[bookmark: _GoBack][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-1.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-2.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-3.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-4.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-5.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-6.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-7.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-8.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-9.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-10.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-11.jpg][image: /Users/cdavis/Desktop/unnamed-12.jpg]
image7.jpeg
us UK Germany Japan

Production regime?  Uncoordinated Uncoordinated Industry- G"OUP-CoordiW

Production system®  Low skill, _ coordinated ' Flexible
numerically flexible Diversely qualified specialization

Unfair dismissal

Standard jobs Weak Moderate Strong Strong

Non-standard jobs ~ Weak Moderate Moderate Moderate to wega

Institutionalization of
industrial relations

Extent of interaction  Decentralized Medium Dual-level Decentralized
Wage-setting Firm/pattern N/A Industry/plant Enterprise,
Power of labor Low/weak Moderate High to moderate coordinate
Intensity of labor/ Bi-lateralism Tri-partitism Meso-corporatism Low/weak
capital Micro-corporatism
Union density

% of all workers 13.49 29.1' 3224 20.7"

% of male workers  15.0 29.08 31.0 23.20

% of female workers 11.6 28.0" 7 12.4
Full-time 14.7 32.0' N/A N/A
Part-time 6.8 20.0 N/A 2.r

% female sharec 44.0¢ 50.0 31.0m 17.09
Training system General education General education Vocational Firm-based,

in-house
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The same forces contributing to the expansion of the welfare state
make the public sector more open to union recognition. Throughout
the 1960s and 1970s, welfare state expansion absorbed much of
the rise in women’s labor force participation and accounted for
most of their subsequent unionization. Most dramatically, Swedish
women’s unionization surged by 90% from 1970 to 1989, due to.the
significant growth of women’s employment (87%) in public sector:]obs
encompassing health, education and social services (Curtin 1999: 131)1'
Similarly, through their participation in public-sector u:lon;i’ wi(x)xmtlie
nearly achieved parity with men’s overall union mem el:sz71)> e
UK and in Canada, but later than in Sweden.(V.Vall.)yh2007;lbliébsecwr
low by international standards, women e’xhl.blt l;logth eill‘1 I;apan P
Union membership than private-sector un.lomsrn T e A
the US, where overall union density remains relatlzeigc ally, US public-
ison to other welfare states (see table 8.1) Mf;fsgfean d 1970s, peaking
Sector union membership rose during th‘?t‘h' close to twofifths of all
in the early 1980s, as the decade endefl o cdbble 2007). Size of the
g0vernment workers belonging to unions (unidh membership, anc¢.
Public sector is one predictor of women jaally- >
dccounts for some of its variation Cfo?sfnam p m

Women's employment opportuni ne:f the Wi
Membership are affected by Fhe - Jized
Vel of socialized reproduction. S0




image9.jpeg
164

GENDER, WORK, AND ECONOMY

the negotiated bargain regarding the role of the state Vis-3-vi
economy and the family. The socialized health-care System aCCOS e

; A fho 8 . unt
for higher trade union density in the UK than either the Mmarket.h
system in the US or the mixed private and Public system jp Germased
(Gottschall 2010) - even though trade union Coverage reaches r:?
tively high levels among men in Germany and lower levels in the Uas-
(Walby 2007: 28). in the UK, women constitute half of al] traqe Unio
members largely because of their high representation in public-sectolll.
unions, most prominently in health care; nurses are governmen;
employees of the National Health Service (Walby 2007: 28). When
negotiating with the government, unions can leverage publijc senti-
ments regarding state responsibility for providing necessary services
and collective goods to citizens. Appeal to the caring ethos becomes
discursive resource used for the purpose of union recognition and col-
lective bargaining among women workers.

Additionally, a union’s policies and politics toward gender incly-
siveness impact levels of union membership and leadership among
women. In this respect, the labor movement has an uneven history of
developing policies for promoting women’s leadership. The historical
legacies of unions’ egalitarian commitment toward solidaristic poli-
tics must be taken into account to explain variation across countries.
Unions’ militancy and co-determination with the state kept non-
standard employment at a relatively low level for French women in
the public sector (Kroos & Gottschall 201 2). Labor confederations with
explicit policies for increasing women'’s leadership, either through
reserved seats or quotas, have higher rates of female representation in
top positions. For example, a comparative study conducted by Jennifer
Curtin (1999) found that, as of 1993, women accounted for 30% oft?P
positions in Italy, with its quota system, and 31% in the UK, with 1ts
system of reserved seats. Despite their high union density, Swedish
women trade unionists fared less well than their counterparts in Italy
and the UK. Without a specific strategy for increasing women’s Jead-
ership either in the LO (the blue-collar federation) or in the TCO (thg
white-collar federation), Swedish women’s leadership grew modestly
to 13% and 20% in each federation, respectively (Curtin 1999: 13“”
contrast, few women have attained top leadership positions 1n |
larger labor confederations in the US (9% in the American Fede_l’at:“”1 ¢
Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations [AFL-CIO]) or m.JaM
At the time, neither of the largest union federations pursued e
icies of inclusion. It wasn’t until 2005, with the formation of
to Win, the 5.5-million-member rival to the AFL-CIO, that Annd -
became the first woman to head a union federation in the US ‘
2010).> More generally, as Curtin’s study suggests, affirmative
policies implemented by unions boost women’s leadership in
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entation: two worlds of trade unions
Most notably, women and men la

occupying, as Ruth Milkman (2007) aptly calls them, “Two worlds
of trade unions.” Two worlds of t

e rade unions is a way to describe
gender segregation in unions. A typical male union member is a blue-
collar worker in the Private sector, whereas a female union member

typically is a white-collar or professional worker in the public sector.
Union membership among men and women is a function of occupa-
tional segregation, economic segmentation, and employment rela-
tions systems. A comparison between the US and Japan provides
a more detailed understanding of nationally based economic and
political factors giving rise to differences of gender representation in
unions. The US as a liberal market welfare state and Japan as a hybrid
welfare system, and both with decentralized employment re!ations
systems, share similar legal challenges, and structural barriers to
unionization more generally.

rgely belong to different unions,

Gender Representation and Trade Unions in the US: “Two
Worlds of Trade Unions”

The increasing presence of women in unions reﬂéCtS the n;lbmmﬁﬁ
economic structure and political climate as well as Pel';ﬁm geml -
ences favorable toward unions. In the US, Mm‘;e PP et
£3p brings a larger share of women into thefal;:t of declifdinbdsois
Gender equity in part is a statistical artifa and 1900 Kanll
Membership among men. During the 1939’ g
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Figure 8.1 The declining gender gap in unionization rates, United States &3
(1983-2009)

dissipated over the next two decades, as their union memb

by 50% while women’s union membership dropped by 30% ((
2007). As of 2009, approximately 14.7% of men and 12.7% of v
belonged to unions. Given these trends, women’s increased

factors and sociological reasons why the two worlds of trac
emerged. ,
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A short history documents the changi
US trade unions. Union membership i
indivicual preferences or ideological i
unions. Milkman (2007: 76) makes th

unevenness of unionization is an artifact of the US employment rela-
t%ons system, which since 1935 has not been based on individual deci-
sions about union affiliation, but instead on a winner-take-all electoral
process that leads to unionization (or not) of entire workplaces. Given
limited organizing, in most cases the main determinant of whether a
given individual is a union member is where she or he happened to be
employed and whether the workplace became (and remained) union-
ized at some previous time.

Further, white-ollar unionism remains low in the US because labor
law denies basic collective bargaining rights to employees categorized
as managerial and supervisory, regardless of whether or not they exer-
cise actual discretion over decision-making. Women, who are more
likely than men to occupy such positions at the lower rungs of manage-
ment and supervisory ladders, are legally ineligible for union member-
ship even though they could benefit from union representation (Cobble
2007). In the hands of corporations, such restrictions on legal recogni-
tion of unions can lead to reclassification of workers out of possible bar-
gaining units. This indeed occurred in the mid-1970s when the former
teleccommunications monopoly, ATT, promoted female operators to
first-line management positions - after a consent decree directed Eh@
company to address statistical discrimination follomg 2 c o
suit. Classifying some female telephone operators in it SRABCRERN
stripped them of their right to remain members of the Cor <, unica
Workers of America. Precautionary measures in the fmwzn pree, -
more easily slotted these former telﬁi'pl!u?f‘se om R
jobs. Telephone operators among fl‘e first:lipe i A SM il
from their promotion, receiving higher pay, but v
the union’s presence. Though no longer mbﬁﬁ
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tive bargaining are covered gnfier- New Deal la or legislation ang ant;.
discrimination falls under Civil ngh.ts law (Crain 2097)- Although py
always at odds, unions on the oneemde anc.l women’s and civil Tights
movements on the other have split loyalties, wuh.the former more
narrowly defining workplace issues through (male) 1f1dustrial Citizep.
ship and the latter :&.r;jﬂ"«-"?)(Tﬂfﬂlﬁi‘“‘i[\;{: for a broader conception of civi] rights
(e.g. affirmative action) in and beyond the workp!ace. From the mjq.
1950s onward, industrial citizenship expanded rights Principally a¢
the bargaining table (Burawoy 1985), while women’s and civil rights
organizations accomplished gains in the legal arena through legis]a-
tive action and litigation.

Legal impediments aside, new unions originating in the late 1960s
and 1970s, at a time when women became a more substantial part
of the waged workforce and when notions of gender equality were
more widely accepted, tend to be more women-friendly (Milkman
2007). Despite an often troubled history of recognizing gay rights
and an uneven record on dealing with sexual politics, there has been
greater receptiveness to women and sexual minorities by public-
sector unions, which came into being during the ferment of the 1960s
and 1970s social movements (Hunt & Boris 2007), coinciding with
the second major expansion of the welfare state, the first being in
Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s time. More specifically, workers’ organi-
zations that are consciously committed to nurturing women’s leader-
ship and to internal democracy, such as 9to5 (Nussbaum 2007), the
Harvard Union of Clerical and Technical Workers (Firestein 2007;
Savage 2007), and Yale’s clerical union (Gilpin 1988) register greater
success organizing women in unions than do traditional unions
(Milkman 2007). Clerical unions at Harvard and Yale mixed creative
strategies to mobilize collective action, including one-to-one personal
contacts to empower women and engaged in less hierarchical and
bureaucratic organizing styles. In We Can’t Eat Prestige, John Hoerr nar
rates the lively strategies leading to unionization of the largely female
clenca! workforce at Harvard University. Both the Harvard and Yalé
campaigns exposed the disparity between the elite status of the Ui
:f;ls“fz ;:l}ﬁizltle gr;lcd'eli anc.l race inequities yvithin it. Fen.linis’t 3“;1“55
Commﬁmentslzimezlpa:s mﬂuencec} and informed unions po

The two worlds of tragg nder‘equlty el s eqpahty. licies
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CHAPTER

Terrains of Struggle:
Gender, Work, and Labor

Organizing

s the US economy slipped into recession on the cusp of the ney
millennium, the iconic symbols of Fordism faltered on the edge

of bankruptcy - General Motors, Chrysler, and Ford, the titans of the
automobile industry hemorrhaged cash and shuttered more factories, 5
adding to the ruins of Detroit and its environs. Old industrial unions,
most prominently the United Automobile Workers Union (UAW), saw
their membership shrink, putting their future, and the labor move-
ment’s, at risk. In the wake of this massive restructuring, many work-
ing-class jobs providing a living wage disappeared. Invoking the UAW
recalls the institutional legacy of a central actor in establishing the
post-war employment relations system in the US. The institutional
rules governing employment relations and the organizational forms
of unions set the historical backdrop against which women have
joined unions and increased their gender representation throughout
the twentieth century and into the twenty-first. Gender representa-
tion means more than increasing female composition of union mem-
bership, and leadership of labor organizations. It also informs h
gender becomes the basis for forging solidarities and identities, s

egies, goals, and associationa] forms, with their potential to advance
claims for gender justice. b

This chapter be
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‘i a general sense, the class structure Creates rea
t0 organize and join unions (Wright 2000b).
zational structure of social

sons for workers
Unions are “an organi-

interests of working-class men in mines, mills, and manufacturing
than those of women in offices and services. While women have made
in-roads, closing the gender gap in union membership in most capi-
talist countries, men and women still largely inhabit different worlds
of trade unions because of occupational segregation and economic
segmentation. Gender intersects with class in ways that complicate
collective action, and mediates whether and how women partici-
pate in traditional labor organizations and movements (Gottff'ied
1992: 99). An examination of two logics of collective action ident.lﬁes
workers’ economic interest in organizing and forming unions. G1v§n
this interest, we must ask what barriers have limited labor organiz-
ing and what conditions enhance or dimin?sh worke.rs’ c.apagmes to
pursue their collective interests through union organizations

Class and Logics of Collective Action

o ol i ture the
By virtue of workers’ subordinate positions in the SOClilll:tz?:ss Systenz
must engage in collective action in order to ch:;lfec apital and T
of inequality. Such structural asymmetry betw

i i ical proposi-
i e action, a theoretica :
corresponds to two logics of collectiv action, 4 hel S

tion specifying how structural power org in the class structure (Offe &
relationship to workers at a disadvantage ition in the social structure:
Wiesenthal 1980). Power derives from pos rivileges forms of Capiﬁal
controlling access to economic r.esf 1;::; scflltural assets, and il
including physical plant, financia ues different logics of collective
edge. Each side of the class divide purs
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action derived from their social location. On the (;ne :_lldt;.),o t}.xe Capita].
ist class are only partially dependent on the supply ot labor; they cap
.+ oduce laborsaving devices and r'el.ease thgmselves partlal!y from
1?1§;0dependence. Corporations’ dec151ox?-mak1ng power tO. hire and
fire individual workers complfemept§ their str.u.ctural power in 50$lety,
For example, a corporation’s implicit or exp}1c1t thx_'eat of c?ownsming
and plant-closure can devastate a community relying on jobs for g
residents and revenue strearms to fill local gc?vernment coffgrs., Under
these conditions, workers may make concessions to save the¥r jobs. On
the other side, workers cannot release themselves. from their depeng.
ency on capitalists’ willingness to elpploy them. Since workers cannot
merge like capital, they must associate to partly compensate for the
structural power advantage of capital. In the absence of associational
efforts on the part of workers, via unions or other organizational
vehicles, individual workers have little bargaining power to change
working conditions and address more deep-seated social inequalities,
Labor must engage in dialogic exchanges in order to forge a collective

identity to realize associational power.

Gender and New Forms of Associational Power

The transformation to a more service-oriented and knowledge-inten-
sive economy alters the primary terrains of production, creates the
possibility of establishing new bases of identity and solidarity, and
prompts workers to develop new organizational strategies for rep-
resenting the varied interests of an increasingly diverse labor force.
Going on strike, the main weapon in the union’s arsenal, disrupts
the flow of traditional capitalist production. The shift to service-dom-
inated economies and commodification of care changes employment
relationships, and affects opportunity structures for mobilization in
particular places and around the nexus of working life, well-being,
and care issues. In particular, the possibility of disrupting consump

tion lends service workers their “associational power” and creates.

employers’ vulnerability (Otis 2012: 162). Service workers can inflict

damage by tarnishing an employer’s brand or reputation, by usmg

rhetonc.al and cher discursive strategies besides resorting to s
or by withholding labor po

: . wer - all tools h i e cruci
Industrial capitalism. A labo s:honed. il :

to rgveal gaping disparities
Services, whether at a luxury
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collective action. Befo
must consciously recognize the need and
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tunities and resources available for mobilizatio
tunities can range from the socio-spatial congr
the assembly-line in factories to the meeting of childcare workers
in city parks and laundromats. Yet the most aggrieved or poorest
workers may not be among the most active in a labor movement
because they lack associational and other resources for collective
action. Dispersed in individual homes or concentrated in small work-
places, low-waged service workers are the most in need of unions and
the least likely to belong to them. Workers’ capacities to engage in
collective action both determine and reflect institutional histories of
employment relations and models of unionization.

egation of workers on

ustrial unions in

While the institutional histories of collective action can;lot bi chr “1‘« : .
cled in-depth here (see Gottfried 2000), a comparison of employment
relations systems can uncover reasons for the ulil lead ep;ehim afm-
of women in the rank-and-file, as well as among the \ed acade nic W |
ditional unions. It is now fashionable f?‘l: scholatl ?‘21& tions” in favor
grams to abandon the nomenclature of mdustmt relations,” bec:
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Silver (2005) calls the “organizational residue” of unions, born
the big bang of capitalist consolidation and subsequent institution
alization of employment relations, bound trade unions tq industrie;
located in the modern nation state as the principal arena for collectiye
bargaining and for the establishiment of labor regulations. Through ,
comparative perspective, we can identify how different employmen¢
relations systems initially disacvantaged women in industria] Uniong
and anticipate services as new terrains for organizing. '

Gender Representation in the First Unions

Labor organizing flourished in the latter years of the nineteenth
century and into the twentieth. Marx presciently observed the advent
of large-scale manufacture’s reliance on a “socialized” labor process
predicated on “co-operation” (1976: 1024), creating conditions for
the associated producers to take over production. Marx states that:
“Under capitalism labor should not be seen as labor only but as the
combined or collective labor of all those whose labor is indispensa-
ble to produce the final product” (1019). Initially, unions organized
workers in a trade rather than in an industry. Industrial unionism
grew up in response to, and enabled by, the new mode of mass pro-
duction. The origins of industrial unions date to the 1930s when the
rise of Fordist mass production dominated the economic landscape.
Though Gramsci did not differentiate gender from class analysis, his
essay on “American Fordism” proclaimed the birth of hegemony in
the factory (Gramsci 1971: 285) that taught a “puritanical ethic” (303),
which subjected workers to rigorous discipline, instilled new habits
(298), strengthened a nuclear form of family (300), and regulated
sexual “instincts” (295-8).2 Fordism was a new mode of production
that interconnected legions of male workers along an assembly-line
for mass production of branded products. As a new organizaticmal
form at the time, workers established industrial unions, often af.ter
pitched battles with security on the companies’ payroll or with
the local police force. Fordism both enabled unions to flourish and
provided police to break strikes. In the golden age of Fordism, the
State took on a new role in employment relations by legally rec"

ognizing workers’ right to join unions and to engage in collectiVé
bargaining.

Successive waves of collective bargaining and the formalizatio® -

of bargaining relationships institutionalized a reproductive bar&

(Gottfried 2000). To varying degrees, this reproductive bargain
based on the male b icit 1

bog  bete el By e e e \

rﬁ

9},

it

is1

55sepgorv o




image6.jpeg
many traditiona] trade y
ries forged solidarity ,

ni “
ons, a5 working class
masculine identity ang

Oound laboring ; men ip the facto-

-+ as the €Y constityent of

and economic Ségmentation, A r
T ; +AAS a result, thejr 5 eg.atlon
ence i2gged behind men’s for much of the Melzrtlfel:l}],) ership and infly-
A sumilar history played oyt i most 3 century

ers (corporatism) at the meso-level of j
and at the micro-level of enterprises j
forms of bargaining in the United Sta

(see table 8.1). Sl.lch institutional features and arrangements of
employment r.elatlons Systems reflect different organizing strategies
and opportunity structures that influence the openness to organ-
izing women. As Suzuki (2004) suggests, “the extent to which labor
unions are embedded in employment relations institutions forms the
background for organizing strategies of labor unions” and informs
different receptions to the organization of women workers. Unions
embedded in employment relations institutions tend to be more
“conservative and not strongly committed to organizing beyond
unions’ ‘traditional’ membership base (i.e., male blue collar workers)”
(emphasis added). Indeed, corporatism institutionalizec} bargaining
relationships between organized male workers and capital, ofteg .:;)-
the exclusion of women’s participation. Even though Germany ex.hl

. . . . embeddedness of unions
its high union density compared to Japan, Lo relat e
in employment relations institutions produces O;dinated capitai-
membership among women in both of these rease their membership
ist economies. By contrast, “unions try ?;gi:vists, when their leaders
by mobilizing rank-and-file members and kiR
perceive labor unions as a part of soc1a} m stemS* (5-.5),. The gender
actors in institutionalized socio-economic sy :

. liberal market economies,
composition of unions is rnctl't‘lt ; ds to be low. Unions ever nease
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