbia, knowing

that only he knows the requirements of the office

and (the] ability of those to be appointed and that

he will be able to do justice to all concerned.l8

Since the labourists believed strongly in the main-
tenance of their society, so long as working people were
given equal access to the wealth and to positions of in-
fluence, the appointment of labour leaders to white-collar
positions in the government and their co-operation with
bosses and politicians was not regarded as a betrayal.
Indeed, such appointments were viewed as proof that the
leaders and the movement were finally realizing their proper
place in the scheme of things. Though others would interpret
it as a reward for faithful service to his political masters,
the Independent applauded the appointment of Daniel
O’Donoghue to the position of federal wage commissioner in
1900. The paper believed that making the Ontario labour
leader a

special government official will be heartily

approved by all Canadian workmen. Mr. 0’Donoghue’s

duty will be to enforce the current wage clause on

all government contracts. This marks an important

event in labor’s history in Canada, for it is the

most radical step the Ottawa government has cver

taken. It means the recognition of the pringiple

of a living wage, or the minimum wage clause.l
Similarly, labour leaders were pleased to note that "as time

advances, trades unionism becomes an important factor in the

18yTLCcM, 28 September 1894.
191ndependent, 21 April 1900.
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administration of our law-making institutions.20 This was
not regarded as incorporation but as a sign that labour was
finally getting its deserved recognition.

But stability and pragmatism tended to blunt the edge of
labour reform. In a letter to the Independent, ITU delegate
and former VTLC secretary J.H. Brown revealed how pragmatism
and paid union functionaries could be linked to score points
against those who would take labour into the treacherous
waters of politics. Brown called upon the VTLC to establish

a "bureau of information." This could be ac-
complished by the payment of a man, whose duty it
would be to keep an accurate list of all unemployed
mechanics and labourers in the city. Union men
desiring employment could register their name and
address with the clerk of the bureau, and contrac-
tors and others wishing men could apply to said
clerk for whatever help they may require.

This bureau should be stationed in a central
location (say the present labor hall)....A small
assessment of about 5 per cent. per month would
maintain this office....The establishment of such
office as the above and other kindred improvements
in the advancement of the cause of labor should be
the aim of the Trades and Labor council. Every-
thing should be done to enhance the cause we are
all fighting for, and it is the duty of the council
to see that the betterment of its membership is
first and foremost in the battle of life and not
the boosting of politicians (be they of whatever
party or clique)...."Politics be d----- " is an old
saying and I might add for the benefit of some of
the members of the most humane institution we have
in Vancouver -- the Trades and Labor council--
"Politicians be d----- ." Our representatives in
the council should look to the advancement of the
men whose cause the¥ should espouse and not to
political tricksters.2l

20rndependent, 31 March 1900.
211ndependent, 14 April 1900.
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The labour bureau was also seen as a way to bring
science to the chaotic world of the trade union movement.
The purpose of such a bureau would expand from the gathering
of statistics and matching the supply of labour with the
demand to

study society and explain the laws that underlie
and govern social movements. It assumes that these
are subject to general laws, and therefore, when
understood, a solution of all questions affecting
the genersl welfare is possible by scientific
processes.

If the movement were to have science it would need scien-
tists, and the Independent was not afraid to call for them:

The establishment of a college or institution for
the purpose of educating and training the leaders
of labor organization by equipping them with the
knowledge of the history and principles of econom-
ics and government is a great step -- indeed the
most encouraging step that has yet been attempted
in this direction, says Gunton’s Magazine. If this
proposition shall be carried out and as proposed,
lectures and instructions be given by the most
competent specialists in the various departments,
it will not be long before the trade union secre-
tary and president and walking delegate will be
selected on the merit system and will be quite as
capable of scientifically discussing the economic
questions involved in labor controversies as the
most experienced corporation manager. The trades
unions would gradually become the training clubs
for economic and social discussion, and by the
force of intelligent information they would become
more intelligent and forceful in their claims and
many gore times more successful in their undertak-
ings.

Such a call for experts and the selection of union

ZZW, 30 June 1900.
231ndependent, 14 July 1900.
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officials by their book learning rather than by their
abilities to organize, to agitate, or even to administer
efficiently was more than a wish to put labour on an equal
intellectual plane with capital. It implied that the tension
between the classes was not fundamental, that the application
of knowledge would be enough to bring about important social
change. Incorporating a naive but widespread view of the
objectivity of science, the wish for leaders trained in the
manner outlined in the Independent was a kind of structural-
functionalism that saw class conflict as unnecessary and
costly rather than as the essence of capitalist society.

The particular class consciousness of the first leaders
of the VTLC meant that they saw no necessary division between
employer and employee. This in turn suggested to them that
class conflict, when not between the people and the trusts,
was not inevitable. The problems between the boss and the
workers, they believed, could usually be worked out. If
agreement was not possible, this signified not a clash of
fundamental interests but unreasonableness and the failure to
understand properly long-term gain. No less than modern
employers, these leaders believed that stability was impor-
tant, and that trust and a spirit of compromise should mark
relations between union and boss and workers. As a result,
arbitration and mediation were looked upon as a way to
chasten employers who refus