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Abstract
Over the last decade, studies on community organizing in the United States have proliferated, covering a broad range of topics. Most studies, however, have been limited to an American context and cross-national comparative analyses have been virtually absent. In this paper I compare a similar model of community organizations in the US, UK, and Germany, and identify the underlying processes that explain the organizations’ mobilization capacity. The puzzle here lies in the similarity of the outcome: All three organizations have a strong capacity to mobilize members, even though they are embedded in very different institutional and socio-economic contexts. I show how the organizations adopt a “hybrid logic of organizing” – combining the logics of bureaucracy and social movements in both their organizational structure and culture – which encourages member participation. On the other hand, while these organizations adhere to the same model of organizing, they need to be dynamic enough to work in different landscapes. As a result, a process of creative borrowing and adaptation occurs. The data have been collected between 2008-2012 and are structured around three different methods: participant observation, semi-structured interviews, and archival analysis.
Introduction
Concerns about the decline of civic engagement in the United States have been the topic of many highly contested scholarly debates. Almost two centuries ago, the French philosopher Alexis de Tocqueville was awestruck when he observed the high levels of “associationalism” and civic participation in the United States. According to Tocqueville, the weakness of a decentralized state brought with it a strong civil society, as opposed to the European system, in which a strong state perpetuated a weak civil society. In Democracy in America, he wrote that “Americans of all ages, all conditions, and all dispositions constantly form associations. They have not only commercial and manufacturing companies, in which all take part, but associations of a thousand other kinds, religious, moral, serious, futile, general or restricted, enormous or tiny” (de Tocqueville 2002 [1835]: 181). Contemporary scholars, however, have taken contrasting positions on the matter. While some have highlighted a decline in American civic engagement since the 1960s (Putnam 1995, 2000; Skocpol 1999), others have indicated the surge and importance of local grassroots organizations in American cities, illustrating their fundamental role in reinvigorating American democracy and equality from below (Fine 2006; Orr 2007b; Swarts 2008).
If we now switch the lens to Europe, powerful traditional anchor institutions, on the one hand, such as trade unions, political parties, and (Christian) faith organizations, have been suffering from a weakened grassroots base. Trade unions suffer a continuous decline in membership, churches remain largely empty, and political parties inspire little trust and confidence in their citizens (Visser 2006; European Commission 2011). These institutions, once perceived as the backbones of society in addressing and articulating the people’s interests, have become ossified structures unable to mobilize their constituents (Turner 1996; Wills 2010). On the other hand, over the last three decades, new forms of civil society organizations have emerged, taking on new roles under the framework of “activating the welfare state” or helping to build a “Big Society” (Alcock 2010; Eick 2011). In the UK, for example, Heery, Abbot and Williams (2010) point out how civil society organizations are becoming increasingly active in employment relations while the traditional trade unions are losing ground. Most of these “new actors,” however, focus on advocacy and servicing rather than organizing or mobilizing workers. In Germany as well, civil society organizations have been increasingly involved in labor, poverty, or even security issues – previously a concern of the traditional welfare state actors – and leading therefore to critical debates about their function in society (Mayer 1994). 
	In this paper, I compare community organizations in the US, UK, and Germany, all affiliated with the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF) – a network of community organizations that started under Saul Alinsky in 1930s Chicago. More specifically, I examine the Greater Boston Interfaith Organization (GBIO), London Citizens (LC)[footnoteRef:-1], and the German Institute for Community Organizing (DICO). While this form of broad-based community organizing is commonplace in the US, it is a rather new phenomenon in Europe. Contrary to the organizations studied by Heery et al. (2010) or Mayer (1994) the mission of the IAF is to organize people rather than focusing on servicing or advocacy. As a consequence, these organizations represent unique cases in the British and German context.  [-1:  I use the name London Citizens, although the organization started out as The East London Citizens Organization, or TELCO. The organization expanded to the West, the South, and recently the North of London and its umbrella name became London Citizens.] 

Even though this American style of organizing has spread to other countries, most studies have been limited to community organizing within the American context[footnoteRef:0], and comparative analyses have been restricted to cases within the United States (e.g., Swarts 2008; Ganz 2009; for exceptions, see Warren 2009). I address this gap in the literature, by conducting a systematic comparative analysis of similar community organizations in Boston, London, and Berlin. Specifically, I examine what accounts for their sustained mobilization capacity, focusing on member mobilization.[footnoteRef:1] I address the following questions: To what extent can I explain the organizations’ mobilization capacity? Does this process differ, considering the distinct national contexts, or is it rather similar due to the direct propagation of a similar American IAF model? Are there strategic or tactical differences, and how do these factors relate to the mobilization capacity?  [0:  Studies on community organizing outside the US have mainly highlighted the potential for trade unions to work together with those organizations. Please see, for example, Holgate (2009, and Holgate and Wills (2007) on coalitions between unions and a community organization in the UK, and Tattersall (2006) on community unionism in Australia. ]  [1:  I don’t refer to uninterrupted or permanent mobilization, but rather the capacity of an organization to mobilize its members when necessary. In other words, when an action or a meeting takes place, it gets its members out.] 

Expecting to find significant cross-national differences, I was surprised to note overwhelming similarities. Despite being embedded in very different institutional and socio-economic contexts, each organization has a strong capacity of mobilizing its members. I show how the organizations adopt a “hybrid” logic of organizing, adopting bureaucratic as well as social movement approaches in their structure and culture, which enhances the organizations’ sustainability over time as well as member mobilization. On the other hand, the organizations are not simply being carbon copied into a new context, but are the result of “creative borrowing” by the organizers. 
Institutional logics and organizing

Comparative studies within the industrial relations literature will typically emphasize the differences in practices or organizations across countries. The Varieties of Capitalism framework, for example, bundles the coordinated market economies together, with Germany as the prototype, on the one hand, and on the other, liberal market economies such as the UK and the US. Because firms are embedded in distinct institutional environments (coordinated versus liberal economies), they will behave differently in the US and Germany (Hall and Soskice 2001). In linking social movement studies to institutional theory, Baccaro, Hamann, and Turner (2003) show that in countries in which unions enjoy only weak institutional or political support, unions have a greater incentive to organize their members and shift towards rank-and-file mobilization or social movement unionism. Unions in the US and the UK, for example, emphasize grassroots mobilization and coalition building as a result of their weak institutional position. Unions in countries such as Germany, Italy, or Spain, however, rely on a social partnership approach; their strong institutional position actually prevents them from mobilizing members or building coalitions, which could be detrimental in the long run. In line with Hall and Soskice’s Varieties of Capitalism (2001), Baccaro, Hamann, and Turner’s analysis shows how “the degree and type of institutional embeddedness help account for the strategies unions adopt” (129), showing, in other words, the importance of institutions in shaping behavior. Going back to my cases, considering the distinct institutional environments in which they are embedded, I would have expected strong differences. I would expect it to be more difficult for a new community organization to mobilize its members in Germany, than in the US or the UK. 
To explain the striking similarity among my cases, I emphasize the importance of the organizations’ adopting a similar “hybrid logic of organizing.” While early institutional theorists focused on the organization as the main institution or locus of action (Selznick 1948), “new institutionalism” locates individual and organizational behavior in a broader social and institutional context as a way to understand their actions (DiMaggio and Powell 1983, 1991; Meyer and Rowan 1977). As part of the development of new institutional theory, the concept of institutional logic emerged, providing a bridge between institutions and actions (Thornton and Ocasio 2008). According to Friedland and Alford’s seminal essay, “society is composed of multiple institutional logics which are available to individuals and organizations as bases for actions” (1991: 253). Institutional logics are then defined as “the socially constructed, historical patterns of material practices, assumptions, values, beliefs, and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organize time and space, and provide meaning to their social reality” (Thornton and Ocasio 1999: 804) or put more simply, society comprises different institutional orders, such as the state, the market, civil society, and family, and each order consists of material practices and symbolic systems available to individuals and organizations. As recent studies have shown, organizations will often draw from multiple logics. Whereas some scholars have pointed to potential conflicts resulting from competing logics, e.g., the tensions that derive from nonprofits’ attempts to combine for- profit business practices and social services (Cooney 2006), others have shown how competing logics can co-exist, e.g., the logic of medical professionalism and business in the Alberta health care system (Reay and Hinnings 2009). 
I show that the IAF organizations share a similar “hybrid logic of organizing,” combining bureaucratic and social movement approaches. This logic is noticeable in the organizational structure that they adapt – the IAF organizations fall somewhere between full-blown bureaucratic organizations and social movement organizations (SMOs) – as well as their organizational culture – the IAF organizations foster a relational culture, strengthening member commitment, as well as a more pragmatic culture, strengthening member accountability. By adopting this hybrid logic the organizations are able to transcend to a certain extent contextual differences. 
Methodology

I compare three IAF community organizations: the GBIO, London Citizens, and DICO. The IAF network is the oldest network of community organizations in the US and the only one that has such a strong international presence. I selected these particular cases based on the following reasons: First, the three organizations are affiliated with the same network, IAF. The organization in London and the one in Berlin are the only IAF organizations Europe. Although there are many IAF community organizations in the US, I selected the organization in Boston because it was created within the same decade as the others (during the 1990s), it is set in a global city, and because the organization shares many characteristics with the other American IAF affiliates and could therefore be considered a representative American model. Finally, these three organizations make part of the same regional umbrella of the IAF, or METRO IAF.
My data collection is structured around three different methods: participant observation, interviews, and archival analysis, increasing the validity of my findings. First, as a participant observer I was involved in the activities of GBIO, London Citizens, and DICO, generating field notes and documenting my direct experiences (Whyte 1943). I have spent 2 summers in London with London Citizens, six weeks in Boston working with GBIO, and six weeks in Berlin with DICO. I attended internal meetings of GBIO and London Citizens and participated in intensive training sessions (3-5 days) of the three organizations. Second, I conducted “structured and focused” interviews, or in other words ask a set of standardized, general questions while focusing on the specific research objective, to enhance the systematic comparison of my cases (George and Bennett 2005). I have conducted between 30-40 interviews with key actors at each site, including the director, lead organizers, and members of the organizations. To understand more about the “organizing environment” I interviewed trade union representatives, organizers from other organizing networks, and scholars as well. Finally, I use archival documents to construct a historical record based on written documents. In addition to the internal organizational reports, I coded and analyzed over 600 newspaper articles that have been published on the organizations between 1997 and 2012.
During the process of data collection and analysis, I adopted the “grounded theory” approach developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967) and refined by Corbin and Strauss (2008), collecting and analyzing the data simultaneously, rather than sequentially. I conducted “constant comparisons,” going back and forth between my codes, renaming and modifying my concepts. In addition, I used “theoretical sampling” or, in other words, the direction of my data collection is determined by ongoing interpretation and emerging conceptual categories, rather than a priori hypotheses (Suddaby 2006). Through systematic case study analysis (Yin 2003) and process-tracing (George and Bennett 2005), I try to identify the underlying causal processes that explain the relative mobilization capacity of these three organizations. 
The Roots of Community Organizing
Community organizing has been defined in many different ways (e.g., Milofsky 1988; Marwell 2007), but in general, it refers to a process and strategy of engaging people and communities to build political power with the goal of improving the living and working conditions of the people within those communities. Community organizations operate mainly at a local level by confronting, negotiating, and working with public and private actors (Orr 2007a). 
The origins of modern community organizing, or broad-based organizing, go back to Saul Alinsky’s model in 1930s Chicago. In 1939, when the Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO), a federation of trade unions, under the leadership of John L. Lewis was trying to organize the meatpacking district in Chicago, Alinsky founded his first organization, the Back of Yards Neighborhood Council (BYNC) as a platform to support the workers. The BYNC was revolutionary bringing together the CIO and Catholic priests from the neighborhood in order to help organize the workers. 
When Alinsky died in 1972, Ed Chambers took over and built a more modern, institutionalized community organization network, the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF). During the 1970s-80s, the lead IAF organizers decided to take a break from Chicago and try to build regional anchors. They split up and went off to Queens, Baltimore, and San Antonio, establishing the first three modern IAF groups. Eventually during the 1990s, the model spread to Boston, London, and Berlin. Even though the early community organizations began as coalitions of community groups and trade unions, the declining vitality of the US labor movement pushed Alinsky to intensify the ties with faith-based groups and to steer away from the trade unions.  In the US, therefore, the majority of IAF organizations consist primarily of faith-based or, even more specifically, church-based groups.
Today there are 51 IAF affiliates organizing in 15 US states, as well as in Australia, Canada, Germany and the UK. The member organizations include faith-based organizations, trade unions, schools, universities, immigrant societies, parent associations (IAF 2012). The main characteristics of IAF organizations are 1) they are deeply rooted in geographic communities 2) their dues-paying members are civil society institutions, such as congregations, schools, or unions 3) these organizations revolve around multiple-issue campaigns, considering labor market concerns a by-product of their larger agenda 4) their goal is to accrue power and bring social change, mostly through the use of public advocacy and collective action 5) their core activity for gaining power and strength is leadership development. 
A Hybrid Logic of Organizing: Enhancing Member Mobilization

The goal of IAF organizations is to improve the living and working conditions of local communities. As non-bargaining actors, their fundamental source of power lies in grassroots mobilization (Warren 2001; Osterman 2002; Swarts 2008). 
The meetings, actions, and delegate assemblies that I attended spoke for themselves. Hundreds, sometimes thousands, of members were present, spanning a variety of religious, ethnic, and class backgrounds. Every member or organizer I approached, whether in Boston, London, or Berlin, mentioned the importance of turnout as a measure of success and regularly attended actions and meetings. Newspaper articles on these organizations invariably mentioned with awe the number of people the organizations were able to turn out. The organizations are indeed able to mobilize hundreds of members overnight. I argue that combining the logics of bureaucracy and social movements in both the organizational structure and culture is likely to lead to strong mobilization capacity. 
Mobilizing Structure

The IAF organizations have a hybrid organizational structure. On the one hand, they have offices and paid professional staff, but on the other, they rely heavily on member volunteers or so-called leaders to do much of the work, such as organizing assemblies, doing research on the issues, and preparing action proposals. These hybrid organizations have a sufficiently robust structure, providing legitimacy and resources, while they are also able to take advantage of the informal networks connecting people and organizations (Table 1). In line with social movement theory, while hierarchical organizations tend to become overly conservative, locked-in, bureaucratic structures, lacking any mobilizing capacity, the anarchist counter model, based on extremely loose ties, often lacks the necessary coordination to act (Tarrow 2011). A hybrid structure can therefore counter these tendencies. Tensions, however, can occur between building an organization based on participatory or grassroots democracy and, at the same time, having in place a (hidden) hierarchical structure.
As a member in Berlin illustrates,  
“When things become a little bit difficult, or when the organizing team thinks, ‘this will be an important meeting,’ Leo Penta [director of DICO] comes in. He comes in, listens for a while and then says something like: ‘You should pay attention to this, and therefore you should do it like this.’ He has this authority. In German we say, he has the Graue Eminenz, the gray brain behind everything. By the end of the day, they say it is all on us, we can vote on anything, but they try to push it in a way they want it.”

Being too organizer-driven is not a complaint only in Berlin, but can be heard across the IAF organizations. Indeed, while the organizers don’t force any decisions on the members, they do try to guide the members in certain directions towards winnable issues. As Polletta (2002) described, this model of participatory democracy has a strong “guided” character and is based on tutelage. 
In addition, the organizations are affiliated with an international network, IAF. Each organization, therefore, has a so-called supervisor/mentor, who will participate in the organization two to three times a year, attend meetings and actions, teach IAF principles, and closely monitor and train the young organizers. Being part of a larger network is important, especially to keep the more “remote” European organizations on track, providing the organization with legitimacy on the one hand, and levels of accountability on the other. According to a member of London Citizens, 
If it hadn’t been for Jonathon [mentor LC], I think London Citizens would have spun off and would have become a campaigning organization…What Jonathan did was fundamentally… he kept it anchored to the principles of IAF…There is a basic principle that says ‘this is about leadership development’ and if you only do the spectacular razzle dazzle, you hollow the organization out and you got to constantly go back to those basic principles and so if it hadn’t been for that anchoring, it would have gotten off like a hot-air balloon in its own direction




Mobilizing Culture

IAF organizations combine a “relational” culture based on values and trust, fostering a sense of commitment, with a more pragmatic culture based on strategic decision-making and negotiations, fostering a sense of accountability. Again, in line with social movement theory, cultural dimensions, which in turn produce solidarity, motivate participants, and thus spur collective action (e.g., Goffman 1974; Snow et al. 1986; Polletta 2006; Valocchi 2008). The fundamental building block of every IAF organization is the one-to-one, or relational, meeting, a face-to-face conversation between an organizer and a member with the aim of exploring or strengthening the ties between the community organization and the particular institution. These conversations are the means of building and maintaining relationships by understanding the other party’s reasons and motivations, and of building trust.  Members become strongly commitment towards the organization, develop a sense of shared responsibility and are likely to actively participate in the organization (Kanter 1968, 1972; Lawler et al. 2009). As a member in Boston told me, 
It is important to realize the depth of how real a one-on-one is, how real that is as a tool, how potent… Doing individual meetings up and down the organization and across… When I was in East Harlem, I could get 150 people out of 550. I’d get them. I had done my one-on-ones with a lot of people, I had enough moments of relationships. Sometimes they did it because they were convinced [in the issue] sometimes they did it because they were convinced in me.

The organizations are not, however, merely about dialogue; IAF leaders and organizers consciously combine nurturing deep faith and democratic values with building a powerful organization that has the ability to act. For example, during campaigns, the organizers rely heavily on member accountability and discipline. In addition, organizers will keep track of how many new relationships they have made through one-to-ones.  It is this combination of moral values and pragmatism that makes the organization work, that makes it effective and sustainable.  According to a member in Boston, 
What we are accountable for is not our inputs, it’s our outputs. So when I work with this team, it’s not how many calls did you make, it’s how many people committed to come.


Table 1. Hybrid Logic of Organizing
	
	Logic of Bureaucracy
	Logic of Social Movements

	Structure
	- Office; paid staff
- Consultancy contract IAF

	- Volunteers
- Part of IAF Network

	Culture
	- Pragmatic; strategic
- Negotiations with policy makers
- Accountability
	- Values; Mission
- one-to-one relationship; Trust
- Commitment



Mechanisms of Creative Borrowing
While important similarities are noticeable in the structure and the culture of the organizational model, the organizations do not simply copy the model, but apply creativity and resourcefulness to make the model work in each context. This is what I call the mechanism of creative borrowing: each organization must adapt to a new environment and will be challenged to overcome internal or external pressures in order to survive. The strategic decisions that the organizers make are bound by the realities of the external context in which the organization is embedded. Next, I illustrate the different challenges that had to be overcome in Boston, London, and Berlin to make this model work.


Organizing in Boston: Scaling up the efforts

The Greater Boston Interfaith Organization (GBIO), launched in 1996, consists of 53 member institutions, the majority of which are Christian, Jewish, and Muslim faith-based organizations. The organization comprises no more than six paid organizers of a total staff of 11. Among GBIO’s greatest accomplishments is its role in the passage of Massachusetts’ Health Care Reform. 
The main actors creating the GBIO had experience with poor people’s movements. Jim Drake came from long experience organizing farm workers. Once hired by IAF, he worked in Texas and set up a new IAF organization in the South Bronx.  The Rev. John Heinemeier was a key leader for the IAF organization in Brooklyn as well as in the South Bronx, districts composed of poor, working-class people. In Boston, however, their strategy changed: organizing the Greater Boston area meant not organizing just the poor, but people from the richer suburbs, as well. Overcoming the inevitable challenges brought by this diversity has, however, strengthened the organization, forcing it to innovate: GBIO has been able to fight for change not just locally but even at a state level.
Boston has always been a neighborhood oriented city, historically divided across class and racial lines. The school busing crisis of the 1970s only exacerbated these divisions, pitting neighborhoods against each other.[footnoteRef:2] Given Boston’s historic divisions, GBIO was a first attempt to bring people together across denominational, racial, and class lines. According to Father John Doyle, GBIO founder Jim Drake would state “how to make greater Boston greater” as one of his main goals. This innovative vision of creating a “greater Boston,” transcending spatial and socio-economic boundaries, appealed to many. Furthermore, despite the hard work of many grassroots community organizations in the Boston area, “the whole was smaller than the sum of its parts,” resulting in fragmented, neighborhood-based efforts that remained isolated one from the others. GBIO’s effort from the start was thus to transcend this neighborhood-based fragmentation and build a comprehensive organization.  [2:  On June 21, 1974, Federal Judge Arthur Garrity issued an order to desegregate Boston’s schools: through busing, children from the all-black Roxbury neighborhood would be integrated with the all-white South Boston high schools. The desegregation by busing, although aimed at creating equality, brought enormous controversy, with violent anti-busing demonstrations still vivid in the memories of many.] 

Similar to other IAF affiliates, the GBIO had been founded with the strong support of the Catholic church. Over time, however, GBIO became religiously diverse, which is again unique among American IAF affiliates. Jewish, Protestant, and even Muslim participation grew stronger over time. The variety of religions brings a certain power to the organization and its members. A Jewish leader explains how she got up to speak in a black church. She was used to the synagogue, where people sit quietly and listen.  Nervous but thrilled at the opportunity, she gets her first sentence out and the pastor, sitting in the first row, starts responding, “that’s right, aha, you tell them,” creating a powerful moment of merging traditions.  The faith-based identity is moreover considered a powerful driver of member participation.  During campaigns, the congregational leaders will often refer to their sacred texts to re-affirm what they stand for, legitimizing and reinforcing their engagement. In meetings regarding GBIO’s anti-usury campaign, for example, in which the organization targeted big banks to get them to lower their interest rates, religious leaders would refer to the Bible, the Torah, or the Quran, explaining to their members that their scripture states that usury is wrong, or that taking advantage of the vulnerable by charging exorbitant interest rates is unacceptable.  According to one GBIO organizer, “It was incredible to see the reaction of people who were like, oh yeah, that seems like a legitimate argument to me, that makes sense, that grounds it for me.” 
Finally, when GBIO was set up, it was unique in its intent to organize on a metropolitan level. GBIO has therefore been innovative in trying to take on not just neighborhood, but even State issues. Among GBIO’s greatest accomplishments is its role in the passage of Massachussett’s Health Care Reform. During 2005-2006, GBIO was one of the principal members of the coalition “ACT!,” Affordable Care Today, ensuring that Massachusetts’ universal health care legislation would become law.

Organizing in London: Innovation through imitation

London Citizens, launched in 1995, is the oldest and largest broad-based community organizing association in Britain. The organization expanded from the original East London Citizens to West, South, and recently North London Citizens networks, representing over 200 member institutions. In addition, it is setting up new organizations in other cities across the UK. One of the greatest achievements has been the living wage campaign, winning over £70 million of living wages for workers across the city.
Community organizing started in the US in the 1930s, in Britain, however, not until the late 80s. As a consequence, it is much more deeply rooted in American society, since it has a longer tradition. Especially at the outset, it was hard to get institutions into membership in London Citizens and get them to believe in the organization.
According to an LC organizer,

In the early days it was very difficult because we didn’t have any stories of our own so we used to talk about what people did in America, which didn’t go down very well, it wasn’t very helpful. Although the stories were still creative, it was much better to tell stories what we did in Bristol, what we did in Liverpool and eventually what we are doing in London.
 

The two main elements that were adopted from the American model of community organizing are the organizational structure and the unique strategy. First, the structure of the organization is unusual in that the members are not individuals but institutions. In the US, IAF membership consists mainly of faith-based groups. In the UK, churches are much poorer and emptier than in the US. In addition, even though mosques have started to mushroom in London, they don’t have abundant resources. The British organizers, therefore, had to be creative concerning their sources of funding, causing them to become more diverse from the start. According to an LC organizer, 
IAF is getting broader and more diverse, but it wasn’t. It was mostly Christian in membership and a few trade unions but not many…While we knew we couldn’t sustain this, nor was it attractive to build a sectarian alliance, it had to be civic in Britain, because faith is so small and effectively so insignificant, plus the fact that Islam in 1989 was just beginning to flex its muscles, the mosques were sprouting up all over the place and it was attractive to try to recruit mosques. So [London Citizens] has always been more diverse in alliances because Britain is and London is very diverse, but then so is New York and so is Chicago. But we had the privilege to start off later and learn from it that if you don’t start diverse it is quiet difficult to go diverse. So that has been helpful.

The second element that was adapted from the US model of community organizing is the strategy, or the combination of institutional capacity building and specific actions or campaigns. In the UK, there is still a need to establish this type of organization. The organization must demonstrate its ability to win campaigns to gain legitimacy and recognition from the public and its funders. Since the UK organization struggles to get sufficient funding, it needs to conduct high-profile campaigns in order to satisfy potential donors or foundations. The latter want to see concrete results, for example, winning a living wage campaign at the university of Queen Mary.  These actions often come at a cost, since less time will be devoted to actual leadership development and institution building. 
One element does play in their advantage though: In the UK, London Citizens is unique. Population ecology theorists (Hannan and Freeman 1977, 1989), show how organizations that can establish a niche for themselves are more likely to survive than organizations that can’t. In the US, many models of community organizations exist. As a result, there is relentless competition for funding. According to a London Citizens organizer: 
They [IAF affiliates] look enviously on the fact that we don’t have any competition. That is such a relief. In Chicago there are 5 training institutes. There is some evidence that Gamaliel [another model of community organizing], which is one of them, has been seen in Manchester [UK]. In fact I know Gamaliel has been invited by some people by a Church action on poverty to come and train them in Manchester, which is very frustrating, because the last thing we need is another American network doing a slightly different sort of organizing here. But only history will tell whether or not this is going to work. I can’t stop it, this wouldn’t be appropriate, but it is unfortunate, because it will confuse the foundations from which we try to get the money out of, particularly if they suggest that they are the nice face of organizing and we are the nasty face. Because that is how sometimes people treat us.


Finally, organizers were well aware of the geographical differences between the US and the UK. Being based in London rather than an American city had some clear advantages: 
Because we are such a small and centralized country, we can do actions, which I know our American colleagues are very envious of. We can get to Westminster in half an hour from here, so we can reach significant politicians, cabinet level politicians, we can reach corporations that are based in Canary Wharf and the City of London in 20 minutes. We can reach the main media outlets in 10 minutes, so we have the benefit and privilege of working in an area in the country, which is like the center of media, business and politics, in some cases for Europe, in some cases for the world. 

This geographical advantage led to ambitious actions and campaigns fighting for issues at a national level such as the immigration system or asylum policy, something American IAF affiliates had never done before.
Organizing in Berlin: Finding the right translation

In 1999, “Organizing Schöneweide” (OS) was created in the southeast borough of Berlin, representing 16 groups. One of its successes was to bring the main campus of the University for Applied Sciences to Schöneweide. In 2008, with over 40 organizations, the community organization “Wir sind da” (we are there), encompassing the northwestern boroughs of Wedding-Moabit, was created. A third community organization in Neukölln representing about 40 institutions held its founding assembly in January of 2012. These three community organizations are supported by DICO (Deutsches Institut für Community Organizing) and led by Leo Penta.
Germany doesn’t have a legacy of community organizing. In order to set up an IAF organization in Berlin, challenges in terms of re-defining the role of the state and non-for-profits, finding the right funding channels, attracting member institutions, and coming up with the appropriate translation, had to be overcome. 
When Prof. Leo Penta illustrated during a training session that IAF organizing is part of the civil society, or the so-called “third sector,” which is separate from “the state” and “the market,” confusion arose among the participants. “Isn’t civil society part of the state?,” one of the participants asked.  In Germany, there is a very strong notion of “the state” and the idea that the government is responsible for shaping civil society. Even though, according to the organizers, this social-democratic welfare system is quietly crumbling, many people hold on to the idea that the state is taking care of its citizens.  Furthermore, the state seems to be always there. One organizer illustrated this with the parable of the hare and the hedgehog running a race, in which the hedgehog – even though slower – outsmarts the hare and wins. The hedgehog represents the government; “wherever you go, government is already there.” Even in those places, like Schöneweide, that seemed completely abandoned by the government, “you have a sleeping government, which as soon you want to do something, you obviously wake up.” 
In addition, Germany’s strong welfare system is provided not only by a public or private system, but also by a strong intermediary, non-for-profit sector. Germany has a highly institutionalized third sector, closely tied to the state and the market. The main umbrella associations, such as the Catholic German Caritas Federation (Deutscher Caritasverband), the Service Agency of the Protestant Church in Germany (Diakonisches Werk der Evangelischen Kirche in Deutschland), the German Red Cross (Deutsches Rotes Kreuz), and the German Welfare Association (Deutscher Partitätischer Wohlfahrtsverband), comprise numerous decentralized agencies and organizations all over the country. Between the 1970s and 1990s, these non-profit welfare organizations have grown faster than the manufacturing and services sector, employing over one million full-time workers.  The bulk of their income comes from public funds, contracts and grants, and about a third of their revenue comes from private fees and payments directly from the customers (Bauer 2003). These non-profits focus mainly on delivering services and in most cases are highly dependent on the state. Similarly, the trade unions, still powerful players in Germany, are considered closely tied to the state apparatus. As a consequence, when Penta first came to Schöneweide, he ran into resistance – he got labeled as a sect and part of scientology – and most citizens were unfamiliar with a type of organization that acts independently of the state.
A big challenge in those beginning years was therefore to find the right funding. As a principle, in order to retain independence, IAF organizations are not supposed to accept government funding.  During the mid 1990s, however, when Penta first started to organize in Germany, he accepted money from a so-called “Quartiersmanagement,” or neighborhood management, in Neukölln. Penta’s experience with the neighborhood management ended up being a “disaster” so he decided never to take funding from it again. According to Penta, 

“Nothing constructive could take place because there was a constant battle over, you know, what we should do and what we should not do… I had … a meeting with the person who is in charge with neighborhood management at the time and literally she asked the question: ‘Why are you meeting with all these tenants?’ And I was ready to say - I bit my tongue - but I was ready to say, ‘well would you like to have maybe a scholarship to our training so you can come and understand what neighborhood work is all about.’” 

Traditionally, IAF affiliates receive the majority of their funding from member institutions and foundations. In Berlin, the situation is different. The community organization runs on a budget of only $75,000 (or 50,000€), primarily from small and medium businesses located in the community, which provide about 75% of the budget, the member institutions providing the remainder. These businesses, however, have no say regarding the issues the community organization takes on or the strategy it pursues (interview organizer). Having businesses fund the organization is an innovative approach compared to other IAF affiliates.
Another challenge arose in terms of member institutions. Traditionally, IAF organizations started off with strong support from the Catholic church. But again, in Germany the situation was different. First, the country is much more secular. Berlin, a relatively young city, rather than being founded on religious pillars, has been known as the cradle of the industrial revolution for its innovativeness in electricity and the invention of the S-bahn. Second, the Christian churches are closely linked to the state through the so-called “church tax.” This tax, of about eight percent, is automatically collected from citizens of religious communities by the state and is then distributed to the major denominations to support their activities.  Christian churches are thus maintained and survive mainly through the automatic collection of taxpayers’ money, rather than through donations. As a consequence, few people see the need to be involved in community organizing (interview organizer). Membership consists of schools, a senior center, garden communities, a group of “independent” citizens, and Methodist Church groups or “free churches.”
Finally, the question arose of how to translate key concepts such as leadership, relational meeting, or community organization into German words that made sense. The IAF strongly emphasizes the role of leaders. In its history, Germany has known one leader or “Führer,” and no one wants to be reminded of him. As a consequence, rather than using the literal translation of leader, “Führer,” the organization uses the words “Multiplikatoren” (disseminators) or “Schlüsselpersonen” (key people). The relational meeting, or one-to-one meeting, has been introduced as “Einzelgespräch,” or one-to-one conversation, and community organization has been loosely described as building a “Bürgerplattform,” or citizens platform. While the first organization “Organizing Schöneweide,” created under Leo Penta still retained some of the English names, it has been a conscious decision to leave out the English terms in the more recently built organizations such as Wir Sind Da (We are there) in the boroughs Wedding-Moabit and Bürgerplattform Neukölln.
Beyond these issues of literal translation, however, it has been even harder to make the concepts resonate within the German context.  During the IAF training in Berlin, participants were wary about the role of leadership. Not just the term “leader”, but why the organization would need a leader in the first place, was questioned. Again, Germany’s history, and its infamous leader, remain vivid in the memories of many. Not just people who witnessed World War II, but also the younger generation would be very cautious when talking about leaders. Furthermore, one of the strengths of IAF organizers is to tell success stories of previous organizations to encourage its members, and so Penta would tell stories about Saul Alinsky in Chicago and the Nehemiah houses in Brooklyn. While impressed, people living on the other side of the Atlantic in a remote borough of Berlin have a hard time identifying with these stories.  Therefore, the first real victory for Schöneweide – bringing the campus to the borough – has been critical in terms of storytelling. This was a success story that happened in their own neighborhood with their very own people.
Conclusion
While community organizations might not be very well known, as Heidi Swarts argues, “they play a critical role in agenda setting, representation, and policy making from below” (2008: xiv). They are important actors in reinvigorating democracy, relying on an active grassroots base as they fight for social change. While these organizations have a long legacy in the US, they are quite a new phenomenon in Europe. In this paper I compare a similar model of civic engagement in the US, UK, and Germany, and try to identify the underlying processes that explain the mobilization capacity and development of these three organizations. 
	I show how their similar organizing practice across countries is due to their adaptation of a “hybrid logic of organizing,” or, in other words, the organizations combine practices and principles of bureaucracy as well as of social movements in their organizational structure and culture, enhancing the organizations’ mobilizing capacity. Differences, however, come to the forefront as well, as organizers need to adapt each model to fit within a specific context. Indeed, while these organizations adhere to the same IAF model of organizing, at the same time, they try to be dynamic enough to work in different contexts. 
With this cross-national comparison I contribute to the theoretical debates on the role of alternative forms of collective representation, the development of organizations, and the factors affecting their relative success. By bridging different theoretical approaches from industrial relations, social movement, and organizational studies, I emphasize the importance of the interaction between structure and agency, or, more specifically, the external environment, the internal organizational structure, as well as the organizational culture and the strategic capacities of the organizers to explain the emergence and success of the organizations. 
Furthermore, in terms of policy implications, this study offers important insights regarding the role these grassroots organizations play in society. Even though they are relatively small, they have contributed to important social changes, such as bringing the living wage or improving the healthcare system, and have as well been a critical force in revitalizing certain neighborhoods or cities. Indeed, this model of civic engagement should be seen as an important precondition for a well-functioning democracy. This study also provides practical value in terms of cross-national learning. When Leo Penta came to Berlin in 1996, his audience listened to his stories but was skeptical.  That’s all very well, “but it won’t work in Germany,” people said. As of today, three IAF organizations have been built in Berlin, encompassing in total over 100 local member institutions.
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Drawing from the ‘original spirit’ of the North-American organizing model, emphasizing worker self-organization and the mobilization of social and community allies in support of labour efforts, our exploratory cross-case comparison critically revises organizing strategies in ‘greenfield sectors’ with high levels of migrant and non-unionized workers.  We examine strikes and other forms of self-organized labour-community mobilization involving workers who, being civically precarious, are overrepresented in economic sectors where labor standards are degraded, and where unions struggle to gain ground. We draw firstly from material from a research-in-progress on the recently launched “3 cosas campaign” in the outsourced and migrant rich- sector of the London’s service economy, and secondly from an example of union-led organizing of undocumented migrants for legalization in France. In particular the struggles of the outsourced workers at the University of London and that of the temporary agency workers in the French case illustrate that, with varied degrees of support from trade unions and social movement groups, the common status of marginalization of ‘contingent workers’ and their separation from ‘the standard’ can be turned into a ground for self-organization and a catalyst for collective mobilization. What are then the implications for the debate on the uneven applications and understanding of ‘organizing’ in different contexts? Starting from the grounded accounts of efforts conducted by migrant temporary workers in France and the UK, our cases make visible relatively marginal and innovative practices against the mainstreaming of the organizing ‘model’: exactly by valorizing the difference that national context, history and ‘place’ make in the development of organizing practices according to the specific labour (and social) constituencies involved in each case,  it is possible to ‘liberate’ organizing from the preconceptions and legacies that impede, in our view, radical strategic and cultural renewal within trade unions.


Informal organizing in the outsourced service sector in the UK:
the case of the ‘Tres cosas campaign’

    This paper discusses the challenges that trade unions in the UK face when they attempt to organize ‘non-standard’ outsourced workers from different cultural and migrant backgrounds. Our starting point for the discussion shares the view that that there is no single organizing ‘model’ (Holgate and Simms 2010; de Turberville 2004) and that awareness of the ‘uneven diffusion’ to other (mainly Anglo-Saxon) countries such as the UK and the techniques emerged specifically in relation to engage groups of ‘non-standard’ workers constitute a fundamental presupposition of any evaluation of organizing efforts. 
Hence in order to identify opportunities and limitations of union organizing in ‘greenfield’ sectors of the economy or in public sector under processes of privatization the very notion of organizing needs to be contextualized and the ‘model’ traced back to the origin of the ‘organizing turn’ in early 1990s United States. 

    When, at the end of the 1990s,  the ‘organizing model’ was re-launched in the US by the AFL-CIO,  programmers such as the Organising Institute and Union Summer were explicitly intended to attract underrepresented groups into the union movement (Simms and Holgate 2010). Assessing the strategies and tactics of the organizing efforts following the AFL-CIO’ initiative, Bronfenbrenner et al. (1998 explained the new influx of resources and commitment into organizing by the leadership of the union confederation primarily as a response to membership decline and employers growing hostility to trade unions in that particular moment in the history of the US. The authors of ‘Organizing to win’ wanted to assess how those renewed efforts would relate to the “broader environmental factors” and the “demographics” of the bargaining units involved (Bronfenbrenner et al. 1998: 11). In later work Bronfenbrenner (2003:41) argued that organizing strategies were more likely to succeed in the context of campaigns which drew from a range of different mobilizing tactics including: person to person contacts; house calls and visits, leadership development and small committee meetings.  While endorsing an aggressive and creative ‘rank-and-file intensive strategy’ at the workplace level, the escalation of organizing efforts into ‘multifaceted comprehensive campaigns’ critically involved the use of community or social movement tactics such as ‘solidarity days’, community coalitions, rallies, job actions or media campaigns.

    This interest in the social constituencies of organizing initiatives, the use of social movement tactics and the possibilities to involve under-represented groups was partly lost in the transfer of the organizing model into the UK. As argued by Simms and Holgate (2010) a range of different versions of the model has emerged in the British context, where the TUC, rather than favoring worker self-organization or promoting a cultural  shift away from business or service unionism, has constructed the organizing model as a neutral brand or ‘tool box’ without a clear political purpose. While these appear to have had major implications for the application of the model by UK unions (Simms et al. 2013), old and new tactics of organizing are emerging under the current economic crisis and surprisingly among those sectors considered to be the most difficult to unionise. 

The UK context and the specifics of London’s migrant economy

    “Subcontracted capitalism” (Wills 2009) across the private and public sectors has increasingly represented a critical challenge for British trade unions who, since the early 2000s, have experimented with various organizing  strategies in the workplace and in the community to improve the poor pay and hard and insecure working lives of outsourced  service workers. Workplace-based organizing efforts have been carried out and wider community alliances pursued by trade unions to find more effective ways to challenge the degrading conditions enforced by clients and contractors in London’s hospitals, universities and hotels (Alberti 2010; Holgate and Wills 2007; Wills 2005 ) . The “London migrant division of labour” (Wills et al. 2009), whereby the most recently arrived workers occupy the lowest paid and insecure jobs of the capital’s  service economy, has been described as a result of a mix of deregulation, subcontracting,  government ‘managed migration’ and welfare reform. 
    The social and economic configuration of the ‘global city’ is being currently re-shaped under further processes of labour stratification. Under the effects of the economic crisis, the arrival of ‘new migrant ‘ from Southern Europe supposedly  willing to accept lower wages and conditions than the longer-term immigrants, creates indeed new forms of competition among the low-paid and radicalized workforce in cities with high levels of transiency like London. This complex migrant division of labour reflects the further contractual differentiation favored by employers documented by the latest Work and Employment Relations Study, which reported a marked growth of zero-hours contract especially in low-paid service industries such as cleaning, catering and hotel jobs (van Wanrooy et al 2013). Still, organizing initiatives with different degrees of support from the official unions, have continued to confront the on- going degradation of terms and conditions of ‘non-standard’ workers in the capital.

Exploratory research: the case of the University of London Bloomsbury Campus

     In the last decade the University of London (UoL) has constituted an important terrain where workers have fought to obtain a living wage, improved terms and conditions and trade union recognition.  Since 2011 outsourced cleaners, security guards, catering and post-room workers at UoL, mostly with migrant background (especially Latin American but also African and Eastern European workers), have organized to improve their pay and working conditions. In July 2011 contract workers at Bloomsbury campus started a campaign for the London Living Wage. After holding an unofficial “wild cat strike”  the self-organized cleaners obtained the payment of overdue wages by one of the major contractor (Balfour Beatty). Attracting the workers for most of most of whom English is a second language, with the provision of free English classes, the local branch (Senate House branch) of the largest public sector union UNISON managed to recruit a substantial number of new members. Thanks to the ground work of informal organizers with Spanish language skills among activist-students many outsourced workers joined the branch to the point of making up 1/3 of the branch membership. The change in the labour composition brought in profound changes in the outlook, internal procedures and agenda of the branch meetings.  
     As the London Living Wage was won in 2012 the workers saw their wages going up 4 times within one year and the Senate House branch later manage to secure a recognition agreement with one of the major cleaning contractor, including the right to collective bargaining and time-off for trade union activities to the workers. In September 2012 a new campaign was launched by the outsourced workers entitled to only statutory rights now demanding three fundamental ‘things’ (costs): sick pay, holiday pay and pensions in line with the official standards for those directly employed by the University of London.  The ‘3 costs campaign’ involved a mixture of organizing strategies and informal ‘social movement unionism tactics’ with the involvement of a range of allies on campus, including the Students Union, student residences representatives, academic staff, and a range of community-based and labour organizations such as the Coalitions of Latin Americans in the UK and the newly formed Independent Workers Union of Great Britain (IWGB). These are playing a prominent role in the mobilization and direct action aspects of the campaign. Recently the campaign also gained the official support of the leader of the Green Party of England and Wales. However, some serious conflicts emerged between the workers and the UNISON university branch, as the management of the Senate House branch tried to oppose funding to the campaign and decided to cancel the results of the elections after some of the outsourced workers stood up for leadership positions. 
       As highlighted in the exploratory interviews with some of the workers who decided in May 2013 to leave the union branch, at the core of the tension lied the ways in which the branch was run, decisions were taken and power was distributed among the long-term English officers and the new outsourced members (mainly Latinos) who stood up for the branch leaders’ election. The case points to the persisting relevance of union democracy as one of the key challenges at the core of any union effort as well as the need to consider social movement unionism ‘beyond the organizing model’ (Schenk 2003). It also indicates the cultural, social and political frictions that emerge when unions organize an increasingly diverse, migrant and precarious workforce. How does union democracy may be enhanced to respond to the demand of the rank-and-file when workplaces become increasing (culturally and contractually) diverse? What can mainstream trade unions learn from the processes of ‘informal bargaining’ emerging in outsourced service sectors? 
      The “tres cosas campaign” is analyzed as a rich example of self-organization and social movement unionism among migrant and ethnic minority workers highlighting the tensions that can emerge between mainstream unions such as UNISON and radical unions based on strong community and political bonds among the workers such as the newly formed IWGB. After describing the structural elements that characterized this section of the subcontracted migrant economy in London and the challenge for union organizing, the paper will illustrate the micro-dynamics of the union involvement of non-standard migrant workers on the University campus. Finally, the emergence of informal bargaining strategy in the outsourced service jobs is considered as one factor suggesting the possibility to re-think union organizing in a wider framework. This combines softer and confrontational approaches to union bargaining across workplaces and social mobilization in the larger community, valorizing alliances in the civil society at the same time as promoting the fundamental principle of US-based union organizing models: the active involvement and empowerment of workers on the ground.


Sans-papier TSA workers striking for legalization in France (2008-2010)
  
From 2008 to 2010, thousands of France’s undocumented migrant workers went on strike and occupied their workplaces, demanding that their employers – numerous companies primarily in the cleaning and restaurant sectors – sponsor their legalization applications. These strikes were coordinated by a coalition of labor unions and civil rights organizations under the aegis of the Confédération Générale du Travail (CGT), France’s oldest and second largest labor union. Unheard of in French migration history, the mobilization was based on a recent change in legislation allowing employers to solicit the legalization of a migrant through a formal job offer, often by pretending they had just ‘discovered’ some their workers were undocumented. 
By international standards, France’s recent immigration policy has been one of the most punitive among Western democracies: in the mid-2000s, an undocumented migrant living there was roughly three times more likely to get deported than a migrant illegally residing in the United States (Chauvin 2009).  

 Meanwhile, during the last decade, the French government tentatively initiated a policy shift toward “chosen migration,” in the goal of restricting legal entry to foreigners deemed economically profitable. In July 2006, a law gave new prominence to the “worker” residence permit. The card made regular stay more dependent on employment. A year later, in 2007, a new law seemed to extend “chosen migration” policy to legalization itself: article 40 of the law allowed “exceptional admission to residency” for certain undocumented migrant workers sponsored by their employers. The French government’s original intent was to make access to legal status contingent on employer decision alone. But labor unions led by the CGT sought to use the text’s ambivalent content to try and make legalization less of a favor, and gear it more in the direction of a rule-based right. The legal mobilization that ensued (Burstein, 1991; Burstein & Monhaghan, 1986; McCann, 1994) fought to broaden the scope of article 40 by bringing – rather than just employers – the whole employment relationship into the decision process, including the collective actors and labor rights built into it by decades of social legislation.

On Wednesday February 13th, 2008, nine cooks from the fancy La Grande Armée restaurant near the Arc de Triomphe in Paris, went on strike with the support of several CGT union locals. The experiment was successful: seven workers were immediately legalized, and two others would be so in the following months. All obtained one-year residency cards. For the first time, they were not “private and family life” permits, but cards indicating “salarié” (employee) thus inaugurating a   strategy of employment-based legalization. Subsequently, two waves of coordinated strikes significantly widened the scope of the movement. On April 15, 2008, employees of 16 Paris-region companies started simultaneous strikes involving the occupation of their worksites. On May 20th, workers from 25 new sites took part in another wave. In total, nearly 2000 undocumented workers went on strike during the second semester of 2008.  

Legalization criteria were specified following negotiations between the CGT and the French government. Besides a job offer, an undocumented migrant’s history of formal employment became a central condition for the success of his application. Employment had not been previously emphasized by the sans-papiers movements born in the 1990s (Siméant 1998). This was out of a twofold fear. First, the worry that highlighting past unauthorized work would prove detrimental to workers’ chances of legalization. Second, the fear that activists assisting such workers would be categorized as labor traffickers. As a matter of fact, during the very first strikes in 2006-2007, both the CGT and public authorities hesitated over which meaning to attribute to symbols such as pay slips, social security numbers, income tax statements, etc. Those were clear evidences of the integration of numerous undocumented migrants to formal employment, however including them in an application amounted to acknowledging more infractions besides illegal stay. Only in 2008 were these signs unambiguously instituted as positive assets for legalization. Politically, pay slips became sources of civic pride sometimes held up as powerful emblems in front of TV cameras. Incidentally, those documents also revealed the names of major companies employing sans-papiers workers.

Migrant workers who thus came out to their employers (with the support of the CGT) subsequently occupied their workplaces, first until the employer signed the administrative forms containing employment commitments, then until the government responded positively to their legalization applications. In the meantime, them being on strike meant they were protected by labor law against both dismissal (to which the employer would have otherwise been forced to), and police intrusion (as they were considered workers on strike occupying their own company).

The right to go on strike had been rarely used by undocumented workers until the movement described in this paper, however. As in other national contexts (De Genova 2005; Anderson 2010; Gleeson 2010; Abrego 2011), the fear of deportation as well as that of losing their jobs had constrained migrant worker attitudes toward claim-making. But in 2006, a successful migrant strike organized by the CGT at the Modeluxe industrial laundry company in the départment of Essonne near Paris, had functioned as a test: first, it convinced unions and workers alike that their theoretical right to go on strike could be made real; second, more unexpectedly, it also demonstrated that being on strike would provide undocumented migrants with some protection from police control. On other occasions, and in other spaces, regular police officers have been at the forefront of the hunt for undocumented migrants. A February 2006 directive even reminded police stations that they were allowed to control the identity papers of “foreigners occupying a building […] and publically proclaiming their irregular administrative condition.” By contrast, in the 2006 Modeluxe strike, policemen had to remain at the doors of the company occupied by its striking employees: regular police forces could not intervene directly in a labor conflict, even if they suspected or knew that the workers involved were undocumented.

The first strikes of 2008 concerned full-time permanent employers: they were supposed to illustrate the hypocrisy of France’s migration regime by focusing on the most favorable cases. On the contrary, when in October 2009, a new wave of strikes started, unions and community organizations sought to prioritize migrants in atypical employment relationships, which had been marginalized in the first movement.

Strikes involved workers who, being civically precarious, were overrepresented in economic sectors where labor standards are degraded, and where unions struggle to gain a firm ground (construction, HORECA, cleaning, etc). Unions were thus led to organize more workers in those hitherto hard-to-reach companies and sectors: small businesses, subcontractors, temporary staffing agencies, and the underground economy. Such extended organizing activity came to test not only the labor rights of undocumented migrants, but also those of precarious workers in general. The case of temporary staffing agency workers in the construction sector is particularly instructive in this regard (Barron et al., 2010). 

Among migrants on strike, workers from temporary staffing agencies faced particular challenges. First, their embeddedness in complex subcontracting arrangements raised the issue of who their employer was, and thus which employer would be their sponsor. Second, the temporary nature of their jobs made them ‘too precarious for legality’ in the eyes of the French government (as they were not on full time permanent contracts). Temp workers attempted to remedy this in several ways.

1) Some of them managed to transcend externalized employment arrangements by occupying client companies until the latter sponsored them directly, a strategy that was only met with moderate success. 

2) Some others occupied their agencies directly and tried to force the agency employer to formally commit to employ them for at least one year, while pressuring the French government so it recognizes employment in Temporary Staffing Agencies as qualifying for legalization.

3)   As temps (and in particular temps in construction) sought to press their “employers” for legalization, it turned out that they had worked on multiple construction sites, for multiple client companies, with multiple agencies. As a result, when a given agency would be selected for storming and occupation, most of the workers concerned would not currently be employed by it. Typically however, many would have been regularly working for it in the past. In 2009-2010, several courts ruled that a temporary worker between two assignments holds neither duties nor rights towards the agency with which she has had assignments, hence cannot legally get on strike, even less occupy its premises. While picketers think of themselves as strikers, they are really just unemployed, wrote the courts in substance.  However, on April 2010, the Paris Appellate Court issued an original ruling in the opposite direction. Considering that the pay slips presented by 16 occupiers of an agency named Synergie proved that they “have indeed been related to the [staffing] company through successive assignments, even when the latter have been discontinuous,” the court considered that the employment relationship was established and that the workers did qualify as strikers. Although in French law, such one-time decision only carries indicative power, and may or may not be confirmed by future court rulings, it illustrated how migrant temps mobilizing for their rights potentially helped expand labor rights for all temporary agency workers in France, whether documented or undocumented.

4) By recognizing the informal loyalty relation between Temporary Staffing Agency workers and their agency, this decision thus virtually expanded the right to strike for many other categories of France’s precarious workers. In the end the French case illustrates that in certain political contexts, the very stigma of migrant illegality which channels so many migrants into temporary staffing agencies can equally become a catalyst for their collective mobilization, potentially leading them to revert or transcend key dimensions of the temporary employment relationship as a precarity-producing device.
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Introduction

Organizing has become a central feature of trade union renewal in countries such as the United Kingdom, Australia and the United States of America and an important topic in the academic debate (see Gall 2003, 2006). Firstly, there is discussion of what organising is and to what extent it represents a genuine political turn in the renewal strategies of trade unions since the 1980s (Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 2010). Secondly, much has been debated on how trade unions have linked – or not – organising to other strategies such as community or learning strategies (see Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 2009). In such respect, there is a debate about the way organising has been developed and bureaucratically linked or separated from other aspects of union action: in such respect to what extent has organising been systematically combined with a broader social movement unionism within trade union organisations. Thirdly, the debate has focused on the outcomes of its implementation. Such debate has pointed out how the adoption of organizing has not resulted in major changes in union membership apart from cases such as the SEIU in the USA. Given this, many suggest that organising has to be viewed more broadly and seen in terms of the way it re-orientates union renewal and the political and social dimensions of its work. 

Apart from some exceptions (Holgate and Simms, 2010) the debate has been relatively less concerned with how organising has developed and adopted across countries: most of the discussion appears to be about its development, outcomes and variations in general (see Gall, 2009). Despite examples of some European trade unions beginning to engage with organising, a systematic comparative study on this has not been developed. The way unions or union activists cross-reference the experience of other strategies is not at the centre of the union renewal agenda in many cases: we are normally presented with organising as a template of practices which are either adopted ‘correctly’ or idiosyncratically. Furthermore, there is less attention on how organising may be linked to internal politics within unions in terms of how it challenges specific established views regarding union action and regulation. Some observers have noted tensions between business-oriented and partnership strategies on the one hand and more direct modes of organising on the other (Danford et al, 2003), whilst others have not seen an inevitable tension to this extent (Heery, 2002). Yet, how organising is part of an internal dialogue and basis for internal reflection within a union and its members is not always a salient feature of research, which is mainly focused on nuances and types of organising strategy and perhaps the absence of the ‘political’ (see Holgate and Wills, 2008). The question of organising is rarely engaged with in terms of how it links to new constituencies of political activists within organised labour, although Holgate’s work (2009) does call for observers to appreciate the social ideals and constituencies that form the basis of new community facing organising strategies and how these are in turn premised on practices drawn from other social traditions and not just industrial relations. However, the internal politics and engagement with organising is not always central to the discussion on the subject. What is more the dilemmas trade unions face when constructing a successful organising campaign, and how it manages these, is also less common.
 
In this paper, we therefore focus on these issues by addressing what organizing means in different national contexts and how it has developed. More precisely, this paper compares a national context of regulatory system where trade unions have greater recourse to institutional roles and relations, namely the Netherlands, with a liberal market economy approach, the UK (see Hall and Soskice, 2001 on a discussion of varieties of capitalism).

Organising: a brief critical appraisal of the literature 

“Organizing model” as a term was coined in the USA to indicate a specific approach to the recruitment and organizing of new members by developing focused recruitment campaigns which draw those affected into the process of mobilisation itself (and in effect thus linking it into an internal union building approach). The general idea is that this is a ‘bottom up’ approach in so far as campaigns are locally based and that the link between the unions and workers are key activists sometimes (and normally) trained for this purpose by the union (Holgate, 2005). The union purpose can be defined as an attempt to recreate labour as a form of social movement by organizing workers so that they are empowered to define and pursue their own interests through the medium of collective organization (Heery et al, 1999). For some this represents a new version of trade unionism which can or should have a strong community dimension (Wills and Simms, 2004). However this social feature is not always the principal driver. 

Firstly, the organizing model has been associated with specific methods (Heery et al, 1999) for instance the reliance on planned campaigns, the use of mapping techniques to individuate activists on work floor, the principle of “like-recruits-like” and the reliance on paid “lead organizing”. This has led to the establishment of organising academies within trade unions aimed at creating a new generation of professional activists with the knowledge and networks to develop such campaigns (Simms et al., 2013 for a discussion of the history of the British Trade Union Congress’s – TUC – Organising Academy for example). This has provided trade unions with a new generation of activists which are bureaucratically engineered through its organising academies and which help renew the profile of its organisation: for some this constitutes one of the primary functions of organising in that it is part of a re-engineering of internal trade union bureaucracy in an age when activism has been seen to be in decline (Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 2010). So the inception of organising is – to use the term – from above whilst the execution is partly from below. 

In the case of the USA the organising approach has been associated with a new dynamic attempt to link into more vulnerable and marginalised workers through a set of high profile campaigns – the most famous of which is the ‘Justice for Janitors’ campaigns in California. Milkman (2006) has argued that organising has allowed trade unions to reconnect to migrant workers from Central and South America by virtue of the way communities have been engaged, although the role of leadership and organisational bureaucracy in supporting such campaigns is viewed as an essential factor as well. The SEIU (Service Employees International Union) in the USA has been a driving force in configuring organising approaches and linking them into broader political and even international co-ordination strategies. In 2004, the SEIU launched a strategy to form sustained, international coalitions in the service sector, building on previous campaigns with British and Danish unions against firm such as Group 4 Securicor and FirstGroup. The SEIU’s strategy involved dedicated partnerships with selected unions, most notably the Transport and General Workers’ Union (T&GWU – now UNITE) in Britain and Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union (LHMU – now United Voice) in Australia. In order to build stronger ties with partner unions, the SEIU employs local union officials who act as bridge builders between the SEIU and local partner unions. It invests significant resources in regional offices and organisers in Australia, Britain, South Africa, India and Poland. In addition, membership and leadership exchanges are organised, in order to connect campaigns to the rank-and-file. Through the international services union UNI, the SEIU set-up an international initiative to organise cleaners and security staff and has also invested several million dollars in organising campaigns that target international food service, cleaning and security employers, and has assigned staff to Australia, Poland, Britain, India, France, Switzerland, Germany, the Netherlands, South America and South Africa. Following the example of the SEIU’s ‘Justice for Janitors’ campaign, similar campaigns have been launched in these countries, for example, the ‘Justice for Cleaners’ campaign in Britain, the ‘Clean Enough’ (Schoon Genoeg) campaign in the Netherlands and the ‘Clean Start’ campaign in Australia. Therefore organising has spawned its own international union agencies and institutional politics. This suggests the need to look at organising in terms of how practices evolve and why as practices and as points of reference. This leads us to the next set of debates which is concerned with context and which will be illustrated with reference to the UK context and UK features of the literature.

The UK example is important because organising represents a narrative and template for internal organisational renewal and change as well as a series of practices for re-engaging the workforce and, especially, new groups of workers employed in more vulnerable and ‘hard to reach’ contexts. However, it responds very much to a legacy of internal decline and the need to rethink the position of unions (Martinez Lucio and Stuart, 2010). In the UK, many trade unions have adopted an organising approach although they have customised it in relation to their identity and modes of action (Simms and Holgate, 2008).This means that organising is mediated in different ways according to the organisational context.  Hence, in trade unions such as the general union UNITE, the organising strategy is based on a link to more mobilising approaches around vulnerable workers, whilst within the Union of Shopworkers, Distributive and Allied Workers (USDAW), the organising approach has been linked to the partnership approach expounded by its leadership and has focused on recruitment in firms with established recognition procedures. These two major unions have engaged in organising in quite different ways: the former has seen it as a way of engaging the spaces of ‘hard to reach’ workers through ‘mobilising’ strategies whilst the latter sees it as part of a recruitment drive in workplaces where they are already recognised but where they may be high turnovers of staff and new workers from migrant communities with a weak trade union tradition (such as the company TESCO). Organising is therefore contextual. The question for us is how contexts therefore vary within countries and beyond. 

Hence, third, the impact of organising is also political and ideological (and ‘indirect’ to a great extent) in so far as regardless of any membership outcomes – which are the subject themselves of a range of discussions – it has provided unions with a ‘narrative’ to bring together its traditions of mobilisation with a new focused and communication based approach to connecting with members (Martínez Lucio and Stuart, 2009). It provides a strategy that combines action and communication and that acts as a template for unions to create an over-arching story and meaning to the way they can move forward and rekindle an interest in a social and active approach to activism. To this extent there are issues of purpose and role.  The literature on organising has been mainly technical in nature or it has assumed that it is political in itself. This reflects the nature of the US orientation and origins within the discussion where organising is seen to be a counter to service or business unionism: it is seen very much to fit a new social logic of change and spatial reconfiguration. Hence the interest in workers centres (Fine, 2006), undocumented or unprotected migrant workers (Milkman, 2006), and the use of public space in terms of mobilising openly vis-à-vis corporate capital are taken to indicate a political dimension and a counter-discursive feature within organising. Hence, a nascent part of the US debate – and at times even an implicit part of it – has to be brought to the fore more clearly if we are to build systematically on the question of how organising develops and why. However, these features are not always clearly linked to the political debates and developments – and differences – within trade unionism: the political as a source of contestation internally is not always addressed. 

This leads us to present a series of steps and dimensions for studying the contextualisation and mediating on organising. These represent a basis for the way we can study organising across countries and the cross-referencing dynamics that take place. 

Firstly, why do trade unions in different countries decide to adopt organizing? There have been pull factors, external contextual factors (such as the nature of union decline and the development of more hostile environments for trade unions). These challenges have been quite common across different national contexts. However, as Frege and Kelly (2003) point out, different national trade unions have perceived and framed these challenges in different ways (on the basis of factors such as historical legacies, identity and structure) and decided their strategies accordingly. National trade unions that have opted for organizing share in principle the idea of resorting to membership as basic union resource.  As we will see later, the choice of adopting organizing in the UK and the NL has been based on the perceived need to ‘go back’ to membership as a trade union resource due to the emerging criticism of partnership and business union models in the UK and union decline or the general perceived exhaustion of social model in the NL. 

Secondly, individuals or clusters of individuals within trade unions at various levels (acting as political entrepreneurs) may decide to initiative debates, documentation, and general innovations. There may be political networks, thematic networks or just loose sets of interested individuals within the ‘bureaucracy’ or at the margins of that ‘bureaucracy’ who may initiate activities and engage with other projects of renewal beyond their organisational realm.  Practices and strategies are normally aligned to a set of individuals and interests so we need to be alert to how these develop and why. These individual or collective actors, perceive organizing as a “window of opportunities” to reverse the weakening of trade unions.

Thirdly, this links to the manner in which the learning process develops. The debate on organising and how it has developed has been less concerned with how organisations ‘learn’.  Whilst there is quite a broad literature on this in terms of management theory and human resource development, there is less in the area of labour and employment relations. Yet the issue of how organising is discussed and mutually engaged with across organisations and national borders necessitates an interest in this. In many respects, trade union internationalism has been based on this area of activity in formal terms through joint learning and partnering especially in recent years within the European Union for example. However, we have seen the emergence of a more informal international networking around initiatives for change which have contributed to a new learning sphere within unions (Waterman, 2001; Wills, 2001; see Martinez Lucio, 2010 for a general discussion). We need to be alert to how formal and informal dimension of the union have engaged with the practice of sharing such innovations as organising and why and with what purpose.

Fourth, regardless of these innovative processes as outlined in the two previous dimensions, the new policies such as organising are affected in its implementation by the presence of historical legacies, identities, rooted practices, presence of conservative leaders etc. The way in which trade unions have framed external challenges (Frege and Kelly, 2003) do not only influence the general orientation towards “organizing” as we have seen above, but it can shape its further integration and internalisation in strategic and structural terms. This has the effect of intensifying or diluting the politics of organizing in the “receiving” countries.  It can lead to the adoption of differentiated practices with differentiated aims according to the specific context-sectors in which they are implemented in terms of the internal union factors (e.g. identity, politics and structure) and dynamics (e.g. relations with counterparties and with other trade unions, decision making process, presence of opposite factions within the trade union). Organizing, hence, is mediated. As a form of ‘renewal’ and as a narrative it is a metaphor that is adapted to the different context in which it is implemented. In such respect, we also need to appreciate the way specific campaigns and activities in a national context begin to symbolise renewal – in this case organising. These become the basis for further discussion and mediation such as the role of the Living Wage Campaign which has become the basis for new social view of unionism albeit limited regionally in the United Kingdom or the Schiphol Airport cleaners wage campaign in the Netherlands which highlighted novel ways of protesting and the importance of industrial conflict.  In this sense organizing become a political strategic space that is filled in with different politics in different context. So whilst we do argue that organizing can become a “political approach” and start a process of political renewal in a union once it has been absorbed in a specific context there may be more than one unitary model of union organizing.

Finally, these developments in terms of the pull factors that draw in a need for some type of renewal, the role of clusters of officials or activists (or others) within trade unions and around them, the nature learning processes and how they link across organisations and territorial spaces, and the role of the national and organisational regulatory and political context in mediating such strategies may happen in different ways and at different times. In the case of the UK we will argue that the pull factors for renewal emerged much earlier due to the state of the industrial relations context, that there have been different sets of networks and clusters of worker linked to specific projects or social agendas such as autonomous self-organising networks driving them, that the nature of organisational learning has been more hierarchical in relative terms, and that the context has shaped initiatives in different ways.  

We will therefore observe how organizing has emerged and developed in two national context (UK and the NL) trying to point out the underlying dynamics and narratives of their emergence, as well as its specific characteristics in each countries in terms of which contextual variables or internal union variables have influenced the specific process of its implementation, and finally the extent to which the organizing practices have been linked to political and more broader identity agendas in the two countries

Methodology

This paper draws on data from a three-year Leverhulme Trust funded project on the development of trade union responses in relation to migrant populations. As well as looking at national level responses in the UK, the Netherlands and Spain, the research also aims to understand to what extent trade union responses are coordinated at the European level. The methodology is qualitative, with a focus on semi-structured interviews and participant and non-participant observation. The research consisted of over 150 interviews with trade union officials and activists from various levels within the union movement and a number of interviews with voluntary sector organizations, particularly those working in the area of migrant rights and Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) issues. The research for this paper draws on over 50 interviews with trade union officials and activists from various levels and sectors within the Dutch trade union movement as well as participant observation of union meetings and conferences. The research was carried out from 2008 to 2011.

Case studies

The United Kingdom

British industrial relations are widely known for their ‘tradition of voluntarism’ (Flanders, 1974). This term indicates a relatively low intervention by the state. In fact this intervention has historically been limited to the provisions of instruments to support collective bargaining such as conciliation and arbitration machinery (Ferner and Hyman, 1998). The support of ‘free collective agreements’ and of industrial ‘autonomy’ was shared by employers and trade unions. If employers considered legislation as constraining the principle of laissez faire, trade unions tried to avoid the intervention of the courts, considered hostile to labour, in industrial disputes. Hence, while many trade unions in Europe demanded a legal framework which could guarantee the trade unions recognition, as well as regulate the process of collective negotiations, British trade unions “have recognised the need to rely on their own collective strength – ‘industrial muscle’ – rather than depending on external support; they have been more concerned with de facto than de jure rights.” (Hyman, 2001: 68.) As a consequence, instead of positive rights on industrial matters, a set of legal immunities were created to cover a specific area of industrial relations. Voluntarism has shaped British industrial relations over the course of time and has created specific features, some of which still endure. One of these is related to collective bargaining and consists of the absence of any formal obligation by employers to bargain with unions and, second, the fact that collective agreements are not legally enforceable: “collective agreements are ‘binding in honour only’, of legal relevance only to the extent that their terms may be incorporated (implicitly or explicitly) into employees’ individual contracts.” (Hyman, 2001:70.) In principle, collective bargaining may occur at any level4. Industry-wide, multi-employer bargaining may be conducted at national or local level between employers’ associations and trade unions. Single-employer bargaining may occur at establishment, company and divisional or corporate level although bargaining within the private sector has been in sharp decline for some time. At shop-floor level, collective agreements may coexist with informal rules rooted in ‘custom and practice’ (Brown, 1972) but these have become less common. Over the course of time, industrial relations have become enterprise-specific and the coverage of collective bargaining has continued to diminish.

The second characteristic concerns the voluntary recognition of trade unions by employers. This means there is no general administrative or legal route that guarantees recognition to unions independent of their membership and developments in union recognition during the past fifteen years have been minimal (Perrett, 2007). The third feature is related to the presence of a light framework of state-provided facilities for disputes resolutions. The state has no power to order the suspension of an industrial action or to impose ‘cooling-off’ periods. The longstanding tradition of voluntarism, however, does not mean that the state has not intervened in the industrial relations field. The Conservative governments in power between 1979 and 1997 heavily influenced British industrial relations through several legislative packages, implemented at approximately two-year intervals, which led to a progressive weakening of the institutions of collective regulation (Purcell, 1993). As Howell (2006: 158) states: “the role of legislation after 1979, and the willingness of the police and the judicial branch of the state to enforce that legislation, marked a ratcheting up of the level and nature of state intervention, compared to previous efforts to act as midwife to a new set of industrial relations institutions.” Key provisions of such measures were aimed at limiting union bargaining strength and eradicating the closed shop that became unlawful in 1990. The legislation limited the ability of unions to organise industrial action, weakened union immunities from legal action by employers and restrained picketing. It also intervened directly on union internal organisation as “the government saw the union leadership as being unrepresentative of the views of their (implicitly more ‘moderate’) members, and so legislated to prescribe the internal democratic procedure unions should adopt” (Ferner and Hyman, 1998:13). Furthermore, it pursued the dismantling of statutory support for collective bargaining and abolished the Wages Council established in 1909 and aimed at providing statutory minimum wages for those workers employed in sectors where collective bargaining was weak. The limitation of union power has been flanked by a process of labour market deregulation, decentralisation and individualisation of employment relations and restructuring of the public sector. Attempts to build a legal framework of employees’ minimum rights, including remedy for unfair dismissal and redundancy payments for example, were made by Labour governments in the 1960s. However, during the 1980s, Conservative governments curtailed and diluted this legislation in an opposing trend to European legislation (Goodman et al., 1998). These changes have been so influential that some scholars talk of a ‘new industrial relations’ (Bassett, 1986) or even of the end of institutional industrial relations (Purcell, 1993). The Labour Party returned to government in 1997 after 18 years of Conservative governments and remained in power until 2010. Although the ‘New Labour’ administration had an industrial relations agenda different to that of the Conservatives, it did not challenge the bulk of Conservative industrial relations legislation. New Labour’s industrial relations reforms focused on the creation of individual rights at work, rather than supporting the collective regulation of class relations (Howell, 2006). The Labour governments implemented a set of minimum individual work rights, introducing a National Minimum Wage (NMW), limiting working hours and expanding rights to claim unfair dismissal and for working women and parents. However, labour market regulation in Britain remained limited and the current Coalition government has begun a strategy of undermining the (relatively) supportive environment that existed. One of the main outcomes of these changes has been the steady withdrawal from collective bargaining that constitutes a major split with the past since the 1980s. Although this change has partly resulted from the increased presence of small firms located in the service sector and with part-time workforces that has made union organisation difficult, it is mainly a consequence of the removal of union recognition and bargaining rights in workplaces (Ferner and Hyman, 1998). The second trend has been the move away from industry-wide multi-employer bargaining. As outlined by Ferner and Hyman (1998), however, this shift began in the 1960s rather than the 1980s due to the gains obtained by linking pay and performances at decentralised levels. Britain has a large number of employers’ associations, with similar structure and organisation to that of other European countries. However, their membership level is quite low. The main association, the Confederation of British Industry (CBI), was formed in 1965 following the merger of three separate employers’ confederations. It has the highest membership that comprises of around 3,000 individual companies, mostly larger enterprises in the private sector, and around 150 trade associations. The CBI does not participate in collective bargaining, being primarily a lobbyist organisation. It is regarded by the government as its main link with business. However, there are few formal mechanisms for dialogue between social partners and the state. Employers and trade unions are rarely consulted in a systematic manner by the government on specific issues and are also represented in a series of committees. 

In 2002, the TUC published a booklet entitled Migrant workers: a TUC guide (TUC, 2002). The aim of this publication was to assist trade unions ‘at all levels’ to meet the challenge of bringing migrant workers into union membership. Prompted by the enlargement of the EU and new government initiatives aimed at easing access to the British labour market, the TUC was concerned that unions were not equipped to challenge the negative perceptions of migrant workers as portrayed in sections of the national press. Many UK unions have now adopted policies on the recruitment and organisation of migrant workers, and there have been some membership gains as a result. 

Our research shows that there have been a variety of different strategies adopted around organising. Some strategies have been top-down, both at regional and national level, with the aim of creating organising sections and developing sustainable infrastructures for organising. This was the case in Unison North West where the union has changed the way it organises under the banner ‘Meeting the Organising Challenge’ (Meetoc) by developing a career path for organisers and moving from a servicing to an organising approach. Whilst this was not specifically related to organising migrant workers, part of the approach was to make the union more accessible to migrant workers, promote good practice and raise awareness around migrant workers for both members and non-members.  The focus was to initiate campaigns around specific workplaces and areas where migrants and vulnerable workers more generally may be present. Focusing activities and resources in this way allowed for the stable workplace presence of the union in other areas to be balanced with a more mobile and targeted approach to organisation. 

In terms of networks of activists and union officers who supported such developments such as organising, the emergence of a series of officers within regional unions who then moved to the national TUC was important for the establishment of the Organising Academy. This created a cluster of key officers and eventually key organisers who became central to other affiliated trade unions and who created a network which became an important lobby for the union movement’s engagement with and understanding of organising. What is more this constituency was tightly knitted to a range of UK academics who were linked further into the US experiences through networks around Cornell University who in turn were actively linked into various unions campaigns. This means that there was a curious network of intellectuals and union activists that underpinned the learning of and appreciation of these renewal strategies: the role of the London Metropolitan University, Warwick University and Queen Mary College were essential to creating a community of interest. Stewart and Martinez Lucio (2012) argue in discussing debates on new management practices and union responses in the 1990s that we need a broader understanding of networking and activism to appreciate how union strategies and position evolve if we are to avoid a simple organisational approaches. 

Other top-down organising campaigns have attempted to represent the interests of vulnerable workers and encourage union involvement of migrant workers – examples include Unison’s national level Migrant Worker Participation Project and Unite’s Migrant Worker Support Unit. Both of these projects were funded by the Union Modernisation Fund which was a fund started by the last Labour Government with the aim of improving internal union practices and relevance in relation to a range of workers. Some unions, notably the GMB and Unite, have been actively using their organising campaigns to bring in migrant workers into the union, focusing on those sections of the labour market that have seen the largest rise in migrant workers over the last decade . Yet, integration into the wider union is as yet only tentative given the difficulty of gaining recognition for the purpose of union activity within a company in the UK (Perrett, 2007).

Unite’s organising strategy has been to target sectors or sub-sectors of the economy. It begins with a five-year economy map in sectors where there are large numbers of precarious (or vulnerable) workers. It focuses on areas with precarious workers generally rather than particular groups such as migrant workers. One Unite official said that it needed to adopt a sector approach – to target bargaining units rather than groups. The organisers first ask: “What does a win look like?” One activist used the example of the meat packing sector, where the union has had a campaign for five years. This sector predominantly consists of migrant and agency workers. These workers are used to undercut directly-employed and indigenous workers – migrants are generally exploited. However, she said it is not just about comparing migrants with non-migrants, and that issues facing migrant workers are also facing the indigenous workers. The union gathers evidence and runs a campaign. In the meat packing sector, it looked at discrimination against migrant workers. The strategy for a sector is a long-term strategy and to invest five years in a campaign – it improves membership conditions through a strategy around ‘parity and permanency’. However, many of these campaigns sometimes work through creating alliances with public agencies or social bodies in some cases. 

Other types of organising where there are many migrant workers include the cleaners’ campaign in Canary Wharf in east London and the link to the Living Wage campaign. Here again, the strategy was to ask the question: “What does a win look like?” Here there were people doing two or three jobs to make ends meet and this led to a concerted wage campaign based on a calculation that took on board the real costs of living. The leverage used by the union was raising public meetings and mobilisations that embarrassed companies and highlighted the conditions of their cleaners.  Union activists, especially in UNITE, felt that organising teams should reflect the social make-up of the workers. A dialogue with the social organisations of workforce was considered key. In the GMB, Unite and Unison the unions also thought community organising was important – to varying degrees - and had strategies to map and organise by community to find out who the leaders are, the aim being to empower workers through different access points. 

In all of the unions, the research found that there were nationally driven initiatives which worked through set projects and project officers which were in run and organised locally around regional and local teams: these were then able to engage and understand the local contexts in which they were working. However, the structure of organising was highly co-ordinated. That there were different approaches did not seem to lead to a politicisation of organising per se: organising became inserted with different narratives and to this extent was more pliable and did not represent a new political identity even if some voices did try to link it with social movement unionism in some of their approaches. 

The Netherlands

The Dutch system of industrial relations has been considered an example of corporatism par excellence (Lehmbruch, 1979), a ‘harmony model’ of political economy characterised by a high degree of consensus, cooperation and coordination among responsible ‘social partners’ of organised capital, organised labour, and the democratic state (Hemerijck, 1995). The most important employers association, the VNO-NCW, and the most representative trade union confederation, the FNV, co-chair the bipartite Labour Foundation (STAR) where the negotiation of central agreements occurs. STAR is recognised from the government as official partner in deliberating on budgets, wages and social policies. Within STAR, employers and trade unions prepare each new round of collective bargaining and negotiate central agreements.  It is the main advisory council of government on wage policy and on the organisation of the welfare state.  The government and the ‘social partners’ interact through STAR and SER for tripartite as well as bipartite/labour overleg. Overleg is a central concept in Dutch labour relations defining a “harmonious interchange that may range from consultation to bargaining with the sincere intent on both sides to compromise without any conflict. In the Netherlands, no collective bargaining related activities are undertaken of whatever kind, without previous overleg with those involved.” (Slomp, 2004: 38) and ‘the main function of the central accords and recommendations is to influence the ‘bargaining climate’ and create an atmosphere of goodwill” (Visser, 1998a: 306). For instance, Crouch defines Dutch corporatism as ‘employer-led corporatism’, ‘namely a corporatist economy characterized by a relatively weak union movement in which articulation is contingent on one dominant exposed sector union rather than a centralized confederation as well as a powerful employers’ organization’ (Crouch 1993: 22). 

These legal principles give firms an incentive to join the relevant association and help explain the high level of collective organisation among employers and the high coverage rate of collective agreements. Unions are in a more ambiguous situation: on the one hand the legal system prevents competition between union and non-union firms but, on the other hand, it removes incentives for workers to join (Visser, 1998a).  In some cases negotiations are breached and the unions may announce workplace actions, but strikes are rare: ‘[A]s a rule collective agreements contain a peace clause, and strikes are in breach of contract during their currency. While the right to strike is not otherwise regulated by law, the courts have tended to accept their legality if used as a means of last resort when contracts have expired and efforts to negotiate a new one have demonstrably failed’ (Visser, 1998b: 276). 

The Dutch system has proved to be stable in the face of external challenges. Deregulation and decentralisation of collective bargaining, for instance, are now widely discussed. Employers are trying to obtain more flexibility in the labour market and there are some pressures to decentralise sectoral collective agreements. Yet, most employers still embrace centralised negotiation, and only few larger companies have signed their own collective agreements with trade unions. Tros (2001) confirmed the existence of an emerging decentralisation process from the national level to sectoral level however ‘it appears that policies to promote decentralisation and deregulation may have led instead to further centralisation and regulation’ (Poutsma and Braam, 2004; p. 164).

Nonetheless, in 2004, social dialogue broke down between unions and the government with proposed changes to early retirement and pension reform. The government decided to accelerate the ongoing reforms by introducing a new savings scheme with the possibility for workers to ‘opt out’ existing and future collective schemes, and reforms of the disability, sickness and unemployment schemes. The trade unions staged several protests and demonstrations in opposition to government policies.  The weakening in social dialogue exposed weaknesses in the Dutch ‘Polder’ model. The model has helped the formation of highly centralised trade unions that remain central actors despite a decline in union membership from 36.5% in 1970 (Visser, 2006) to 23% in 2007 (EIRO, 2011). Visser argues that ‘sometimes employers publicly voice concern that unions may become too weak to continue their much praised role of stable, reliable and reasonable bargaining partners, but there are no examples of relations being broken off” (Visser, 1998a: 298). Union legitimacy has usually come under attack when unions claim a new and stronger role in the labour market, but employers have never tried to destabilise the unions or to create a union-free environment (Visser and Hemerijck, 1997). 

The breakdown of social dialogue in response to the policies of the II Balkenende government started one of the most tumultuous periods in the history of Dutch industrial relations. FNV organised various stoppages and demonstrations across the country, such as the protest meeting in Rotterdam, the blockade of the offices of VNO-NCW and the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, and industrial action in public transport. An action platform ‘Keer het Tij’ was created. The level of contention was unusual for the Netherlands, as evidenced by a headline on the front page of the International Herald Tribune: ‘Hey, look! A strike in Holland!’ (Cited in FNV, 2007). These initiatives culminated in the demonstration held in Amsterdam on October 2 2004 the second largest demonstration in the post-war period. FNV mobilized over 300,000 protesters and forced the government back to the negotiation table. The FNV and affiliated unions attributed great importance to this mobilisation. According to the federation, it showed to the outside world that the Dutch trade-union movement was sufficiently determined and strong to oppose government choices. As a result, weaknesses around union membership and worker participation became central issues in the 2005 FNV Congress. Topics such as representativeness, union democracy, workplace relations, and participation started to be outlined, influencing also the stances taken towards migrant and ethnic minority workers. In April 2005, the FNV published the results of a desk study on trade-union innovations in a report entitled ‘De vakbeweging van de toekomst: Lessen uit het buitenland’ (The Trade Union Movement of the Future: Lessons from Abroad). The declared intent was to provide new inputs to Dutch unions, which were trying to ‘redefine themselves’. Among others, information was asked to the TUC’s Union Ideas Network (UIN) and to the ILO’s Global Union Research Network (GURN). This research finally resulted in a booklet that was translated into English as material for the international debate on innovative trade-union strategies to counter union decline. The booklet started from consideration of the above-discussed social and political changes taking place in the Netherlands to explain why a new approach to workers’ participation was necessary for the Dutch labour movement. The perception of the weakening of the polder model and consequently of the trade union role and position was clear:

The Netherlands has had a reputation for its polder model, in which social partners are actively involved in all kinds of consultative bodies, decisions are based on compromises, collective agreements are binding for entire sectors and strike action is rare. The trade union movement had a rather strong institutional position, which means that there was no strong necessity to organise and mobilise workers. (FNV, 2007: 15). 

FNV asserted the importance of organizing new groups of people, among them the young, the unemployed, workers in the service industry, and non-standard employees. The first thematic item in the booklet concerned ethnic minorities and immigrant workers. It was stated that 

Since ethnic minorities make up a growing share of the population, it is important for unions to organise these groups. In addition, there is a strategic interest. A classic means of undermining union power is by playing groups of workers against each other, something which is often done along ethnic lines. Unions can only counter this by actively organising solidarity on the basis of shared interests. (FNV, 2007: 27).

Within the FNV forward looking officials of the union began to construct spaces – real and virtual – for the discussion of new types of union activity and the importance of grassroots based approaches. These formed a hub for a series of debates and interventions – raising awareness of US and British initiatives. It is important to underline that these initiatives were formally supported by the FNV at this stage and that initiatives were undertaken by FNV officials.

In order to build union membership and develop member engagement, the Dutch trade union activists thus became increasingly influenced by the organising approach adopted by the SEIU in the US. This influence extended to developing links with the SEIU and having training and coaching by SEIU activists who became based in trade union offices in the Netherlands. The FNV’s search for ways to improve union membership came at the same time as the SEIU was looking to develop international links (see section 2). Key individuals began to provide a series of blogs and links into the organising experience in the UK and the USA – forming the basis for a hub and debate on the manner in which organising could be developed as strategy and basis for renewal more generally. 

In the Netherlands, leaders from the service sector union FNV-Bondgenoten, and the public sector union, FNV-AbvaKabo attended SEIU conventions. One official from FNV-Bondgenoten, responsible for the cleaning sector, undertook a training course on organising in America in 2006 and was charged with bringing back the organising approach to the cleaning sector in the Netherlands. Other activists had been to London to follow the London Citizens campaign and had built up links and networks with organisers working in the ‘Justice for Cleaners’ campaign in London. Visits and leader exchanges appear to have had an important influence on the support given to the organising approach and the intensity to which it has been implemented in some sectors. In our research, when asked what the catalyst for organising was in the Netherlands one Dutch organiser said that it was seeing the success of the SEIU campaigns and when union officials went to SEIU conventions they wanted the ‘power’ they saw for their own union. It was also apparent that organising was engaged with because it appealed to a group of trade union activists who saw a moral and meaningful – and even dynamic - dimension to it in a context of institutionalised and sometime predictable approaches to employment relations.  

Individuals linked to the SEIU played a major role in developing discussions and networks across European countries such as the UK, the Netherlands and Germany. They acted as direct links which were not hampered by traditional forms of organisational relations across borders. So whilst one could argue that the initiative in relation to organising was ‘top-down’ in some respects it actually opened spaces for a range of local initiatives in intellectual and activity-based terms in relation to the purpose, nature and politics of organising. 

The organising approach was embraced especially by FNV-Bondgenoten, the most ‘militant’ or ‘critical’ of the affiliated unions. In 2007, the union launched a campaign in the cleaning sector which culminated in prolonged strike action in 2010 for improved pay and working conditions. The cleaning campaign was framed around two issues, to fight for an increase of ten euros an hour and for respectful treatment of cleaning workers by employers. In the beginning the union concentrated high levels of resources in the cleaning sector and also encouraged self-organisation and the formation of leaders at the workplace level. The cleaners’ campaign was launched during a meeting at Schiphol Airport attended by five hundred cleaners. In the following months, organising committees were created in Maastricht, The Hague, Utrecht, and at Schiphol Airport. Migrants’ organisations, churches, mosques, social movement groups and others pledged their support. The campaign itself was considered unique for the Netherlands. A combination of grassroots organising, direct action and broad coalitions applied pressure on employers and their contractors. The approach adopted in the cleaning sector in the Netherlands has been directly influenced by the SEIU, and the tactics used in the ‘Justice for Janitors’ campaigns. The cleaning campaign was modelled on the ‘organising’ approach following the success of the SEIU ‘Justice for Janitors’ campaign. In our research we interviewed an SEIU activist based in the Netherlands, who had come to Amsterdam in 2007 to help with training activists around organising. The union activists used tactics and strategies of organising common to campaigns used in other countries – not only ‘Justice for Janitors’ in the US but ‘Justice for Cleaners’ in the UK – which included mapping workplaces, targeting and ‘shaming’ client companies of cleaning contractors. In Amsterdam, the campaign involved direct action against client companies, including banks and airports. The cleaners and activists accompanied by a samba band and ‘rebel clowns’ stormed bank headquarters; they also went on ‘millionaires tours’, visiting the richest bosses of cleaning companies. The campaign showed results after a year when in 2008 cleaners won higher wages as a result of the ‘10 Euro’ campaign. In early 2008, cleaners reached an agreement on higher wages, vocational training, language courses and a more transparent collective agreement. These outcomes were clearly celebrated and referenced so as to instil them within the forward momentum of trade union activity in this area and the changing experiences of the workforce.

In early 2009 FNV-Bondgenoten began a new campaign to organise cleaners in Schiphol airport. The union recruited over half of cleaning workers in the airport and the activists were able build on the success of the 2007/2008 campaign to mobilise workers to try and achieve better working conditions. The union was again successful and after four days of strike action, the cleaners won travel expenses, job security and a 50 Euro bonus. They also managed to negotiate a one-off bonus for all Dutch cleaners of 0.5 per cent of their yearly income. The campaign continued until 2010 and culminated in prolonged strike action concentrated in key areas of the economy, mainly the airports and the railways. The cleaners won further concessions from employers and were able to negotiate sectoral level agreements in the cleaning sector. The campaign resulted in improved working conditions for the cleaning sector and led to the development of a core of union organisers in the mainly service sector based trade union FNV-Bondgenoten. The campaign also recently won the international award for the best union campaign by the global services sector union UNI, which demonstrates how increasingly unions are attempting to use benchmarking exercises to allow for innovative practices to be shared.

A key feature of this campaign was the high levels of commitment of union organisers and high levels of resources concentrated on building up self-organisation amongst the cleaners. Our research shows that the organising approach was the outcome of active individuals in the union who have established a community of interest and networks around organising. Amongst some Dutch trade union organisers there is an almost cult like status attached to organising – which was reflected in our research by one organiser having ‘organize’ tattooed on his forearm. Many of the activists appeared to have been inspired by their training from the SEIU activists. Organising became symbolic of renewal and a return to broader democratic and directly inclusive values. In many ways it was embraced by a more radical leaning constituency when compared to the UK where one of the concerns was its manufactured-from-above nature. It has been argued that many engaging with organising and the ‘lessons from London’ responded to the fact that the ‘FNV is facing the need to rethink its involvement at the local level’ (Kloosterboer and Göbbels, 2005: 632).

In the run up to the 2010 strike action we observed meetings of cleaner activists where union officials and organisers applied techniques used in organising campaigns – for example the ‘escalator’ approach towards direct action.  The success of the campaign was built on an ability to empathise and engage with the workforce in new and novel ways. In meetings during and after the campaign a very positive and supportive approach to new activists was apparent as a close set of mentoring and strategic relations were established between the organisers and the new representatives. Over time the move to organising began to involve a more systematic reflection of union purpose and identity (linked to a concern for a return to ‘class politics’ in some form or other) which was slightly different to the UK. In the case of the NL partnership approaches were more embedded still, even if there was a perception of decline in terms of corporatist approaches, and this led to real tensions about models if labour relations and political options, whereas in the UK whilst some unions did develop a partnership approach others were more sanguine regarding partnership, there was a more fragmented set of organising experiments and developments which did not lead to a pronounced macro level use of organising in political terms.

Conclusions

The development of unions strategy and renewal does not just need to be studied in a comparative manner if we are to truly understand the diverse way unions are innovating and changing in relation to new challenges and the changing nature of the workforce: it also needs to be studied in terms of how these renewal strategies align themselves and interact within a process of cross-border learning and innovation. This paper therefore concludes on three points in relation to the question of strategic change, and that relate back to the questions we outlined earlier on.

The way in which the trade unions in the two countries have perceived (and framed) the need to resort to organizing has been quite different. In the UK, the trade unions adopt organizing with the aim of obtaining recognition and strengthening their bargaining power in relation to employers. This has resulted in the implementation of organizing as recruitment strategies but has informed trade union general strategies and identity to a lesser extent than in the Netherlands. So the purposes of organizing are much more pragmatic than political, and result in the implementation of organizing as a series of practices more than as a precise strategy and model with a unitary purpose across the different UK trade unions. 

In the Netherlands, instead, trade union recognition is not as important as in the UK since the trade union enjoy a relatively stable position in the industrial relation system. The rupture of social dialogue in 2004 alerted the trade unions to a worsening of the industrial relations climate in the long run which could result in a hostile environment for the trade unions. However, the weakening of the trade union’s position within the regulatory framework, if it is happening, is still at an initial stage. The Dutch trade unions’ choices have to be framed within a more “political” purpose that is the attempt to make the trade union “more democratic”.  It is important to stress that it has been a two stage process: while in the first stage the adoption of organizing has meant for the union the adoption of organizing as a practice, it has then become an attempt to adopt organizing as a “model”, hence, adding a political dimension and even purpose that has underpinned trade union renewal. This is evident in the internal conflict within the trade unions between a more “conservative” leadership and a new and more “radical” set of constituents. This is also evident in the fact that the debate on the need to re-strengthen the trade union, the adoption of organizing and on the way to guarantee voice to migrant and ethnic minority is occurring simultaneously. In the UK, instead these constitute three different debates with few links and no common “political” ground or link.  This difference is also dependent on the trade union structure and on the degree of centralization/decentralization of the trade union structure and on the unitary/fragmented nature of the trade union action.

Another difference concerns the actors that initiate the learning process. While in the UK, this process involves different trade unions and networks the former has been key and it has been much more deliberate and calculating (partly due to the necessity driven by the realisation that there are few alternatives). In the Netherlands this process sees the central role of more focused individuals and networks that play a role of “political entrepreneur” and which take on the mantle of organising much more as a counter-project than was initially considered by the union leadership structures. This is in line with the trade union tradition and structure in the two countries, with a Dutch system that is more dependent on the decisions of central leaders than the more fragmented and multi-centred British unionism. .

The way organizing has been implemented in the two countries is very much dependent on several external and internal trade union variables. The trade union structure is a first important variable. The Dutch trade union is strongly centralised and policy that are decided and implemented within the FNV easily become common framework of action for the trade unions. This does not mean that the adoption of organizing has been an easy process, instead it has created many tensions in what has been defined second stage (defined above as the political stage informing trade union renewal/the individuation of two stages has to be brought in the text on the description of the Dutch case). However, the formal adoption of organizing has informed trade unions’ debate. In the UK, instead, the fragmented character of the labour movement is evident in the diversity in which organizing is understood and implemented across the different trade unions. This fragmentation allows different trade unions to fit better organizing practices to specific contexts and sectors, and it also make less probable the emergence of a unitary debate on the “politics” of organizing.   In this sense it can be argued that the way in which the UK trade unions are implementing organizing as “practices” in such a differentiated and fragmented way do not allow the trade unions to develop a broader debate that forces them to face their “weakness”, that is their role in the regulatory process (see Connolly et al, forthcoming). Instead the Dutch trade unions by implementing organizing as a “model” are trying to renovate more directly the trade union by addressing their weakness in terms of the relationship with membership and the process of internal democracy (ibid). The challenge for the Dutch trade unions is to enact such renewal without losing their strong role in the regulatory process and their institutional recognition 
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1. Introduction
Trade union density has started to decline in Denmark. From a moderate decline since 1995, the process has taken speed since 2001. Especially blue collar unions belonging to the main union confederation in Denmark - LO - are experiencing massive declines in memberships and similarly to developments in other countries it is primarily younger employees, the unskilled and persons working in private services who opt-out of union membership. However, the decline is also exacerbated by the diminishing effect of the so-called Ghent-system, which consists of union affiliated unemployment insurance funds. Changes in regulation as well as caps on unemployment benefits have hollowed out the incentives to become a double-member of both union and unemployment insurance funds. In addition, competition from the so called ‘yellow’ unions – that are typically not party to collective agreements and reject taking industrial action – constitute a cheaper alternative to the traditional trade union movement. In other words, the LO unions are suffering from a general decline in unionisation,  changes in the structural composition of the labour market and finally a competitive decline because of ‘yellow’ unions taking over. 

While Danish trade union density is still high seen from an international perspective, trade unions are still facing a crucial challenge. They can no longer rely on passive recruitment, but must take a more active approach to organising workers if they want to maintain their power and legitimacy. However, responses to this challenge have been somewhat tardy and piecemeal as unions are slowly waking up to the realities of a shrinking membership. Indeed, it could be argued that Danish union officials have to reinvigorate recruitment and retention efforts. In their search for ways to do this, some officials have looked to their peers in Anglo-Saxon countries and have promoted the ‘organising model’ as potential model for a more active organising approach. However, this choice of organising approach begs several questions: Why did union officials from a high union density country like Denmark chose to import an organising strategy from low density countries such as the US and the UK? Why did union officials from a highly institutionalised and collaborative employment relations system like the Danish one opt for a workplace-centred and bottom-up approach to organising that may challenge fundamental aspect of their own power base? 

To answer these questions, this article argues that we need to look closer at how the ‘organising model’ was imported and translated into the Danish context. Drawing on in-depth interviews with key union officials and internal documents, we argue two key points. First, rather than a semi-automatic response to membership decline the ‘organising model’ was actively imported as a strategic tool for challenging alternative responses to membership decline (such as service union strategies and partnership strategies). Thus the interests of the union officials initiating the import of the ‘organising model’ matter for understanding why it was imported. The ‘organising model’ was used to challenge the old trade union leadership which had placed huge emphasis on institutionalised corporation with government and employers. Secondly, the ‘organising model’ was actively translated into a Danish context and the context of the specific unions claiming to employ it. Thus while our analysis show that using the ‘organising model’ has resulted in specific organising initiatives, most unions have been cherry picking some elements while leaving fundamental aspects out. Studies of the effects of initiatives are still too scarce to make any evaluation, but our study indicates that lack of coherency and model-fit to Danish industrial relations might hamper positive effects. All in all, this leads us to conclude that while the ‘organising model’ have had few effects on membership developments, it have had great political effect on trade union leadership.

To reach this conclusion, the article proceeds as follows. In the following section, we very briefly outline some main features of the organising model in a union revitalisation perspective. The presentation is by no means meant as an exhaustive representation or an analytical framework. Rather it serves to situate our study. Next, we present our theoretical perspective on import and translation of the organising model to a Danish context. This section contains our main theoretical argument. Before the analysis, we briefly outline the method and data used for the study. The analysis is primarily qualitative focusing on social processes and actor perceptions. The actual analysis follows and falls into three subsection. First, we provide background information about the recent union decline in Denmark. Next, we analyse the import process of the organising model to Denmark. Finally, the translation processes in different unions are examined and compared. The findings are then summarised and discussed in the conclusion which tries to solve the apparent puzzle that Danish unions have looked to low union density countries for solutions to membership declines    

2. The Organising Model
The ‘organizing model’ was developed in the USA in an effort to revitalise trade unions and their ways of organising members (Bronfenbrenner and Juravich 1998). Later on it was introduced in the UK (Heery et al. 2000, p. 38) and other English speaking countries. In later years, it has gradually been introduced in some continental European countries (Gall 2009b). In the face of long term membership decline, the organizing model has been seen as an alternative to ‘passive recruitment’ (Kelly and Heery 1989), which relied on structural factors such as positive business cycles, shifts in the labour market towards unionised sectors and specific labour market institutions as the generator of union members (Ebbinghaus and Visser 1999). At the same time, the organizing model was seen as an alternative to ‘service unionism’, where unions try to attract members by offering specific and non-public services to avoid free-riding (Olson 1971). In that way, the organizing model can be seen as one approach to the recruitment and organisation of workers which stands in competition with other ways of approaching the issue (Heery et al. 2003).

On a more substantive level, the organizing model aims at empowering workers to “define and pursue their own interests through the medium of collective organisation” (Heery, Simms, Simpson, Delbridge, & Salmon 2000, p. 38). This in turn should make unorganised workers aware of the possibilities union contain and thus make them want to join. In that way, the organizing model can be regarded as revitalising old trade union traditions of combining union building with member recruitment. Especially as the organizing model places great emphasis on peer to peer recruitment and the activation of lay members in both the recruitment of members and the maintenance of union activities. However, the organizing model has some specific elements that may distinguish it from ‘classical’ organising. First, the organizing model is often employed through specific organising campaigns, often targeting groups employed in unorganized parts of the labour market. Second, there is a great emphasis on the workplace and on local injustices (as opposed to abstract market forces and class struggle) (Kelly & Badigannaver 2004). Third, a number of specific techniques are employed during an organising campaign. These include mapping the target groups, identifying and contacting ‘leaders’ amongst the workers, identification of local controversies and firm specific pressure points as well as the setting of clear and timed objectives (Heery, Simms, Simpson, Delbridge, & Salmon 2000). In that way, the organizing model entails a very structured and systematic approach to organising.   

The promise of revival and the spread across countries has given the organising model a lot of attention in the research literature. Some of the first studies focused on the actual implementation of the model, as well as the ‘tensions and difficulties encountered’ during this process (Carter 2000). Generally, it has been hard to show the effectiveness of the model for promoting general membership gains. However, why this has been the case is still a matter of dispute. Some critiques argue that the model simply is not up to the challenge of reviving unions, others have argued that the model has been watered down (Bronfenbrenner & Juravich 1998). Some scholars point to lack of resources (Heery, Simms, Delbridge, Salmon, & Simpson 2003) and lack of scale (Gall 2009a) as the main reasons for the unsuccessful application of the model. Another debate revolves around the conceptualisation of the model, and asks whether it ‘represent a credible union renewal strategy’ (Carter 2006;de Turberville 2004). Some have stressed the problems entailed by the local focus on injustice and the lack of an overall political agenda (Simms and Holgate 2010). 

Moreover, the challenges of practical implementation and strategic viability are exacerbated when attempts are made to implement the organizing model in institutional settings very different from the Anglo-American.  Clearly, strong organisation of workers, understood both in terms of union density and the active engagement in institutional processes, is central to the functioning the labour market institutions (Jacobi 2003). However, at the same time, the strong institutionalisation of labour relations may pose a barrier to the implementation to the organizing model. In the Netherlands it seems that ”the strong influence of the consultative economy on Dutch unionism is hampering the embedding of activation efforts in more traditional unions practices” (van Klaveren and Sprenger 2009, p. 77) such as those revived by the organizing model. Likewise, some practices are not suitable as the industrial relations system are essential different. As Heery & Adler (2004) point out, ‘organising’ initiatives at company level is especially suitable for British industrial relations with decentralisation of collective bargaining and low bargaining coverage.  In Denmark, bargaining (and the right to strike) is placed at the sector level and union densities are still rather high. This form of ‘organised decentralisation’ has evolved around what American labour market researcher, Walter Galenson, called "the Danish genius for compromise" (Due et al. 1993;Traxler 1995). In that sense, partnership strategies  are long established in the Danish labour market, and introducing the more antagonistic organizing model may be challenging (Heery 2002). Thus, while declining union density in the labour market may call for alternative strategies, introducing the organizing model into a highly institutionalised context with a long tradition for pragmatic solutions may not be the most obvious choice.   

3. Theory: Importing and translating the ‘organizing model’
As indicated, much of the literature on union revitalization in general and organizing more specifically is centred on the elaboration of challenges, discussion of strategies and evaluation of initiatives. While some research has focuses on the resistance to the ‘organizing model’ amongst regular union officials (Heery 2002), the actions of those opting for the ‘organizing model’ and the way in which the model is diffused, translated and institutionalised have received scarce attention. Arguably, the shift of focus towards to internal union structures (Vandaele and Leschke 2010) opens the theoretical perspectives towards the problems of conceptualising and explaining institutional change. To highlight these issues, we draw upon debates on institutions and intuitional change. 

Traditionally, the so-called neo-institutionalism has been regarded as an ensemble of theories explaining institutional stability. Institutions are generally defined as mechanisms that regularise agency and facilitate collective action, including how to ‘act as a trade union’. As such, institutions largely explain persistent national varieties of unions and how they adopt different strategies in their activities, e.g. organising members. However, the predictions of institutional stability made by traditional theories have been challenged by societal developments, and issues of institutional changes have come to the fore. Here, two different models dominate. One the one hand, variants of the punctuated-equilibrium hypothesis proposing that institutional change comes about in revolutionary departures from normal institutional equilibriums, i.e. abrupt and radical change usually due to external shocks or crisis (Campbell 2004;Thelen 1999). On the other hand, newer contributions focusing on incremental process of change (Streeck and Thelen 2005), thus trying to make institutional change endogenous to the definition of institutions. This means that while institutions might be essential mechanisms for coordinating and stabilising agency, they are always ‘on the move’ as social actors interpret and re-interpret in their practice. While we sympathise with these latter ideas, a crucial element in what we are studying is missed. Thus, we draw inspiration from institutional theories that put emphasis on the diffusion of ideas, the import and export processes that underlie this when in cross-border situations and the translation taking place when foreign ideas are used to promote institutional change. In this section, we briefly sketch out key concepts from the burgeoning literature on institutional and organisational change and how we can apply them to the issue of organising.
  
Institutional isomorphism and the import of ideas
While the effort to redefine institutions and incorporate a dynamic view is an important step, it does not specify how, why or where change comes from. One often-used and obviously relevant strand of literature focuses on how ideas are spread across organisations within a given environment (DiMaggio and Powell 1983;Meyer and Rowan 1977). In their widely cited article, Powell and DiMaggio (1983) argue that organisations often come to look alike as they scramble for seemingly effective solutions in an uncertain world. This leads to more or less uniform organisation structure and practices across similar organisations – in the authors’ words institutional isomorphism[footnoteRef:4]. One crucial problem with this understanding is that while it accounts for the ways new ideas and practices enter organizations, it does not account for how they enter the environment of these organizations. Thus, an increasing emphasis has been placed on ‘the international circulation’ (Bourdieu, 1999) or ‘travels’ (Czarniawska and Joerges, 1996) of ideas. [4:  Three processes bring about isomorphism (p. 150-152). Firstly, coercive isomorphism stems from formal and informal pressures to adopt certain organisational features usually based on the need of an organisation to remain legitimate. Secondly, mimetic isomorphism stems from uncertainty about how to reach organisational goals and refers to organisations adopting seemingly ‘best practices’ in similar organisations in order to survive. Thirdly, normative isomorphism stems from professionals adopting generalised ways of ‘doing things’ that will cut across different organisations.] 

 
Following this emphasis, we follow Dezalay and Garth (2002) in talking about ‘import’ instead of ‘spread’ of ideas to stress the active element in bringing the ‘organizing model’ to Denmark (and indeed paying for it). Accordingly, our interest lies on the initial process in which the ideas underlying the ‘organising model’ were imported from one institutional context (Britain) to another (Denmark) rather than the institutional isomorphism and spread of ideas in this new context. For this reason we follow Campbell (2004) in paying attention to the active entrepreneurship of actors in processes of institutional change. In this view, import of the ‘organising model’ required active entrepreneurship of union officials who found the ‘organising model’ to be a solution to the problem of Danish union revitalisation.


Furthermore, Campbell (2004) counters the view that import of ideas is a matter of copy-paste. First, the ‘organising model’ is by no means a uniform ensemble of recruitment practices. In Gall’s words (2009: 5) it ‘has transmuted into a broad hook on which to hang many ideas and practices’. It is therefore not clear what the ‘organising model’ actually is, i.e. there is room for interpretation.     
Bricolage and translation
The issue of import and translation brings us back to the issue of re-interpretation of institutions. Campbell (2004) argues that incremental change through new ideas will often be a matter of so called ‘bricolage’. The concept refers to institutional innovation whereby new ideas are coupled with old institutional logics to form the basis of new coordinated practices, i.e. institutional change. This way, the import of the ‘organising model’ should be viewed in its specific and innovative combination with existing institutions and strategies for recruitment and retention, for example member servicing as a selective incentive that is exclusively for members. Indeed, Danish trade unions have long ago started to search for the ‘magic formula’ for reversing membership decline and ‘organising’ is but one vessel[footnoteRef:5] among many aimed to bring workers back to shore. Bricolage is moreover an active process of social engineering as promoters try to fence-off opposition to change and vested-interest in status-quo. As Mahoney and Thelen argue (2010) institutional change also have distributional consequences and thus potential shifts in the internal power relations of unions. Some win and some loss by introducing ‘organising’ to Denmark. [5:  One union official used the image of unions jumping from one vessel to the other in their search for solutions to revitalisation, never knowing if the actual measure would work in the end.  ] 

A way to beat opposition is by coupling new ideas to old familiar institutions and thereby enhancing legitimacy of change. One important way for doing this, is to argue that ‘organising’ and mobilisation is in fact the ‘raison-d’être’ and life-blood of trade unions, traditionally framed in terms of class conflict. 
Focusing on the actors and their interests is not an attempt to suggest any form of conspiracy or to denounce the model because it did not ‘come naturally’ but was ‘imported’. It is simply a way of trying to get a realistic understanding of the processes behind the circulation of ideas for union revitalisation that may otherwise seem completely random to some or – alternatively – self-evident to others. 

4. Methods and Data

In studying change, tracing the process of transformation becomes vitally important. While statistics on membership developments may be preferable for evaluating the effectiveness of the organising model, answering the question of why the organising model was used in the first place requires a more qualitative approach. Furthermore, we will argue that statistics on the spread of the model are less informative at this early stage than a more qualitative material. In an effort to trace the process of importation and translation, the article is based on 20 in-depth interviews with centrally placed trade union officials. The interviewees were strategically selected because they were engaged in both the import of the organizing model to Denmark and the efforts to get it implemented locally and centrally in the different trade unions. Thus, the interviewees where selected after quite extensive research on who the central actors in the process were by consulting newspaper clippings, strategic union papers and publicly available reports. Some interviewees were interviewed at the recommendation of several other interviewees.
  
Furthermore, internal reports from a number of trade unions were made available by the interviewees, and used as background information for the analysis. In addition to the interviews and documents, the background section draws on statistical analysis by the authors and others to describe the membership situation of Danish trade unions.  

5. Analysis
The analysis is divided into three main parts. The first part describes the background of membership decline in Denmark using quantitative data. The second part analyses the import of the organising model to Denmark and is based on interviews with centrally place union officials – primarily at confederate and federate level. The third part analyses the varied responses of translating the organising model into actual practice in unions that organise two occupational groups; construction workers and clerical workers. The analysis of translation primarily builds on interviews with union officials at the federate level and branch level.    

Background
No doubt, Denmark still holds a high ranking when it comes to organising labour. As the figures show below, Denmark – together with her Nordic neighbours – is still far above most OECD countries with 68,8 per cent of the labour force holding union membership in 2010. Studies suggest that a key explanation for this prominent position of Nordic countries is the so called Ghent-system in which trade unions administer unemployment benefit system. The system make double-membership a natural choice for workers and as such membership of unemployment benefit foundations acts a selective incentive for union membership. A clear indication of the Ghent-system is the substantially lower union density in Norway where unions do not administer the unemployment benefit system (Due et al. 2010;Lind 2009).  

Figure X: Union densities in OECD-countries 2010 + Denmark 1960-2010   

Source: Visser, 2011 (OECD database, cf. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/37/2/35695665.pdf)

What is the fuzz about then? From looking at the historical data in the above figure, union density began to drop significantly in the 1980s. And while levels recovered somewhat in the early 1990s, there has been a continuous decline since 1996 (Due, Madsen, & Dalskov 2010). As in other countries, the membership decline is also structural as workers leave high-density trades and industries – such as manufacturing – to take employment in the service sector. This means that the unions belonging to the confederation for manual workers – LO – has been especially hit by decline going from 1.2 million members in 1995 to 0.9 million members in 2011 – the LO-share of total union members plummeting from 64,9 % to 51,6 % in the period (Ibsen et al. 2011: 105).      
What is more alarming from a systemic point of view is that the relatively high union density disguises membership of so called ‘yellow unions’ that are by and large exempt from collective bargaining. In 2011, approximately 10 % of union members hold ‘yellow’ membership thus bringing the effective union density rate down to 60,4 % of the labour force.   

Table X: Selected trade union density figures – Denmark 1996 & 2008
	
	1996
	2008

	All employees
	80,9
	74,4

	Sex

	Women
	81,4
	77,4

	Men
	80,5
	71,6

	Age group

	18-29
	74,5
	57,8

	30-49
	83,9
	76

	50-66
	79,9
	80,2

	Industry

	Construction
	83,6
	75,6

	Agriculture/Energy
	59,3
	52,7

	Financial
	84,3
	78,4

	Commerce
	69,8
	62,3

	Hotel/Restaurants
	61,7
	48,9

	Manufacturing
	85,5
	79,9

	Public services
	88,8
	85,8

	Working time

	Full-time
	84,5
	78,5

	Part-time
	66,2
	53,2

	Income group

	Bottom quartile
	74,5
	62,3

	Top quartile
	78,6
	74,7

	Highest obtained education

	Unskilled
	75,3
	62,6

	Vocational training
	84,4
	79,3

	Short academic degree
	81
	73,7

	Medium academic degree
	85,8
	82,5

	Long academic degree
	78
	75,7


Source: Ibsen et al. 2011

Recent studies show that ’yellow’ members are predominantly found among unskilled, younger workers who sympathy with right-wing parties. Also, they are found in companies that are typically not covered by collective agreements and have no shop steward representing the trade union (Ibsen et al. 2012). The latter finding is critical as shop stewards are a first port-of-call for organizing efforts. However, a recent survey reveals that shop stewards are often confused about their role in organizing as the responsibilities between local branches and shop stewards are not well defined (Navrbjerg et al. 2010: 83). These data point to a critical issue for organizing of both unorganized and ‘yellow’ members who are potentially ‘left alone’ while free-riding on collective agreements that are non-exclusive. 
Thus far, there is clear evidence of substantial membership decline in unions that are party to collective agreements. As Due et al. (2010) explain this development cannot solely be explained structural changes in the labour market since unions for professionals and academics are unable to ‘sweep up’ membership losses from unions for unskilled and skilled workers’ unions belonging to LO. The trends are well known within the trade union movement, however strategic action to reverse matters has been piecemeal or lacking, that is, until the ‘organising model’ came.       

Importing the ’organizing model’ to Denmark
Importation of the ‘organizing model’ started by what might be considered a coincidence. The Danish trade unions have an internal educational program, FIU, offering a number of different courses to trade union officials. One of these courses was an English course for people within the local trade unions arranged by Greater Copenhagen section of the LO (GC-LO). The teacher on the course was a former British trade unionist who migrated to Denmark. Planning the course, he figured that a trip to Britain would help improve both general and union specific language skills of Danish trade unionists. Thus, he contacted former colleagues in the British trade union and persuaded them to host part of the course and give talks on their approaches to trade unions activity. In that way Danish trade unionist would both learn about the strategies of British trade unions, while at the same time improving their linguistic skills. The idea was inspired by a study tour in 2004, where representatives from all LO sections had been to England and heard about the ‘organizing model’. In GC-LO, the head of FIU had been on the trip and was very inspired by the talks given by British trade unionists. Therefore, she suggested that the content of the English course would focus more specifically on the ‘organizing model’. In that way, the ‘organizing model’ was not essential to the course originally. It did, however, become the main attraction of the course as time passed. 

As the first courses concluded, the GC-LO head of FIU registered that people came back highly enthusiastic and talking of ‘mapping’, ‘work place leaders’, ‘organizing’ and getting back to the roots of trade unionism. She therefore sent a newly hired female consultant to Eastbourne, where the courses were held. The consultant’s job was to be a ‘shadow’ of the English teacher and find out more about the exact content of the course. When she came back from the course in 2005, she was as enthusiastic as the others had been. She felt that she had heard the British trade unionist put her practical approach into words, making the seriousness of the organizing problem more evident and offering means for becoming more systematic in the organizing efforts. Upon her return to Denmark, she was put in charge of the course and from then on came to play a central role in the importation and promotion of the ‘organizing model’ in Denmark. 

First thing to note is that this consultant contacted a number of friends within the Danish trade union and encouraged them to take the course. As she explained in our interview, she selected the people recruited for the course with the strategic aim of getting people that would be able to ‘open doors’ for this approach to organizing. However, rumours of the course spread and gradually a large number of people came to take the English course. From 2005 to 2009 somewhere between 200 and 250 Danish trade unionists (mainly from the Greater Copenhagen area) took the course. Furthermore, the consultant engaged in a number of other activities to promote the ‘organizing model’. First, she took the full ‘organizer’ education in Britain, earning her both an increased understanding of internal political and practical elements of the model, but also establishing a good network amongst foreign colleagues. Afterwards these colleagues have played a central role as ‘coaches’ in the importation and implementation processes. They have continuously given advice on both practical issues, but also on political issues regarding the handling of resistance and the promotion of the model within different parts of the trade union (local sections, federations, etc.). Second, she established a Danish organizing course, with an increasing focus on the practical implementation of the model in a Danish context. Third, she created a network amongst people that had taken the course in an attempt to facilitate follow-up and exchange of experience in implementing the ideas. Fourth, she took part in arranging a number of conferences of membership loss and organizing in general, but with the ‘organizing model’ promoted as a possible solution to challenges. One of these conferences, held in January 2007, was titled ‘The top most lead’. With its emphasis on the importance of leadership in organizing processes, this conference was seen by many interviewees as a decisive event. Afterwards, a number of section presidents for unions in the Greater Copenhagen area decided to engage more formally in a network regarding the organizing efforts and the Organizing Model. Finally, the LO consultant wrote a report on the ‘organizing model’, which criticised ‘service unionism’ and argued that shop stewards were not always the best ‘leaders’ in the workplace. As such, the report promoted the ‘organising model’ as a partial break with the highly institutionalised and corporative approach of Danish trade unions. 

To sum up, the head of FIU and particular her consultant became key entrepreneurs in importing and promoting the ‘organizing model’. The did this using a number of different strategies, but with the specific aim of getting this model on the top of the trade union agenda.  

After this initial phase, the network formed after the ‘top must lead’ conference came to play a central role in the promotion of the organizing agenda from a local to a national level. To understand the importance of this, one has to understand that the importation of the ‘organizing model’ is a part of a larger controversy within the LO-unions with regard to the organizing efforts and the division of labour between organisational levels. Originally, the members of the network were all engaged in the organizing efforts of local sections in Copenhagen and as such they engaged in implementing the use of the model in their local sections. In the division of labour between sections, federations and confederations, the sections have the right to organize members. In that sense, working at a sectional level would seem natural in promoting the ‘organizing model’. However, despite the formal division of labour there is a constant struggle between the three levels regarding the efforts. Since the LO congress in 2003 LO-Denmark had been given an increasing role to play in coordinating organizing efforts between federations. However, some federations wanted to limit the role of LO in the organizing efforts.
  
In this context, the network came to play an important role in promoting the ‘organising model’. Most prominently, they played a big role in getting the organization of member placed as a manifest theme for the 2007 LO-congress. The congress was of great importance, as a new general secretary was to be elected. The former vice secretary seemed like the obvious choice, but she had been challenged by one of the trade unions ‘grand old men’ who was unsatisfied with the agenda she stood for. Crudely put, the vice wanted to continue the style of political lobbyism and compromise of the old general secretary, whereas the challenger wanted to get back to the roots of trade unionism and active engagement with the members. Therefore, promoting the organizing theme clearly helped promote the challenger, who won a very close race between the two candidates. Several observers have noted that it was the speech of the challenger – emphasizing the organization of members and re-establishing links with the foundation of the trade union – that won him the post in the end. He was, many observed, talking about the theme that was on everyone’s mind. However, what is seldom told is that the reason it was on everyone’s mind was that key actors (especially from the Copenhagen network) had worked hard to place it on the agenda.  

An important detail about this story is, that the vote for general secretary was the last thing on the agenda, which means that the working program of the LO was already adopted. This working program, however, was in large part written by and for the former vice secretary, and contained few elements relating to organizing efforts. The GC-LO-network was successful in promoting the organizing agenda, in getting the general secretary they wanted and even in getting one of their own members elected as the new vice secretary in the LO. Nevertheless, they did not get a working program that would by itself allow for the LO to engaged with the organizing efforts. What this means was, that all LO-efforts regarding organizing were to be approved by the federations, and when the organizing-mood of the congress faded away, this became increasingly difficult. Thus, the organising model was ‘left hanging’ despite its popularity. Putting the model into practice was now a matter for union officials at the federate and branch level allowing for uneven adoption and idiosyncratic translations. It is to this process that we now turn.  

The varied translation of organizing for construction vis-à-vis commercial and clerical workers 
As noted above, the ‘organising model’ was only partly institutionalised at the LO-Denmark level and union federations kept their traditional control over member organising. This section reviews the actual translation of the ‘organising model’ into the practices of trade unions for two occupational groups; construction workers and clerical workers.
 
As the organizing model was introduced in Denmark, the Danish construction industry contained a number of different trade unions. First there is 3F, which is a general union for mainly unskilled workers. It has a construction section that makes it one of the two big unions within construction. The other big construction union was TIB, organising carpenters, joiners and the like. In addition, there are three minor unions for painters, plumbers and electricians respectively. In 3F the organizing model was not taken up to begin with – at least not in the construction section. In the local Copenhagen section of the other four construction unions the model was introduced, but in different ways. 

In the TIB the organizing model was used as much as leadership tool as a recruitment strategy. On the one hand, the work place emphasis and effort to motivate workers to tackle problems by themselves were seen as central, and there was a special focus on ‘tough’ firms where unions are weak and poorly represented. Nevertheless, there was also a clear acknowledgement that the Danish context is different from the British setting from which the model was exported. First, there are no votes regarding union representation. Second, there are no systematic ‘union busting’ from employers. Third, firm sizes are very different. Thus, some of the employer-targeting techniques seem less important, and the focus on leadership, prioritising organising efforts and managing the efforts of organisers is emphasised instead. From the local level, the model was carried to the federal level by a local union official who became vice-president of TIB in 2008 exactly because of his strong dedication to organising efforts. This union official had participated in the British courses and was very active in the GC-LO-network mentioned above. As a consequence of his election, a large sum of money was invested in 2009 for implementing the strategy on a national scale. However, just as the implementation efforts had commenced, TIB started negotiating a merger with 3F. Continuing the ‘organizing model’ was one of the demands that TIB put forth, and in the final agreement it was maintained until 2013. As noted there was some scepticism towards the model in the old part of 3F. Thus the newly merged construction section now holds both some of the most enthusiastic promoters and some of the most sceptical opponents. As this new section represents 75 % of all construction workers, it is quite important for the continual promotion of the ‘organizing model’ whether it swings one way or the other in 2013, but for now it is unclear. 
    
In the plumbers union, the model was introduced in the local Copenhagen branch as a part of the efforts of LO-Copenhagen. As the main promoter of the model at the local level became vice-president of the federation he introduced the organising model more generally across the union. This amounted in a project, which gave a temporary increase in membership. However, it is not all elements of the model that where equally emphasised. On the one hand, there is a focus on both organising and activating workers, peer-to-peer recruitment is used and the organising efforts are systematised by using some of the organising tools. On the other hand, the organising efforts rely heavily on the strong vocational identity of the plumbers rather than trying to build it from the ground. Furthermore, during the implementation there has been no doubt that the end aim is to get people organised in an effort to uphold the collective agreement standards and strengthen union power. In that way, organising and activating workers at specific companies, so that they can manage problems on their own, is not an aim in itself. In part, this has to do with the very small size of companies in this trade and the fact that the collective agreements are sector, rather than company, specific. Finally and again related to the size of companies, there has been a clear awareness that partnership and compromise is just as important as conflicts and organising campaign. In that way, the organizing model has been severely modified during the implementation, and mainly serves as a tool and a banner for emphasising the need for organising efforts in general. 

In the electricians unions, the organizing model was implemented gradually in the Copenhagen branch. First, more emphasis was put on officials getting out in the field and speaking with potential members and members alike. Second, a consultant was hired with the purpose of full time organising. Both initiatives, however, proved to have little effect, as organising efforts quickly drowned in servicing members and handling everyday labour disputes. Thus, the decision was made to radically reorganise the branch, establishing a unit working only with organising. This unit consists of one-fifth of all officials in the branch, indicating a significant strategic choice. Furthermore, the practical implementation of the model seems to be much closer to the original conception than what is found at for instance the plumbers unions. There is a strong focus on the individual workplace, on mapping and finding leaders as well as taking local issues serious. The dictum is that rather than going out to preach the wonders of unionism and solve problems with reference collective agreements, organisers should go out and listen to the problems that (potential) members have first and then help empower them to take action in relation to these issues. But where the local branch of the electricians unions seems to be more true to the conceptualisation of the organising model, the model has never moved beyond the local level in Copenhagen and some project in other local branches. This may be because none of the Copenhagen branch officials have moved to the federate level, which means that no one has promoted the model as a national strategy. Those initially importing the model have stayed in their branch, securing a less watered down implementation, but failing to promote it as a national strategy. It was proposed, but rejected as a federation strategy.

Finally, the painters union seems to resemble the electricians in the practical implementation. The organizing model is described as both a return to traditional union organising and making organising more systematic. Thus the organizing model has been used to promote the agenda of organising more generally. Nevertheless, more than such an instrumental use, the painters have also taken more substantial elements to heart. There is a strong focus on the individual workplace, on mapping and finding leaders and well as taking local issues serious. As in the electricians union there is an emphasis on taking local problems serious and listening, rather than just ensuring that collective agreement standards are upheld. The aim is not just getting more members, but getting more active members. Still, the small size of companies and the long traditions for partnership has made for modifications, and often social dumping caused by foreign workers have been used as an issue able to unite employers and employees. However, unlike the electricians, the painters have made the organizing model part of a national strategy. An initial organising project was used by the proponents of the model to general a congress debate about the issue. This led to quite radical changes in the internal structure. Normally it is the local branches that do the organising and set the membership fee, but with the organising initiatives membership and fee-setting was centralised. Thus an organizing secretariat was established at federal level, which oversees the organising efforts of six newly hired organisers. The move to the federal level was, once again, promoted by the president of the Copenhagen branch becoming vice-president of the federation. In addition, the centralisation of the organising efforts have insured that local commitment have not disappeared with the main promoters. 

Turning to the case of the commercial and clerical workers union, CCWU, the variation of translating the model to the Danish context becomes even clearer.  In March 2009, CCWU/Copenhagen decided to adopt and implement the ‘organizing model’. It was decided on an annual general meeting of the union representatives, and the motive and reason of choosing the organizing strategy was that ‘… CCWU/Copenhagen should work as an organizing union, and ‘… a stronger CCWU would mean that a larger number  of commercial and clerical workers would choose to join the union…’ (quoted from Evaluering af organiserprojektet i HK Hovedstaden 2011). The objective and hope was that particularly more young people would choose to join the union. The objective was also that more members would be active members and undertake the job as shop stewards and representatives of the union. In quantitative terms the objective to increase the total membership of the CCWU/Copenhagen with 2 percent in total.
According to the CCWU/Copenhagen officials, the fundamental idea of the organizing model is, ‘…the  union shall move back to the work place, so that the employees will experience to be a part of a professional community, feeling that they are themselves the key to change there working conditions in a more favorable way’ (HK Hovedstaden 2011).
The idea of adopting the organizing strategy was not decided and implemented by CCWU/Denmark, the national union of the commercial and clerical workers. CCWU/Denmark is an umbrella organization of four independent sections, covering the commercial, the industrial, the municipal and the state sector. The national union did formulate objectives for the future, concerning the total number of members, but the four sectors have the power to decide, which kind of organizing strategy the want to support, and they are financing and allocating the necessary resources for the activities. The commercial and the industrial sector decided to reserve more resources for recruiting and retaining members, and it was up to the local unions the decide, whether they would choose the ‘pure’ organizing model or a more conventional recruitment or ‘sales model’. Each of the seven local unions in the two sectors could hire an extra union official for the organizing or recruitment job, and while three of the seven unions in the private industrial sector did choose the organizing model – inclusive CCWU/Copenhagen – all the seven local unions in the commercial sector did choose a more conventional recruitment model.
Understanding why CCWU/Copenhagen did choose to work with the organizing model, it is important to know, that many of the leading officials of CCWU/Copenhagen have been travelling to UK, following the educations of organizers, and they have been a part of the organizing project in GC-LO.  In addition the local union CCWU/Copenhagen developed their own ‘organizing-education’, and all the union employees followed this organizing-education. Therefore, they have from the start been part of the leading Copenhagen union officials, who were very much inspired and in favor of the organizing model as a tool to renew the union movement and change the strategy of the unions to recruit and retain members. The leading union officials in CCWU/Copenhagen regarded the organizing model as a new way to build a more active union. Going to the UK was seen as a first step, being educated and inspired, and this meant, according to some of the union officials, that ‘… we did not have to start from scratch, we had a foundation, we could build on….’. Another importing point, which is necessary to have in mind is that this union organizes the salaried employees. This ‘white- collar workers’ do not have a tradition of being activists at the workplace, taking actions against management and making conflicts. The normal union strategy is to be professionals, delivering competent service to their individual members. This ‘service strategy’ is the conventional way of running a union with salaried workers, but according to the leading union officials of CCWU/Copenhagen, this ‘service strategy’ had failed, and it was time to renew the union’s recruitment strategy. Therefore, in this sense, adopting the organizing strategy was not just an attempt to be modern, but also a deliberate choice, trying to renew the union in a more fundamental way. If the strategy succeeded, building up collective agreements and electing shop stewards, the workplace would – according to the union officials in CCWU/Copenhagen – be ‘self-going’, and in this way, the local union could save resources for other purposes.
CCWU/Copenhagen has in 2011 conducted an evaluation of the results and effects of the introduction of the organizing model (HK Hovedstaden 2011, HK Privat 2011). The results are mixed, but the general experience is, that implementing the ‘pure’ organizing model is a long and quit difficult process, demanding many resources and patience. Union officials have also recognised that it is not possible to implement the organizing model in a common way. The work places and the employees in the area of the CCWU/Copenhagen are quite different and heterogeneous; especially when one compare the private and the public sector. In the private sector, the union density is low and the coverage of collective agreements and shop stewards are in general low compared to the public sector. Consequently, implementing the organizing model in the public sector must necessarily build on a co-operation with the shop stewards and the local union officials at the work place. Therefore, in this environment it is not a suitable strategy to create a more or less hostile atmosphere vis-à-vis management and start an action in order to create a community and eventually organizing the employees in the union. For that reason, the union officials in both the state and municipal sector have not implemented the pure organizing model, they are instead talking about ‘getting out of the house’, which consist of being more ‘visible’ at the work place level and pursue more or less traditional union activities.
So, according to the evaluation rapport, the conclusion is, that ‘… it is not about choosing the right model, it is about doing the right thing’. Organizing is about doing, what is relevant for the employees at the different workplaces. Organizing is depending of the firm specific culture and is depending on the persons, carrying out the organizing efforts. It is rather also rather difficult to realize the organizing ideas in small firms, and in many big companies, many professional groups are working together, making it complicated to pursue the method included in the organizing model.
The union did not succeed in realizing the objective of an increase of 2 percent in the total membership, but the fall in the membership was less compared with the membership fall in general in CCWU/Denmark.   The leading union officials in CCWU/Copenhagen have – despite the rather poor results – decided to continue to implement the organizing strategy, for the simple reason, that all the alternatives are producing worse results. But the experience with the organizing model have learnt the CCWU/Copenhagen officials, that this model has to be supplemented with other kind of organizing activities, if the organizing union shall be successful.


6. Conclusion
We introduced this paper by remarking the puzzle that Danish trade union officials are looking to countries with low density and very different institutional settings for inspiration to revitalize and reverse the membership decline in Denmark. While the puzzle still persists from a logical point of view (it seems counterintuitive to copy countries with substantially lower density figures than yourself and with no unequivocal success rates), our analysis of the import and translation processes that brought the organizing model to Denmark shows that the puzzle can be explained by a number of social and political issues. 

Firstly, the model provided a somewhat ready and implementable solution to the problems of organizing in the LO-unions. It was successful for a number of reasons that we will further develop in the points below, but a main reason was the appeal to traditional union ideals of mobilization and active members. This was being juxtaposed to solutions based on the servicing union model, which has been pursued as a retention and recruitment strategy for some years – with modest success. So despite the institutional ‘misfit’ of the organizing model to institutionalized collective bargaining at sector level and employment relations based on partnership in Denmark, the model still had an appeal to core values. These core values have become ever more pertinent as union officials are seeing the ‘yellow’ unions capture members. For many officials the membership decline is therefore not just an economic and political problem but also an ideological problem of getting back to active unionism that does not just service members but mobilise them.     
 
Secondly, the analysis shows that the import and translation processes were highly contingent upon a few individuals who – almost by chance – were hooked on the mobilizing prospects of the organizing model. In a relatively short span of time, numerous union officials made the trip to Britain (and some to the US) to learn from unions that had long since re-directed their organizations towards organizing in the wake of massive membership declines from the 1980s and onwards. The course activity and the creation of certain networks formed a base from which a strategic struggle over the direction and internal organization of Danish trade unions could be fought. Connected to this struggle were also individual careers and power distribution within organizations. At confederate level, the new general-secretary of LO-Denmark was elected on a promise to put organizing at the top of the agenda – this in part made possible due to the active mobilization of support by the organizing network. Also at federate and branch level individual careers are at stake and we argue that the fate of the organizing model in individual unions is highly contingent upon these internal power struggles. Thus, while the literature has mainly focused on those resisting efforts of revitalising strategies and their vested interests, we emphasise that the actors importing the model and promoting this particular strategy for revitalisation equally have individual interests at stake (Heery 2002;Kelly 2004).  

Thirdly, the import process proceeded in an uneven fashion in part because no coordinated strategy for organizing was decided at confederate level. The responsibility for organizing remains with individual unions. This means that the choice of coordinated strategies at federate level or independent strategies at branch level became the key battle for allocating resource to the organising model. In some unions, such as TIB, Painters Union and Plumbers, the organizing model was institutionalized at federate level while it only got to individual branch level in HK and the Electricians. The reasons for these different choices can in the main be found by looking at how individual officers with a preference for the model were successful in rising to the federate level. The access to federate level decision-making was in some instances – like TIB and Painters’ Union – the key to forming a coordinated federate strategy for organizing. Conversely, other larger unions like 3F, HK (CCWU) and Metalworkers’ Union have refrained from coordinated federate strategies by using the well-known criticism of the organizing model, which stresses its high costs, and lack of discernible net effects on membership rates. Recently, the election for general secretary in CCWU (commercial and clerical workers) was won by a former chair in CCWU/Copenhagen. In line with our results, his campaign accentuated the organising model. Time will tell if this means a coordinated federate organising model.     

Fourthly, as noted in the theoretical section translation of the organizing model to a Danish context involved active bricolage and coupling of new ideas with old institutions. Many officials remarked that the organizing model was a return to old core values and traditional union activity stressing mobilization at the workplace. However, even the staunchest proponents of the model confirmed that considerable modifications were needed for the model to make sense in a Danish environment. Sector level agreements deflate much of the potential issues with which to organize. With generally consensual employment relations at the workplace with several high-commitment employee participation systems and shop stewards in place, the adversarial kick-start of organizing might be hard. Instead, Danish organizers have had to dig deeper to find items that are not traditionally considered the bread and butter of mobilization. Issues that might appear minor such as coffee breaks or the responsibility for providing required work clothes are examples of topics around which organising campaigns have been carried out. Moreover, the CCWU case shows that the organising model might be ill suited for the public sector with highly consensual bargaining relationships and sophisticated union participation that do not encourage strategies based on adversarial discourse. Instead, unions in the public sector – like CCWU and FOA – are opting for an upgrade of already existing local activities that stress partnership with public employers. It thus seems that the model has been most widely adopted for larger private sector companies in which there is a member base that is lower than average but showing potential as worker discontent in these companies grows. The latter point touches a more general problem with the organizing model in Denmark. Danish employment relations are highly institutionalized with systems in place for bargaining at various levels, sophisticated employee participation and local union representation. Furthermore, unions are highly involved in the administration of unemployment benefits and active labour market policies locally.  The two main pillars of the Ghent-system – collective agreements and unemployment benefits – have produced a mentality by which the duties and organizational goals of union officials have been directed at maintaining and serving systems rather than organizing members. Organisation of members was and to some extent still is semi-automatic as workers ‘insure’ themselves against the arbitrariness of employers and risks of unemployment – and perhaps the latter reason has been and still is the most important. 
As such, the organizing model – despite its uneven adoption – has served more to re-orient union officials to a new agenda than to produce immediate results. Admittedly, some unions embarked revolutionary-like changes to their internal structures, but few unions – perhaps only the Painters’ Union – have radically incorporated the model as the number one strategy for recruitment and retention. In most unions, membership strategies are multi-facetted, mixing different elements with different logics. The service-model still looms large in many unions and we see a continued reliance on initiatives aimed at technical schools to organise the younger workforce, visibility of shop stewards in the workplace and service phone calls to members for retention purposes. 

With this in mind it is perhaps only in smaller unions with more militant leadership that the organising model will survive. Indeed, looking further ahead, the organizing model runs the risk of going out of fashion if results remain scarce and resources run low. The hope has been that organising would entail high initial sunk costs followed by low-cost self-running worker activism. Already, however, there are signs that a more watered-down model for organising is being preferred which rests on existing systems and thus requires less resources. Moreover, as in many other countries, the results of the organizing efforts are hard to detect. However, given the rather short life of organising initiatives, trying to assess the immediate effects of the organizing model in Denmark seems premature. Conversely, we can already now see the political and strategic use of the model in internal union struggles that have a clear bearing on the adaptation of model in Denmark. While Simms and Holgate (2010) may be correct in arguing that the organizing model does not entail a clear political strategy per se, it was used in a very political way inside the Danish trade unions on their quest for revitalisation.       
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Trade unions and community organising in an international context: same model, different outcomes

Abstract 
This paper reports on a 2-year study of union/community organising in the UK, USA and Australia. It takes a particular model of organising, that of the Industrial Areas Foundation, and analyses trade union engagement within community coalitions in three countries to understand the motivation for union involvement. Findings show a mixed response to working with community groups from ad hoc instrumentalism, to deep coalition-building. The paper argues that these variations can be explained, in part, by the different industrial relations context in each country, but union ideology and culture appear to have the strongest affect on attitudes towards non-workplace-based organising. The paper draws these issues together in an attempt to develop an understanding of what working with ‘other actors’ in in the employment relationship entails for unions wanting to work ‘in the community’.
1. Introduction
Over the last couple of decades we have witnessed trade unions across the world trying to better organise themselves to deal with the social, economic and structural problems that beset trade union membership as it slumped drastically in many countries. This ‘turn to organising’ followed a similar approach in English speaking countries with the development of union organising training centres and the recruitment of hundreds of new organisers into the labour movement. The methods and approaches were fairly similar in places like the USA, Australia and the UK (Bronfenbrenner et al. 1998; Crosby 2005; Simms et al. 2012) and, in each, we are now seeing another turn to organising in the form of greater engagement by unions in community-based organising (Holgate forthcomming). This ‘community turn’ is, in part, recognition that organising beyond the workplace may provide greater opportunities to engage with different groups of workers who migh{Cunnison, 1993 #2302}t otherwise remain outside of the reach of unions (Herod 2001; Rainnie et al. 2007). But also that, ‘new’ tactical approaches, which have wider appeal than a particular group of workers, provides unions with the opportunity to tap into social and moral concerns held by wider society––particularly in this period of economic crisis. The paper thus theorises the implications this has for the way in which unions learn from and draw upon practices from other social traditions other than those in the industrial relations arena.

We have seen the development of more community-based approaches where unions are working alongside or in coalition with community-based partners (Fine 2005; Osterman 2006; Tattersall 2010) and one of these, and the focus for this study, is the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF)––an American-based organisation formed in 1940 to bring communities together to organise for the ‘common good’. The IAF arose out of the work of Saul Alinsky, seen by many as the ‘godfather’ of community organising. Much of the theory of today’s community organising has developed from his methods and tactics (Alinsky 1972). Firstly, he recognised that the lack of power in urban communities was a consequence of disorganisation. His sociological training at the University of Chicago and his research into urban poverty in the 1930s, taught him that building strong reciprocal networks in local communities had the potential to challenge the power of money and dominance of political elites in those localities. Alinsky’s aim was to turn his theory into praxis and many organisations have since adopted his theory and method, such that the IAF now has over 60 affiliates organising mainly in the US, but also in Canada, Germany, the UK and more recently, Australia. As a long-established organisation, it has been subject to much academic and practitioner analysis (Gecan 2004; Horwitt 1989; Horwitt 2007; Robinson and Hanna 1994; Warren 2009; Warren 2001; Wills 2012)––although surprisingly, very little from a labour movement perspective (one exception is Osterman 2006) and none comparatively.

Community organising has, by and large, adopted Alinsky’s theoretical approach, if not entirely, his methods and tactics. At the start, he was influenced by and worked closely with labour unions, most notably the meatpackers in Chicago where he brought together the Catholic Church and the union to form his first community organisation, the Back of the Yards, which secured some significant victories in union organising (Horwitt 1989). But despite this early involvement of trade unionists, labour unions and the IAF do not have much of a history of working together in coalition. However, this started to change when the IAF began to organise around the ‘living wage’ in Baltimore in 1992. There was recognition that the local IAF group, Baltimoreans United in Leadership Development (BUILD), could ‘not achieve the sweeping change it was seeking in Baltimore without working with the labor movement’ (Fine 2003: 174). While union engagement has, overall, been limited, there are a number of examples where unions and IAF groups have attempted to forge common ground and have invested time and resources in exploring how to work together––but not always successfully. As such it was considered useful to undertake an international comparative study of three of these as most previous academic work on community/union organising has either taken a single case-study approach or looked a just one country (an exception is Tattersall 2010 who looked a community coalition-building in Australia and north America). 

Industrial relations scholars have challenged researchers to engage in more comparative work in order to get to the heart of how and why ‘critical variables such as culture and ideology and the degree of centralisation of collective bargaining institutions restrict the responses of individual actors to similar changes in their external environments’ (Locke et al. 1995: 139).  Thus case study research into trade union engagement in community-coalitions in London (London Citizens), Sydney (Sydney Alliance) and Seattle (Sound Alliance) provided a good opportunity to look at a range of variables and to ask, as Locke et al advised, what are the patterns of practice observed in different settings? As the three coalitions in each of the three countries were all part of the same international organisation––the Industrial Areas Foundation––this also allowed for a strong element of control as their approach and methodology is similar in each place. The comparative element also will also add a novel contribution to previous single country case study research done in this area (Osterman 2006).

This paper is organised into six sections. The first will look at the IAF and the way it operates on the ground building relationships with its member organisations. This has implications for the way in which unions learn to draw on practices from other social traditions other than their own in the industrial relations arena. Following this, we take a look at the methodological approach adopted in the research and the motivation for unions to involve themselves in community-based organising, before moving on to an analysis of the three case studies before drawing some conclusions.
2. Industrial Areas Foundation: it modus operandi and how it differs from unions
A particular feature of the way in which the IAF operates is that it has a strong methodology that is applied consistently in each of its affiliates and it is important to understand this and how it differs from the way trade unions are organised as it can lead to tensions. For example, there is no individual membership––the IAF is organised via institutions (e.g. largely faith-based (congregations) but also includes schools, unions, non-profits and neighbourhood and civic organisations) rather than through individual membership. The rationale is that institutional-based organising taps into already established structures that are more likely to have permanence and be ‘unhampered by the transitory nature of individual issues’ (Robinson and Hanna 1994: 69). 

IAF organising concept revolves around three main elements––power, self-interest and public relationships. With the first it is to develop an understanding within organisations in the coalition that relationships of power either allows or prevents change––it is neither good, not bad, but can be misused. Power is conceptualised in terms of organised people and organised money––and the former often needs to challenge the latter. The second element is to understand that self-interest is what often motivates people to act and the relationships they build between each other can tilt the balance of power in their favour. Thirdly the building of public relationships within and between member organisations helps to establish a strong base from which to challenge power and to act in the public arena to achieve that power to effect change.

It does all this through its method of ‘relational organising’[endnoteRef:-1], which contrasts with union organising that tends to be primarily based around issues. As one commentator (O'Halloran 2006: 2) puts it; ‘in relational organising, building and maintaining an organisation capable of wielding sufficient power to resolve collective issues, is seen as the end in itself rather than simply the means to an end’, and this is a big difference between union and community organising approaches. Another is that unions tend to be very service-orientated and this contrasts with Alinsky’s (and the IAF’s) golden rule of, ‘never do for others what they can do for themselves’. Campaigns will not take place unless there is sufficient buy-in from IAF member institutions whereby they and their members are prepared to undertake the necessary activity to achieve the goals. [-1:  	The approach used is via one-to-ones - 30-minute meetings between an organiser and individual for the purposes of establishing a public relationship and identifying if the potential exists for development of the individual as an activist or leader. These are conducted all the time within the organisation––most meetings having a relational element where individuals get to know what motivates others to be involved. This process is central and IAF organisers will undertake lots of these during the course of every week. Indeed, when establishing a group this process can last for 2-3 years before any issue based organising takes place.] 


Finally, it is worth noting, as this is an issue that trade unionists find difficult to accept as it is counter to the way in which many unions operate, that, ‘the IAF is non-ideological and strictly non-partisan, but proudly, publicly, and persistently political’ (IAF 2012). This message reinforces that it does not admit political parties as member organisations, nor does it endorse politicians, or align themselves with political parties. Instead it aims for a public engagement with politicians, business leaders and holders of power in order to hold them to account over issues of social and economic justice. In a sense, the underlying philosophy and ideology is very much related to pragmatism and compromise––it is very much dependent upon the power the community organisation can wield at any particular time. This organisation and operational context is important in understanding why tensions may arise between the IAF and trade unions and is an issue that will be explored later.

3. Methodology, data and analysis
The majority of the research was undertaken from February 2011 to July 2012––although research on London Citizens has been on going since 2001. Data referred to in this paper refers to that undertaken in 2011 and 2013. To date (May 2013) 140 interviews have been undertaken with 117 individuals (some were interviewed on two or more occasions over the period of the research), but only interviews relating to the three case studies are referred to here[footnoteRef:6]. Data from interviews was recorded and transcribed, and interviews included face-to-face interviews and electronic ‘face-to-face’ video interviews via Skype. Interviewees included staff working for London Citizens (4), the Sydney Alliance (4) and the Sound Alliance (3). It also included leaders and members of each of the organisations and Table 1 shows the breakdown of these in terms of the organisations from which they were recruited for interview. Given the main focus of the research was trade union engagement in these community organisations, trade unionists formed the greater number of interviewees (52 out of 89)––and this was the route by which most were contacted. This does not however mean that these interviewees only identified as trade unionists––many were involved in community organisations and faith groups––indeed 38 of the 89 interviewees reported that they were members of a faith community. Fifty-two interviewees were male and 37 female. [6:  The research also included wider community/union organising in the UK with the TUC, TSSA, Unite and GMB.] 


Table 1: Number of interviewees
	
	London Citizens
	Sydney Alliance
	Sound Alliance
	TOTAL

	Total number of interviewees (interviews)
	27 (32)
	36 (47)
	26 (29)
	89 (108)

	– contacted via faith org
	0
	5
	4
	9

	– contacted via union
	16
	22
	14
	52

	– contacted via community organisations
	11
	9
	8
	28




Participant observation was used to note the interactions between members of the different groups––an essential method in this case because of the ‘relational action’ was central to the IAF’s philosophy, but also quite alien to that adopted by unions. It was also important to get a feel for the way the organisations ‘did business’––their cultures, their democracy and the involvement of the different parties and how they related to each other. Participant observation involved 3-weeks in Sydney working from the Sydney Alliance office (located in the Unions New South Wales’ building) and 2-weeks in Seattle working from the Sound Alliance office. As well as observation of day-to-day activity, I also attended meetings and training sessions and one-to-one meetings with members of the community coalition. I was fortunate to be in Sydney in the run up to (and the week after) the Sydney Alliance’s founding assembly in 2011 attended by over 2000 people from member organisations.  In London I have attended many of London Citizens events over the last 12 years, including meetings, the coalition’s assemblies and actions. Data from participant observation (thoughts, observations and photographs) were recorded in a diary and entered into qualitative software (NVIVO) for analysis. 
4. Building bridges: unions, other actors and allies beyond the workplace
It has been noted elsewhere in the literature that the motivation of unions to involve themselves in community organising is largely being driven by declining union membership and the failure to reverse this, along with the current economic climate that is causing large scale job losses and deteriorating terms and conditions of employment (Fine and Holgate 2013; Givan 2007; Holgate forthcomming; Tattersall 2005). In general, there is recognition that unions are currently politically and economically weak and have lost much of their power to challenge exploitation at the point of production. As such, a number of unions have accepted that they cannot rebuild or revitalise on their own and are thus interested in exploring the possibilities of working with other actors and allies beyond the workplace (Holgate forthcomming). Bellemare (2000) elaborates on the role of other actors in the employment-relations arena beyond that of the principle three (employers, unions and the state) in Dunlop’s IR systems theory (Dunlop 1993) and in attempting to make room for inclusion of secondary or other players, he proposes an updated definition of actor in the employment-relations context:
…an individual, or group or an institution that has the capability, through its action, to directly influence the industrial relations process, including the capacity to influence the causal powers deployed by other actors in the IR environment…to be a genuine actor, one must not only take action, but also have the capacity to allow other actors to take one’s actions into consideration and to respond favourably to some of one’s expectations or demands (Bellemare 2000: 386). 

In doing so, he argues for an opening up of Dunlop’s analytical model to include other persons or organisations that can ‘make a difference’––given the prescriptions mentioned in the definition. Yet he also talks about how studying these new or other actors presents a challenge for industrial relations scholars in that they do not ‘fit’ neatly into the closed systemic and strategic theories of IR and that they question the ‘autonomy of IR as a sphere of social practice’––a similar argument made by the editors of the British Journal of Industrial Relations special edition on new actors in industrial relations (2006: 44 4). As has been pointed out in another paper on community organising and trade unions, which reports on the author’s current research, it is essential to understand these type of other actors in a much wider social space that encompasses social reproduction and consumption as well as the sphere of production because that is the environment in which they operate (Holgate forthcomming). Furthermore it is important to (re)think the geographies of trade unionism and employment relations and what it means to step out of the traditional places and spaces of operation. 

It is doubtful whether IR ever operated as an autonomous sphere of social practice, but what is apparent is that it is today difficult to fully comprehend the complex interrelationships in the employment relations sphere without a much greater understanding of the interlocking social, spatial, cultural and economic influences on the landscape of work and employment (see McGrath Champ et al. 2010 for an in-depth discussion on these issues from geographers, sociologists and IR scholars). This paper adopts the view expressed by Heery and Frege (2006) that industrial relations scholarship might benefit from an approach that encompasses a larger political-economic (and social) framework of analysis––particularly, as Osterman has noted, ‘there has been considerable innovation outside the framework of traditional representational structures’. Groups like the IAF, have placed a much greater focus than unions have tended to do on the wider social, cultural and economic factors that impact upon the lives of the people they are organising in their member institutions. 

Another way in which to understand the way in which community coalitions like the IAF ‘fit’ in an industrial relations sense is to think of them as ‘functional equivalents’ (Tapia 2012) to trade unions, whereby, although community organisations are non-collective bargaining actors, their behaviour and form of activity can be matched to that of trade unions in a number of ways. For example, Tapia argues that, ‘in structural terms, each [IAF] member institution and its leader (e.g., a church and its priest) can be considered the equivalent of a workplace and the local union representatives or shop stewards. The priest of a church is the critical node between his own churchgoers and the community organization, just as the shop stewards are the node between the workforce of a particular workplace and the union as an organization’ (Tapia 2012: NO PAGE NUMBERS YET ONLINE V ONLY). Furthermore, this author regards ‘a dues-paying union member and a member (e.g., a churchgoer) participating in a protest of the community organization as functional equivalents’. Both are acting as social justice organisations, particularly when considered in terms of one of their key areas of activity––the living wage campaign––where they are organising their members to act for improvements in conditions of employment. 

So having established that IAF groups, could according to Bellemere’s definition, be defined as actors in the context of employment-relations, the next consideration is to understand why unions are involve with these broad-based community coalitions; what impact has this had upon the unions who have become members of these organisations and to what extent have the experiences been different in the UK, the US and Australia? Finally, what does this mean for the way we think about the role of other actors in the debates about union renewal and the future of trade unionism? 
5. The case studies and motivation for union involvement
First it is necessary to develop an understanding of the three organisations and the extent of union involvement in each. The first case study is that of London Citizens (formally the East London Communities Organisation––TELCO and its parent body is Citizens UK) which has been running a living wage campaign in London since 2001 and has had some considerable success (Holgate and Wills 2007; Wills 2004).  It was founded in 1996 with faith groups as the original member organisations, although this has now expanded to include schools, universities, a few union branches and community/NGO type organisations. All member organisations pay annual dues from £700 upwards (depending on size and income), but LC gets most of its income (80%) to pay its 30 staff and run its campaigns from charitable foundations (e.g. over 1 million from the City Parochial Foundation). In the early days in 2001 it worked with a number of local trade union branches that became members of the organisation and London Citizens has received significant funding from one national union (Unison). However, overall trade union involvement or engagement with London Citizens has been limited (just 4 of the 210 affiliated institutions in 2012 were unions branches) and many trade unions and members are distinctly hostile to any form joint working (see Holgate 2009 for detailed discussion on this). In practice the two types of organisations (labour and community) have found it difficult to work together as a result of different ideological (or non-ideological) approaches to issues such as power, politics, democracy, self-organisation. Notions of public and private space have also been areas of contestation leading to a questioning of ‘ownership’ of workplace and community spaces in terms of organising practice. 

Unions that have had some engagement with London Citizens, or who have been in membership, include a handful of local Unison branches in east London, Unison nationally, PCS (a local branch) and Unite (T&G) (plus their Justice for Cleaners branch). Unison branches in at the east London hospitals were the most actively involved because of the living wage campaign in 2001. This campaign was focused around cleaners and ancillary staff working at the hospitals and it was a community-based organising approach involving union branches and local faith groups involved in TELCO. Through public pressure and high profile stunts and lobbying of the hospital trusts by religious figures and leaders from the community groups, the campaign succeed in achieving significant gains for low-paid workers at the Homerton Hospital (13% pay increase, 22 days annual leave, 12 days sick pay, and enhanced Sunday hours) and three other hospitals in the area. The impact was also significant in terms of union organisation: ‘after these workers joined TELCO to take part in its living wage campaign, membership of the local branch of UNISON [Whipps Cross] has increased by 300 per cent amongst contract workers (from 61 to about 350), the number of stewards had increased from none to four, and the union had submitted a pay claim for parity in terms and conditions with NHS staff’ (Wills 2004: 264-265). TELCO and the Transport and General Workers Union (T&G, now Unite) worked together for a short while around 2005-6. Two branches affiliated, the cleaning and hospitality branch and justice for cleaners. The cleaners were the more active branch and took part in London Citizens events and assemblies, but they were never really properly integrated. While the union’s interest in the living wage campaign coincided with LC’s attempts to organise low-paid cleaners in the city of London there was mutual benefit in being part of the community coalition, but otherwise union members did not take part in the wider activities of LC––mainly just attending the annual assemblies.

In discussions with union officials and members about their motivation for involvement (as opposed to their actual experience of involvement) a number of views were put forward. One was recognition that unions were not wining and they needed to broaden their base:
We’re having difficulty in revitalising the union movement, [yet] everybody’s in some form of organisation somewhere, if only we can tap in and get messages more broadly about critical workplace issues, we actually might have new vehicles to go way beyond our existing structures and build new and slightly different structures which might massively expand trade unionism and organised labour. (PCS Senior official)

Another commented on the opportunity to present the message of trade unionism in a different way: 
What we did get was the moral authority of having a group that wasn’t an unpopular trade union championing our cause. (Unite organiser)

And another to learn about different ways of organising:
I’d always believed that because of the structure problems and the organisational problems that any union organiser faces in the [hotel] industry, I felt that we needed an edge that we, as a union, couldn’t provide. I think that we need to do something about organising the customers but the union thinks its job is to organise the workers, not organise the customers. I tend to disagree with that. I thought that they [London Citizens] could help me practically. (Unite branch secretary)

And, recognising that past practices were not working, London Citizen’s organising approach had the potential to:
…open up opportunities for trade unions and bring a whole new set of people in contact with the trade union movement.  Trade unionism is in a really bad state and you can kind of continue doing what you’ve always done and just hope that somehow magically it becomes effective, or you can just try organising in different ways, with different people and see what happens. And also I think there is something about the local as well that’s really kind of missing [from trade unionism], which I think Telco brings. (Unison branch officer)

The second case study, the Sydney Alliance (SA), has a different genesis from that of London Citizens. Its foundation and early organising stage had the support and backing of a number of trade unions. Indeed, the canvassing stage of the project was undertaken as a consequence of substantial financial support and political endorsement from Unions New South Wales (Unions NSW), which allowed community organisers to meet with organisations to gauge the level of support for a community organising coalition to be established. Also it helped that the director of the SA, a former staff member of Unions NSW, was trusted and seen as ‘one of us’ by the unions. Further, the establishment of the Australian Congress of Trade Unions’ ‘Your Rights at Work’ national campaign in 2005, which succeeded in mobilising hundreds of thousands of workers and citizens to challenge the attacks by the Howard government on workers’ rights, meant that broad support for union/community organising had already been recognised by many unions. As a newly developing organisation (SA began its organising in June 2007 and only publicly launched in September 2011) it is less advanced that the other two case studies and has not yet had many significant wins in terms of its campaign activities. But in late 2012, the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association came to the SA to see if they could work together to defend public holidays. Together, and despite the New South Wales government pushing a law that would have seen workers being forced to work on the Boxing Day public holiday, they held a successful campaign to keep the holiday public. Both sides knew that they could not do this alone, but together they realised that they had greater power: ‘We in the Alliance knew that many of our religious and community partners would be interested in the issue of public holidays too––and we thought that by working together, we could make a difference’.

It is this union/community involvement in strategy and campaigns that differs from London Citizens. There is far greater engagement from trade unions in Sydney, largely because the SA decided at the outset to ensure an equitable balance between member organisations, carefully approaching unions, NGOs and faith organisations simultaneously such that none of the three sectors dominated. In 2013, it had 52 organisations in membership, organised across the city as a whole rather than in chapters like LC, and secured its $160,000 annual operating budget almost exclusively from dues paying member organisations. Discussions in interviews about union motivation for involvement coalesced around similar concerns to trade unions in the UK: the state of the economy and the huge decline in union membership were at the forefront, but there were other issues as well:
I think this organisation needs to be part of the Sydney Alliance because as we’ve entered the 21st century we’ve gone into a new phase within Australian global capitalism.  We actually don’t have a guaranteed place inside the Labour movement, which means we have to fight for that, and that means we have to go beyond our current institutional power and actually build power through reconstructing civil society. (Official, Unions New South Wales)

A large general union, United Voice, explained how they had talked for many years about the need to work in the community and work with community groups but never actually did anything about it, largely, it was said, because they did not have the mechanism to go about it. The main building union, the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union (CFMEU), explained that they spent a lot of time and money trying to counter government and industry attacks on them and felt that aligning themselves with the Sydney Alliance would be the ‘way we get the message out there amongst the general people, and in the process, we’ve formed ourselves as part of a very powerful lobby’. 
 
A different push factor was expressed by a National Union of Workers staff member who explained that his union felt it could benefit from the type of leadership development carried out by the Alliance and that this would be useful in getting union reps to understand more about community organising:
I saw it particularly as an opportunity for our delegates to learn leadership skills and for us to extend that community involvement. (Official, National Union of Workers)

The third IAF case study––that of the Sound Alliance in Seattle––adds further interesting dimensions. It differs from both London Citizens and the Sydney Alliance in the dominance of trade unions in the coalition. While London has very little trade union engagement and Sydney is striving for a balance between labour/NGOs/Faith, Seattle has two-thirds of its organisations in membership from unions and the remaining from faith organisations. It began organising member organisations in 2005 and founded in 2008 and by 2012 had 20 union branches in membership out of the 31 member organisations and has undertaken some successful organising to get US Federal funding to get union members made redundant back to work by creating green jobs. Along with their sister organisation, the Spokane Alliance, the Sound Alliance established SustainableWorks, a stand-alone not for profit, to create union jobs by retrofitting non-profit buildings. SustainableWorks’ mission, we are told is ‘to create living wage jobs and the pathways to them, provide social and economic benefits for families, and improve the environment by upgrading the existing building stock’. As a result of lobbying and campaigning, the state government, signed green jobs legislation in 2009 that designated $14.5 million for a community-based energy efficiency retrofit project to create union job opportunities for lower income and disadvantaged communities in Washington State. And, since that time to February 2013, it claims to have completed $7 million in home retrofits business, performed 2,000 audits and 740 whole-house retrofits and employed 230 people full-time equivalents (directly and though sub-contractors). Given the levels of unemployment in the buildings trades in Seattle are as high as 30 per cent, the motivation for union involvement in the Sound Alliance for union locals covering this sector seems obvious. There are clearly instrumental and tangible benefits for union members in this form of community organising, but there were other reasons as well. Unions in the USA have a fairly negative image, promoted by the media and anti-union companies and often find it difficult to counter these messages and get a different perspective out to the public. One union member from the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, who was active in the Sound Alliance through her union local, said one of the reasons they decided to get involved was:
We have somewhat of a public image to improve. There is a whole lot of negativity around unions in many parts of the country, and how do you improve that? Well you pull together in the community with common interests. (Official, IBEW local)
    
Another union, the pipe fitters, had found themselves in a fight with a local hospital having building works done, but the locally elected board of commissioners were refusing to speak to the union about using unionised labour on the project. The union was frustrated that they were not treated as being part of the community, entitled to have a say in what was happening at their local hospital. For them, this was a major factor in getting involved in the Sound Alliance:
And the other thing was to try and get our fingers into the community a bit more, to address problems like I expressed to you, we had with the hospital.  Here is a taxpayer-financed hospital that was run by a private corporation internally, but answerable to a board of commissioners who were elected.  And they treated us like, we weren’t part of the community and we are and we want to get our fingers out and let people know.  (Official, Washington State Association of UA Plumbers and Pipefitters)

But one of the strongest motivating factors for unions that were part of the Sound Alliance was the opportunity it provided for them to think about the internal development of their leaders and the opportunity to create internal organising change within the union. A Sound Alliance staff member explained:
Most of the unions that have engaged have engaged because they’re interested in the cultivation of their rank and file members.  And they’ve developed of them as leaders and they haven't come in with a specific kind of issue campaign that they’re interested in.  Just recognising that we need more power, we need more relationships and externally probably also need to be better at engaging our own members and that they see the Alliance as a way of accomplishing both of those things.

The Sound Alliance has made a conscious decision to work closely with unions on transforming the way they operate internally. The focus on bespoke leadership training for unions including how to conduct listening campaigns among members and a focus on relational (one-to-one) organising was designed by the Sound Alliance to help promote a cultural change in unions so that they were more outward looking and able to develop the skills to organise in a different way as part of the wider community and in a reciprocal way with other member organisations in the Alliance.
6. Understanding similarities and differences: a comparative perspective
The last section provided some background on union involvement in the three community coalitions and despite similarities in terms of operational and organisational context, there are also some distinct differences to the way that unions engage with and participate as active members in the IAF organisations, and expectations of ‘what to get out of it’. It is argued here that while these variations can, in part, be explained by the different industrial relations context in each country, other factors such as union cultures, leadership, and behavioural norms appear to have a greater affect on involvement and the subsequent benefits (or otherwise) from working as members of these community organisations––a matter that will be discussed shortly. But first, in terms of the industrial relations context differentiation: in the USA union density in 2013 is now less than 12 per cent––the lowest it has been since the Great Depression in the 1930s. In the UK and Australia the figures are higher (26% and 18% respectively) but nevertheless all show that the vast majority of workers are no longer union members. All together, this demonstrates a ‘need to organise’.

As such, these figures, and the decline that led to them, have provoked similar, but also different responses. The UK and Australia both have labour parties with strong links to the union movements. Unions in both countries have traditionally looked to their ‘political wings’ for support. There was an expectation that when in government, unions can expect/hope that the labour party would/will not attack workers’ rights, or even that positive pro-employment rights legislation might be introduced. In effect, this relationship has tended to result in unions’ political agenda being funnelled through the respective labour parties and union federations  (TUC and ACTU), such that priority is focused on assisting the parties to win elections rather than ‘doing’ politics at a local level. Most union members are, therefore, remote from political organising in their unions and tend to have little involvement in union activity at the scale of local communities––any involvement they do have (and overall we know this is limited) tends only to be at the workplace. And, while union density and collective bargaining decline in the UK and Australia has been drastic, it has not been catastrophic enough to induce panic. Of course, a shift to organising as taken place in both countries, but there has not been a similar desperate search to change direction as witnessed in the US[footnoteRef:7]. With such low union density, and a more entrenched decline, the US labour movement awoke earlier to the need to ‘organise or die’ and thus its focus has been looking for other organisations with which to work or, in some cases, organising of workers has taken place without union involvement (Fine 2005). Without a labour party ‘partner’, and state-level decision-making being the place where local politics is ‘done’, unions in the US have often focused their lobbying and campaigning at the city-wide/state-wide level, resulting in the need to bring community partners into the mix. Trade union organising around regional and local politics in the US therefore requires a community dimension and the need to work with diverse groups outside the labour movement if it is to be effective.  [7:  One manifestation of this was the major split that occurred in the ALF-CIO in 2005 when a number of large unions left to form a new federation, Change to Win, ostensibly in a disagreement over the extent to which unions should be investing in an organising approach.] 


The union movement in Australia, unlike that of the UK, has also recent experience of a high profile and successful union/community-based organising approach. In 2005 unions agreed to fund a nationally co-ordinated and strategic campaign to challenge the Howard government’s WorkChoices-––a proposed industrial relations policy that intended to strip away basic rights at work including penalty rates and overtime, dispense with unfair dismissal laws and restricting the right to strike. The campaign had a very strong community organising dimension where, it was ‘a geographically-embedded, grassroots campaign seeking to develop new people and new alliances’ (Ellem et al. 2008 : 160). It also urged people to ‘take up identities as activists in the community as well as in the workplace’ (Muir 2008: 90). The strategy was adapted from studies of US political campaigns and was based around developing activism in local communities––through community-based organisations and the establishment of local Your Rights at Work groups. It was a highly successful campaign that defeated the Howard government in 2007 and thus stopped the introduction of Work Choices. However, following the election the campaign demobilised as unions went back to organising in the workplace. So with this context in mind what have been the experiences of unions working in these IAF organisations and how do they differ?  

Firstly, evidence from data collected for this research suggests that most of the unions that have been involved with London Citizens have (overall) found the relationship to be a difficult one––or they have not managed to form a working relationship despite attempts to do so, and this has been both cultural and ideological. Unison has been the union most engaged, but this has largely been via national office at a policy/funding/research level, where the campaign around the living wage fits with Unison’s vision for low-paid workers. There are a small number of Unison branches in membership, but their involvement has been very minimal––often amounting to a few members attending annual assemblies (apart from the hospital campaigns mentioned in the early days). 

There is little history of community unionism in the UK, from which unions could draw upon recent lived experience, and in some respects this lack of familiarity of coalition working has proved difficult to negotiate. The modus operandi of London Citizens is quite alien to UK trade union culture and tradition and as a Unison member of LC said, ‘I think our union culture has become extremely restrained’. It was observed many times at LC events that trade union members were deeply uncomfortable with LC assemblies and organisational behaviour: they did not like the constant applause and cheering, finding events ‘too staged-managed’ and too respectful to those employers and politicians who were often considered ‘the enemy’ by unions. The whole strategy of inviting these powerful people as guests (before holding them to account) in a large assembly format was also considered strange; unions were far more used to being ‘on the other side of the table’, rather than engaging with them in this ‘friendly’ way. So too, the idea of ‘democracy by doing’, as opposed to democracy via voting was also quite foreign. Unions were unable to get their members to participate in the way that faith groups and schools were able, and this led to union voice being marginalised. However, these last two points are, for unions, as much ideological dissidence as cultural resistance (Author A). 

Despite the comments noted earlier about reasons for involvement in London Citizens, the leadership of unions primarily tend to think about community organising in terms of whether or not it leads to an increase in membership. Of course, not an irrelevant consideration for unions with declining membership and limited resources, but maybe one that fails to understand that community organising could offer a way of rethinking organisational culture and structure––which may, in time, steer greater organisational leadership and membership growth. It is, perhaps this short-term, ad-hoc instrumentalist approach that restricts investment in building the infrastructure and relationships necessary to be a full partner in a broad-based coalition such as London Citizens. 

Unlike in London, the unions in Sydney and Seattle, have, on the whole, invested considerably in the SA and the Sound Alliance––both in terms of finance, but more importantly, in their actual involvement of staff and members and have seen it as a means of shifting organisational culture. For example in London, less than 20 trade unionists (and no high profile leaders) have undertaken IAF community organising training, compared to over 400 in Sydney (where most of the general secretaries have, along with many–or in one case all–of their staff), and in Seattle where most senior trade union leaders have been through the training and where bespoke training has been undertaken with individual unions. The significance of this is that the training inculcates a sense of what the coalition is about and why it uses the methods it does. There is a strong focus on identifying and using power collectively, but the key element is the relational organising where individuals are taught the purpose of, and how to do, one-to-one meetings. The reason being is that this is central to the IAF’s organising approach, not only of cementing the organisation by building relationships between the different member organisations, but also teaching people to reach out and engage with people they might never normally talk to and creating ‘buy-in’ from those in unions with the power to get their unions on board. As one of the IAF directors explained:
So it requires the leadership of those unions to be comfortable with that and I think that has come out of some careful relationship building, often the leaders going through the training themselves so they see how it can work and they don’t feel threatened by that.  I think those things have been done really well here [Sydney].  Almost all of the top union leaders have gone through the six-day training.

The training is also the way of identifying potential leaders who can carry their community with them in actively challenging power. Those who have been through the training, therefore, get a deep understanding about the culture of the coalition and what is it about. A question asked to all interviewees was to describe the IAF groups in three words or phrases, and it was found that there was a stark difference between responses in London, where the answers were unsure or vague, and those in Sydney and Seattle where most gave similar answers that were clearly learnt from their training and experience of involvement––they understood the philosophy to a much greater extent.  

It was found that this buy-in from union leaders made a significant difference to the way trade unions involved their staff and members in the community-coalitions, but also of significance was the leadership of the IAF groups themselves. The directors and staff of the IAF chapters play a strong leadership role in defining the culture and organisation of the coalitions. While it is the membership that decides, through in-depth listening campaigns, the specifics of what they will organise around––and this will be very different in different geographical areas––the director and the staff will largely determine the approach, structure and methodology adopted by the coalition. 

As noted earlier, the Sydney Alliance had taken great pains to get the balance of the coalition just right so that none of the sectors (union, faith, NGO) felt another was dominating. And, within the union sector, similar care was taken to balance unions with differing political leanings such that the union movement (and the other sectors) did not get the impression that this was an enterprise of the ‘left’ or the ‘right’. The aim was that the union movement of New South Wales could see this as an alliance they were all able to buy into. The avoidance of sectarianism or a party political agenda was of great importance in order that all member organisations joining were able to judge that the issues around which they were to come together were for the ‘common good’, not those that had the potential to be divisive. This approach was carefully managed by the SA’s Director, who had prior experience of working for Unions New South Wales, and who had detailed personal knowledge of the leaders and politics of each of the unions approached to join the coalition. It was because she was seen as a ‘union person’ by the unions and had experience as a community organiser before working in the union movement that gave the union confidence to get involved right at the start: 
I think what is significant about Sydney Alliance is that that the impetus came from the trade union movement to set it up. What [the Director] did was she focussed first and foremost on getting the funding from the peak council, Unions New South Wales, so that we had seed funding for 12 months…and unions at that stage really got it.  (Trade union leader involved in SA)

Similarly in Seattle, the Director of the Sound Alliance had been a life-long union member and worked for 13 years organising with farmers who were facing foreclosure, before forming, first the Spokane Alliance, and then the Sound Alliance and it was these experiences that assisted in building credibility with union leaders. Also noted earlier was the way in which the Sound Alliance recognised it needed to adapt its language and training so as not to alienate union members who tend to have a different organisational culture and way of behaving to that of faith or NGO organisations and because of his past experience, the Director was able to adapt to this audience and design training to fit the needs of particular unions: 
All of our best experiences with the unions are in places where the primary leaders have gone through, ideally the week-long training.  And they’ve taken time to really see, and think about how they can––to think about how it’s different and how they can use it to best benefit their organisation.  And then they come back and they’re very strategic about how to use our organising methods. (Director of Sound Alliance)

Even so, this did not always work and some unions were not interested or did not take part in the training and only stayed in membership for a short while:
They don’t quite get it because they haven't really been involved…they came in with this perception…and they’re willing to give it a try, but they default to previous experience.  And for almost all of the unions, ours is a way of organising they’ve never been involved in.  They’ve been involved in coalitions around a particular issue, or for a coalition where they can, among themselves, just decide on an issue, at a real top leadership level…(Director of Sound Alliance)

The situation in London, is however, very different. The genesis of London Citizens came from the work of someone without a history of trade union organising and whose focus on drawing in organisational membership was mainly through the faith communities of East London. LC began organising in 1994 and at the time of founding in 1996, 45 institutions were in membership, but significantly, no unions. Although a number had been approached, it appeared to be difficult to secure union commitment without a programme or agenda. It was not until the Living Wage campaign in 2001, and member of Unison’s staff at national office became interested in the campaign, that a number of local Unison branches came on board and joined. But from that time to the present day, union involvement has been minimal, if not, at times, a little hostile as LC is seen as operating in what is considered union territory. From the perspective of London Citizens, the lack of interest from unions stemmed from a view that the organisation was made up of faith communities:  
Because in my experience of the British trade unions, they were very threatened, particularly by the idea of coalitions and certainly by the idea of faith and that’s remained a problem. (Lead organiser London Citizens)

And while this came through strongly in a number of interviews with trade unionists, union concerns amounted to more than this. Some of the issues around the organisational culture of LC have already been mentioned (the format of meetings/assemblies and democracy), but aside from this was a feeling that unions were not treated with the same degree of interest or respect as faith or NGO organisations, and that there was little interest in LC in involving unions in the coalition. This was emphasised by a number of trade union leaders who had made approaches to LC to have conversations about the way they might get involved: 
I have approached London Citizens on two occasions to explore joint working and on both occasions, was rebuffed. There was absolutely no interest at all, even though the Living Wage is a current campaign, they’re expanding, there was no interest whatsoever in joint working.  Effectively what they said was ‘well, your members will only be interested in this particular aspect of the campaign, you’re not going to get involved’.

Overall, the feeling from many trade unionists was that LC did not understand unions as organisations that had (legal) responsibilities to their members and how this differed from the cultures of many of their other membership organisations, and further, made little attempt to do so. As this senior trade unionist explained:
And perhaps we feel a little out of place because I think London Citizens’ view of leaders is very much, ‘we’ll get half a dozen community leaders in a room who have the power to say there and then, “yes I will commit to this”’.  Whereas delegates from a trade union branch having that discussion will probably have to say ‘well, I’ll take it back to my branch and see what people think’.
Conclusion
What this paper has attempted to do is to provide an understanding of the motivation of unions in involving themselves in community organising and being part of community coalitions. What is evident is that union decline and a realisation that declining power at the point of production and the changing structure and fragmentation of the labour market is forcing unions to think about finding different ways of providing positive messages about their worth and reaching out to new constituencies of members and this is encouraging the push toward community unionism. The international comparative research has provided the opportunity to begin unpacking the different levels of union engagement and to look at the factors fostering or inhibiting new forms of non-workplace based organising and thinking though the consequences this might have for future union renewal.

It is evident that, for unions, coalition building requires a rethinking or adaptation of organisational culture, especially where there is little lived experience of such activity in recent times. Unions in Sydney and Seattle were less troubled by the different cultures and ideologies of the other organisations in the coalitions––particularly that of the faith communities. Union leaders in Australia on the whole, dismissed this as an issue explaining that the Australian union movement has always had a connection with faith groups, pointing out that there is a strong influence from the Catholic Church through a number of Australian unions, and that continues to this day. Similarly, faith institutions play a strong role in the civic life of the US, whereas the UK union movement has a strong secular tradition––even if this was not the case in its formation (Author A, 2013).

Unions in Sydney and Seattle appeared more inclined toward seeing their involvement with community groups as contributing to cultural change within their organisations and required a strong commitment to play a contributory role in deep coalition-building, whereas in London, engagement was seen as more an ad hoc instrumental means to membership growth. In a sense, this is at the heart of the problem of difficult working relationships with community groups and unions and perhaps applies to unions more broadly, beyond that in these specific examples.  For example, the IAF places its greatest emphasis on building and sustaining its organisations, and it does this through its method of relational organising. For them, the issues are secondary. The primary aim is to ‘teach the art of politics’ to its members and develop leaders to act in their (and their community’s) interest. Alinksky’s golden rule of never doing for others what they can do for themselves is in stark contrast to the union model of ‘servicing’ their membership. 

Despite the turn to organising over the last 20 years or so, union operation and practice is still very much around a professional servicing role which means there is not the same relational culture between members and little leadership development beyond that of key union officials (lay or otherwise). This tends to inhibit the ability of unions to get their members to play a role in community coalitions as many union members view their membership as transactional––they are paying for a service, not contributing to organisational development or campaign activity. It is therefore understandable that unions find it difficult to persuade members to get involved in community activity if they are not involved in the activity of the union itself. This is why unions in Seattle and Sydney have used their involvement in the community coalitions to attempt a cultural shift of member engagement within their own organisations using the tools and techniques of community organising. 

While the usual caveats of genearalisability apply to case study research of this kind, union involvement in these community coalitions has shown that even where union engagement is shallow and instrumental (in London), there are problems in developing lasting relationships but even so there are still tangible benefits (e.g. living wage). However, with a deep involvement and commitment to long-term engagement with coalitions there exists the potential to create cultural change (as in Sydney and Seattle) so that unions are truly organising unions, responsive to member’s concerns, have the ability to draw in new constituencies and are able to develop greater leadership capacity to be less reliant on servicing their members. 

But, for unions to reap the benefits of shifting their organisational activity beyond the workplace and into the community, requires unions to step outside their institutional bureaucracies and to rethink the way in which industrial relations might be practiced in today’s changed labour markets, but this might require significant change to current patterns of practice. To continue to conceptualise the industrial relations system as comprising the key actors in Dunlop’s systems theory is to underestimate the way in which a whole host of ‘other actors’ could potentially have a significant impact on workers’ pay and conditions. In recent years there has been more research into the role of ‘other actors’ (Heery and Frege 2006), but as yet there has been little consideration about what this means for how we, as industrial relations scholars and union practioners, think about union renewal and the future of trade unionism itself. With the increased global activism around corporate social responsibility, tax avoidance and fair deals for workers and their conditions of employment (e.g. Occupy, UK Uncut, garment workers in Bangladesh, Winconsin, etc), how do we understand the involvement of these different groups in the context of our field of study?  Perhaps it requires a reframing of what employment relations actually entails. 
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