Chapter 13.  Strategic Implications  (11/14/05)
In terms of the overall outcomes for workers in the early twenty-first century, one critical question will be how those with strong workplace bargaining power will deploy it—will it be in struggles that benefit workers broadly (including those with weak bargaining power) or in more narrow struggles? (Silver 2003 p.103).  

We have examined the character of the logistics revolution and its consequences for labor, especially for workers in the logistics field.  In this chapter we take a leap into pondering the implications of this revolution for political action.  We focus on the labor movement, as the actor with the most capacity to create significant pressure for real change.  Perhaps this is misguided, given that the U.S. labor movement has been experiencing severe decline over the last few decades and, as we write, has just divided into two camps.  Nevertheless, we believe there are good reasons for addressing these comments to organized labor.

The reason for focusing on the labor movement lies not solely in its capacity, but also in what the very concept of a labor movement means.  As we see it, the labor movement is the organized power of workers themselves to participate in the shaping of work and the larger political economy in which work is embedded.  The labor movement is, ideally, a profoundly democratic force.  It can also be a counter to the worst tendencies of competitive capitalism, constraining the system from pursuing its natural tendencies towards growing social inequality, environmental destruction, offshore adventures and militarism, soul-numbing consumerism, and especially its fundamentally exploitative character.  

Exploitation, as Marx and his followers point out, is the rock upon which capitalism is built.  It depends not only on a dispossessed working class that has no alternative but to sell its labor power to an owning (capitalist) class, but it also makes use of race and gender differences to exacerbate its ability to exploit more thoroughly.  People of color, and especially women of color, are the most exploited workers on earth today.
The process of dispossession of the world’s peasantry is rapidly progressing.  One major reason for the attraction of China as a locus for offshore production is its huge peasant population, which is going through the early stages of proletarianization, and is being transformed into a non-property-owning class of workers who must sell their labor power to capital—local and foreign.  Something similar is happening in India and Vietnam, and in many other poor countries around the globe.  This process is allowing capitalists to scour the world for the best deals they can find, while states in the poorer countries vie among themselves for offering these deals.  These new workers, often young women of color, face the multiple forces of local and global capital, their own state policies, and the policies of global capital, as well some immediate pressures from local patriarchies.
The labor movement, here and abroad, provides a framework for these exploited workers to stand up for themselves, and not allow them to be ground down by the system.  It promises them dignity and a right to a voice in a social system that threatens to overwhelm them with the strength of a tsunami.  

Of course, even this promise, let alone the practical realities of the labor movement as it exists today, has its limitations.  Workers can engage in courageous struggles in situations where it is impossible to win much of anything.  In other words, the level of change that is needed may be well beyond what the organized workers can accomplish.  Even the most principled and democratic union can be faced with severe limits of this sort.  At best, the union needs to be a member of a larger coalition of forces that can press for change.  But labor unions are certainly an essential partner in any such coalition.
Another type of problem concerns the fact that unions can become too focused on protecting their own members’ interests, and lose sight of the larger interests of the working class as a whole.  Without a larger political vision, they can become just another, self-interested group in society, a “special interest,” vying for a bigger piece of the pie.  This orientation creates an aristocracy of labor that becomes interested in protecting its privileges against other workers.  Thus we find examples of labor movements that are racist, sexist, nationalist, and supportive of “their” capitalist class in its exploitation of other peoples.  We also find right-wing unions that support all kinds of anti-social causes, so long as they get their higher than average rewards.
Nevertheless, there remains within the idea of the trade union the possibility of a class consciousness that combines the fight against exploitation with the fight against racism, sexism, homophobia, and nationalisms of all kinds.  Unions have the potential to be important building blocks of grass-roots democracy in the pursuit of an international, working class solidarity for profound change.  It is this ideal that we cling to, and why we address these thoughts to the labor movement, in particular.

Who Are We and on What Basis do we Voice Our Opinions?

We are painfully aware that we are only academics.  Although we have spent many hours of volunteer time working with the organizing departments of several unions and have some familiarity with the implementation of campaigns, we have never had responsibility for them and are in no position to implement any of the ideas we present here.  Thus we present our recommendations with considerable humility, recognizing that the immediate practical realities faced by workers and union leaders here and elsewhere can be overwhelming, regardless of their desire to achieve basic social change.
Our hope is fairly simple: that some people in the labor movement will find this research, and the strategic implications we draw from it, interesting and provocative, and that they will use, or alter them in whatever ways they see fit.  In other words, we hope this piece of work stimulates ideas about how to approach the harsh challenges we face today.  If an opportunity is offered to us to participate in any effort to implement some of the ideas we present here, we would be delighted to contribute whatever we can.

What Kind of Change is Necessary?
This discussion is predicated on the assumption that something is going terribly awry with global capitalism.  We do not want to take the time and space to develop a full-blown critique here.  There are hundreds of books already written on the subject, and we would mainly be drawing on them in a torturous academic exercise of repetition and citations.  Rather, let us briefly list some of the most glaring problems:

1.  Growing social inequality, both within and between countries.  Intensified, disastrous poverty among millions of people.
2.  Domination of the global political economy by transnational corporations which are accountable to no governments.  The absence of participation by large sectors of the population in having any say over global development planning.
3.  Decline in labor standards for the working class and the rise of global sweatshops.
4.  Denial of the rights of workers to form independent organizations.

5.  Imminent environmental disaster, along with immediate environmental degradation in the form of pollution, waste production, chemical abuses, etc.

6.  Financialization of the economy, making society into a huge gambling game, and greatly enhancing economic instability.

7.  Consumerism run amok, with all kinds of negative social consequences.

8.  Continued and newly evolving forms of racism and sexism.

9.  Increased militarization, state violence, and the constant threat (and reality) of war.

10.  A completely unfair distribution of both consumption and production around the world.

To summarize, we see global capitalism, and its neo-liberal ideology, as a fundamentally failed system, which does not serve the interests of the vast majority of humanity.  This does not mean that there is nothing that can be learned and salvaged from the current system.  But it cannot go on in its present form.  It must be changed.

The Logistics Revolution and the US Labor Movement
The U.S. labor movement reached its apex in the post-World War II decade, when social, political, and economic configurations were very different.  The “push” production system was well suited to strong trade unions.  Large manufacturing plants enabled workers to meet each other and develop common cause.  Manufacturers, aided by state regulation, could push increased costs out onto retailers and consumers.  This enabled the firms to be able to bear the expense of a unionized workforce.  And the whole system was rooted in Keynesian economics, which supported the notion that putting more money in the hands of workers bolstered the economy.  A kind of equilibrium was achieved, of big, unionized, production plants supported by institutions like the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA).  The societal presumption was that unions were basically a good thing for society, and should receive the full support of the law.
True, this happy picture excluded many workers, as has been well documented by writers in the “dual labor markets” tradition.  While workers in the “core” or “primary” sector of large manufacturing plants, most of whom were white males, benefited from this regime, women and people of color, were often marginalized.  Co-existing with the big companies was a “secondary labor market” of small, non-unionized companies that depended upon arbitrary authority, lacked internal mobility opportunities, failed to provide standardized raises and benefits, etc.  Part of this division depended on exceptions in the NLRA, which left out agricultural workers, small businesses, and certain kinds of service workers from its provisions—workers who were more than likely excluded based on their race and/or gender.
In any case, for a variety of reasons specified in Chapter 2, the political economy has changed drastically.  All of the features that we have identified as the logistics revolution have taken hold, with “pull” production, increased contracting out and contingency, offshore production, deregulation, flexible specialization, and so on.  These changes have meant that the characteristics of the “secondary labor market” have become more prevalent throughout the economy.  Smaller, less centralized companies, surrounded by contingency have become the norm rather than the peripheralized fringes of the economy.
These important changes, it seems to us, have not yet been fully comprehended by the majority of the U.S. labor movement, or if understood, have left many unions paralyzed about how to respond.  They cling tenaciously to the shrinking share of the market that they can still hold on to because it retains some of the old “primary labor market” or “push” features, but they have lost bargaining power as they cannot control a particular sector any more.  Too often they cling to the state sector for partial salvation, using their political allies to pressure governments to pay union-level or “living” wages.  For this reason, the most robust unionization and union growth is found in the public sector, or in sectors linked to the government.

Contracting out, as we have seen, poses intense challenges for organizing, since winning a union in a contracting network too often means that the contracted firm will go out of business, as the head of the network turns to cheaper, non-union alternatives.  Meanwhile, workers employed in the same network, by the same ultimate employer, rarely know of each other, and even if they do, are faced with a constantly morphing group of contracting companies.  Offshore production/contracting merely multiplies this problem exponentially.  Global production networks are typically secretive, as well as mobile.  How does one capture and bind to a union contract such a fluid entity?  Again, too often, unions play it safe and focus on the few economic sectors that cannot move offshore, thereby throwing up their hands in resignation at trying to organize their industry.  In part, the success of SEIU (Service Employees International Union) in organizing comes from the fact that it focuses on the kind of services that cannot flee.  On the other hand, SEIU has brilliantly taken up the challenge of organizing contracted-out sectors, for example, in their Justice for Janitors campaign.
In sum, there is a way in which much of the U.S. labor movement has failed to recognize or respond to the logistics revolution.  Too often, union leadership operates as if the world still looked like it did 60 years ago.  Insufficient attention has been paid to the profound economic and organizational changes that have occurred.  We believe that, if  U.S. labor is to successfully turn itself around, it cannot simply turn to organizational reform—important though that is.  Rather, its leaders need to develop a new and different strategic approach to organizing that takes full account of the logistics revolution.
Vulnerabilities Created by the Logistics Revolution
While the logistics revolution seems to portend the demise of the labor movement in many ways, we believe that it also carries its own, different set of vulnerabilities that make possible new approaches to working class organization.  As the concept of dialectics implies, every strength has its weakness and every weakness its strength.  We need to study the new world created by the logistics revolution from this point of view.  On its surface, it may appear that the logistics revolution weakens organized labor almost to the point of death.  But no system is invulnerable or immutable, and current-day global capitalism is no exception.  We have identified at least ten major vulnerabilities:
1.  Long Supply Lines.  The global production and distribution system associated with the logistics revolution means that products must be shipped from all corners of the globe.  They must travel long distances by air and ocean transportation.  As any army 

knows, there are dangers associated with extended supply lines because the longer the line, the more open it is to be attacked, and the harder it is to defend.  We are not suggesting sabotage or anything like it, but even more opportunities for work stoppages arise along an extended line than a short one.  In other words, the longer the line the more the opportunities for discontented workers to rebel somewhere along it, slowing down the movement of freight.
2.  Just-In-Time.  One of the greatest vulnerabilities of global capitalism lies in a core concept of the logistics revolution, namely, the effort to keep inventory levels at a minimum, and to link production as much as possible to demand.  This means that the system operates with relatively small margins for errors and delays.  Combining this vulnerability with the previous one, we can see that, problems along the supply chain can be more than trivially costly to companies that operate on JIT principles.  They may lose sales and find that they do not have the inventory they need when they need it,
A well-known case of this vulnerability was revealed in a strike at a General Motors supply plant.  While this example did not involve global production, occurring within the United States, it showed the weakness of JIT because GM depended on this particular part to assemble its cars.  When a strategic strike shut down the parts supplier, GM’s production ground to a halt, losing the company millions of dollars and forcing them to settle the strike.  This case demonstrates not only the basic vulnerability of JIT, but also shows that it affords unions the possibility of engaging in a strategic work-action that is considerably less intensive in terms of resources and organizing efforts to achieve a negative impact on a much larger entity.
True, companies that rely on JIT may be able to adapt fairly quickly to such contingencies.  Once they have a warning that parts of their supply chain may shut down, they can attempt to move their production and distribution around to alternatives.  But still, they are likely to be very inconvenienced, and the temporary solution may be costly.
3.  Seasons.  A number of industries are subject to seasonality.  This is notably true of much retailing, which concentrates a goodly percentage of its sales over the end of the year, including back-to-school through Christmas.  This fact, connected to the previous two factors, again points to an unavoidable vulnerability, from the industry perspective.  If it is possible to gum up the supply chain during peak season, a great deal of damage can be done to a company.

4.  Nodes.  A related vulnerability is found in the fact that almost all global supply chains must pass through a limited number of transportation nodes, such as ports and airports.  These nodes are potential choke-points in the system.  It was this reality that led us to study the ports of LA/LB in the first place, since about 40 percent of all ocean-borne imports to the United States must pass through these twin ports.

This reality and its accompanying vulnerability is recognized by major shippers as well as the U.S. government.  Most government attention has focused on the vulnerability of these nodes to terrorist action.  If terrorists attacked a major port or airport, it could cause serious economic disruption to the country for an important period of time.  This has led to policy efforts to protect against the danger though, according to many experts, far too little has been spent on this issue.  Talk of inspecting every single container for a possible terrorist threat, when the number of containers entering the country each year falls into the millions, raises concerns about interference with the free flow of commerce.  Such inspections would be both costly and slow, and are completely impractical.
But there is also awareness by the international trade community of the dangers of labor conflict that can shut down critical nodes.  The ILWU lockout of 2002 is an example that led to a presidential invocation of Taft-Hartley to force the ports back open, and to even more dire threats of methods to weaken the union, such as moving it from  NLRA jurisdiction to the much weaker Railway Labor Act (RLA), or forbidding coastwise bargaining.  As we mentioned in Chapter11, losses from the lockout were estimated in the billions of dollars.

Even without labor action, congestion has demonstrated the weaknesses inherent in a limited number of key nodes.  In 2004 the Southern California ports faced a growth in container traffic that they had not anticipated and were unprepared to deal with.  And continuing growth in trade with Asia will only make this problem worse.

True, shippers, carriers, and the government are seeking alternatives, as we discussed in Chapter 5.  But as we also pointed out in that chapter, all of the alternatives have their drawbacks.  They are slower, or more costly, or pose the problem of constructing hugely expensive new infrastructure.  Some of it might happen, and no one can predict what alternatives will be developed in the long run.  But in the meantime, key nodes remain a major vulnerability, especially for a JIT and seasonal operation.

5.  Strong Links with Some Key Contractors and Weak Links with Others.  The International Ladies Garment Workers Union (ILGWU, which merged with ACTWU to form UNITE, and then with HERE to form UNITE-HERE) faced some conditions resembling those produced by the logistics revolution long before many other unions.  The women’s apparel industry was one of the first to engage in systematic contracting out, the ability to shift from one contractor to the next to maximize flexibility and minimize wages, the use of piece rate and a racialized labor force both domestically and internationally, and global production and a race to the bottom, pitting countries against each other for low-wage production.
The features of the apparel industry that led it to be a pioneer in this kind of networked production system have been discussed elsewhere (e.g. Bonacich and Appelbaum 2000), but it is interesting to recognize that more and more of world production has come to resemble apparel production forms, leading to many sweatshop production sites around the globe.
Having to cope with contracted out systems led some of the ILGWU organizers to learn some important lessons about how to organize them.
  In particular, they were able to take advantage of the variable looseness of ties to contractors to pit contractors and manufacturers against one another. 
The goal was to get the manufacturer to sign a Jobbers Agreement under which the manufacturer agreed to work only with union contractors.  Taft Hartley contains a Garment Industry Proviso, an exception to secondary boycotts, that allows the union to picket a manufacturer in order to get it to sign the Jobbers Agreement.  This is illegal for most industries, and it was only the strength of the garment unions, and the obvious sweatshop problem in the industry that allowed for this exception.  Still, even though the ILG had a legal advantage in being able to tie contractors and manufacturers together, and compel the latter to agree to work with union contractors exclusively, there are other ways to skin the same cat.  SEIU’s Justice for Janitors accomplished a similar goal without the law on its side.
The divide and rule game is played by getting some contractors to sign “me too” agreements.  They promise to accept union terms if the union succeeds in organizing the manufacturer, and in exchange, the union does not attack them if they temporarily stop working for that manufacturer.  Of course, the flexible production system means that the manufacturer can turn to other contractors, but it takes a brave-hearted contractor to step into the middle of a labor conflict.  Without strong ties to the manufacturer, why should they take the risk?  So it becomes possible to peel off some of the manufacturer’s contractors, leaving it in trouble.  In sum, the weakness of contracting ties, normally a feature that the manufacturer can use to its advantage, can be turned into a strength for the union.
In some cases, the manufacturer depends on a core set of contractors with whom it establishes fairly stable, long-term relations.  Despite the advantages of flexibility, there are reasons for having stronger ties with some contractors.  Loyalty can pay off when there are problems of shortage, congestion, or queueing.  If a firm has ties with a contractor, it can expect special treatment in time of need.  The strong ties are a form of insurance.  But just as weak ties create vulnerabilities for the manufacturer, so can strong ties.  Strong ties contain some of the organizing advantages of big plants.  They do not allow for the “race to the bottom.”  It is much harder for the manufacturer to shift production away from these core contractors, meaning that they are more vulnerable to a strike action.

6.  Complexity of the System.
  The system of global production and distribution is immensely complex.  It is plagued by different legal systems, different labor laws, differences in factory size and number of sites.  All of these complexities must be juggled by the TNC in charge.  Such systems can be dis-organized more easily than they can be organized, but that can still be a form of leverage that forces the company to the table.
7.  International System.  The system of global production and distribution brings international workers together in an unprecedented manner, by linking them to the same industry and supply chain.  True, there have been international linkages of this sort in the past, e.g. cotton growers in the U.S. south, textile mill workers in the U.S. north and Britain, and apparel workers in various countries in Europe and the U.S.  But the number of such linkages has grown hugely.
The main point is that workers around the world are employed either directly or indirectly by the same employer.  This joins them in a potential commonality that could be used to put intense pressure on that firm from multiple angles.  The fact that some of the major global actors are retailers means that their production and distribution empires are vast indeed.  They “employ” many workers of all types and nationalities under a single umbrella.  Wal-Mart provides an example of such an empire.  Under its umbrella are not only its direct employees: the sales workers, but also the workers of its suppliers (factory workers) and logistics providers (transportation and distribution workers).  All of these workers share a common “enemy,” and have the potential to join together as a powerful force.

True, the giant retailers (and manufacturers) are very good at pitting workers against each other, so that one group blames another for job loss or the decline in wages and working conditions.  But, with strong and far-sighted leaders, it is conceivable that labor movements around the world could find common cause in combating a shared enemy.
8.  Visibility.  The fact that retailers play an increasingly important role in global production has implications for the role that consumers can play in this struggle.  Consumers have already shown some capacity to put effective pressure on name brands, like Nike or Coca Cola.  Indeed, a whole movement has arisen, demanding Codes of Conduct, and effective monitoring of production sites, as a means of combating global sweatshops.  

So far retailers have not been the brunt of this movement, but there is no good reason why they could not be.  As centralized locations of multiple products, they have a high visibility with consumers.  Already considerable attention has been paid to Wal-Mart and its socially costly practices.  The possibility of waging a successful campaign again such a giant corporation would depend on strong consumer support, building on all the experiences of the anti-sweatshop movement.

9.  Potential Allies.  The big box retailers, like Wal-Mart, have made a lot of enemies, as we have seen throughout this book, and some of these could become at least temporary allies with labor in putting pressure on them.  They have been accused of destroying small businesses and the character of a community, leading not only to the opposition of the business community, but also of local politicians who have an interest in preserving the cultural and business equilibrium of a community.  They have faced fierce opposition by trade unions when the big box retailer threatens to undercut existing contracts with competitors.
Vendors, both locally and offshore, have expressed their anger at some of the big box retailers, and their ceaseless efforts to cut the prices and profits of their contractors.  The retailers also use their power to push their vendors around in other ways that may make them consider being part of a coalition to curb their power.  At least these grievances may be manipulated by a union campaign that asks for a vendor to cease doing business with a retailer on a temporary basis until a resolution has been found that might even benefit the vendor.  Logistics providers may share some of the grievances of the vendors, and may also be willing to put their business elsewhere during a labor struggle.
A variety of community opponents may exist.  One type of community opposition comes directly from the logistics sector, namely, those people and community activists that are concerned with pollution and congestion.  We have briefly seen (in Chapter 5) how an effective movement was created by the communities surrounding the ports to insist that pollution be kept under some degree of control. 

Similarly, as in so many labor struggles, political allies can certainly be found for the kinds of campaigns we are considering here.  We have already seen how the Teamsters were able to get cooperation from the California Trucking Association to get legislation passed that would, at least indirectly, help the port truckers.  Labor-friendly legislators can be counted on for support.
The point is that the number and variety of enemies created by the big box retailers opens up the possibility of at least temporary or occasional forms of cooperation that could be useful in putting pressure on one of them.  True, many of these opponents would rather die than find common cause with organized labor.  But there may be ways of working with them on limited reforms that could achieve some of labor’s goals.

10.  Strategic Importance of Logistics Workers/Unions.  For a number of the reasons listed above, especially the long supply lines, JIT, seasonality, and nodes, the global transportation and warehousing sector is absolutely vital to the success of global capitalism as we know.  It depends on the constant and unfettered flow of commodities in a timely manner.  This opens up the possibility of the workers and unions in this sector to combine with a view to using their potential power to maximum effect.
Of course, as we saw in Chapter 9, transportation has always been a critical and vulnerable sector in the economy, and this is undoubtedly the reason why transportation unions, like the IBT and ILWU, have been able to be so powerful.  But we have also seen how this power has been undermined by deregulation and the logistics revolution.  However, we still think that considerable potential power resides in this sector and, if logistics workers/unions both nationally and around the world could communicate better with each other and find ways to work more effectively together, they would be a formidable force.

We believe that these various vulnerabilities of the system could be woven into a strategy to attack global capitalism as it currently exist, and to demand that key changes be made.  Needless to say, as academics (as opposed to union leaders) we are not in a position to devise a full-fledged campaign.  And even if we were, this would not be the forum to present it.  Nevertheless, we would like to propose a few ideas about how these weaknesses might be used by labor to gain the necessary power to insist on certain changes.  

Before turning to this issue, however, let us consider what changes we would like to see.  If progressive labor and its allies were in a position to make demands for change, what would those demands look like?  What changes do we want to see?  What kind of world are we striving for?  We feel that too little has been written about this, since the collapse of the Soviet Union.  We do not seem to have any good models of an alternative to our very destructive and exploitative system.
The Demands: What are we Fighting for?
We want to suggest a set of minimal demands that a powerful labor movement (and its allies) could push for.  We propose them as a basis for discussion and debate:
1.  Insist on full democratic participation in, and control of transnational corporations and trade policy.  In the current system, giant TNCs are pretty much free to do as they please without much interference.  State control by representative governments seems weak or ineffective, and does not adequately deal with the global system.  We need to find a way to get direct representation in the process of decision-making of these entities.  Labor and other populist forces need to be at the table in the process of planning.  This is too important an issue to leave to private, profit-pursuing interests.

2.  Set global labor standards to eliminate sweatshop production and the “race to the bottom”.  An international agreement has to be reached regarding ruinous global competition in the consumer goods industries.  This means the passage of minimal standards below which no place of employment can sink.  The standards would include the usual “social welfare” package of:  minimum wage (based on some concept of a living wage), maximum hours (and overtime pay provisions), banning of child labor, unemployment insurance, social security for those too old or sick to work, etc.  The basic living standards of workers should be taken out of competition.
We recognize that this is a complex and difficult issue, especially for poorer, less developed countries whose primary basis of competition lies in lowering the cost of labor.  Lacking skills, experience, capital, and technology, they find it much harder to compete in terms of quality of goods and services.  If the rules take away their one competitive advantage, they will be locked out of the global market.  For this reason, some less developed countries oppose the setting of global minimum labor standards, and see the effort as a disguised form of protectionism.
Nevertheless, we believe that setting a floor below which no one should be allowed to sink is an important human value.  The problem of providing industrial opportunities to the poorest countries needs to be addressed directly, and should not be dependent on the debasement of workers.  We take up this issue again in point 10.

3.  Protect the rights of all workers to form or join independent trade unions.  Every worker should have the basic human right to be able to join a representative organization that allows him or her to have a say over their conditions of labor and remuneration.  The power relations between employer and employee are so unequal, especially in large corporations, that only some form of organization on the part of workers can hope to provide them with any control over their work lives.

4.  Protect women’s rights and the rights of racial and ethnic groups.  In this volume, because of the (male) gender characteristics of the logistics industries, we have not said much about gender oppression, but it certainly is a massive feature of global production.  We have discussed racialization, the racialized character of the most oppressing forms of labor.  Women of color, especially young women, are the most exploited of global workers.  These kinds of systemic disadvantage and discrimination need to be countered.  Race/ethnicity and gender need to be part of any prescription for a fair and just world order.

A major aspect of this problem concerns citizenship rights.  Immigrants and refugees are especially likely to be racialized, and their lack of citizenship rights feeds the ability of employers to exploit them at a higher rate in order to gain a competitive advantage.  The vulnerability of these kinds of workers needs to be countered by strong principles of fair labor standards and the right to join independent trade unions.  In other words, regardless of citizenship status, all workers must benefit from principles 2 and 3 above.  The law can not distinguish between any kinds of workers.

The problem of citizenship, and its connection to racialization, is exacerbated with global production.  The direct, and more commonly, indirect employees of TNCs have little or no capacity to have any representation or say in relation to foreign capital.  New global institutions need to be created that ensure that workers have some input into the policies of those economic actors who control their fate from afar.
5.  Provide education for all children up to a certain age, and basic health care for everyone.  This goal obviously requires considerable expenditure of resources and the question arises, who will provide them.  Given that economic development depends on them, and that without them the poor masses of the world will not be able to improve their position in terms of employment, this seems like a vital investment that the world must commit to making.  The education aspect is a necessary accompaniment to the ending of child labor.
6.  Protect the environment.  The current system is rapacious of the environment, and we are already beginning to see the devastations associated with global warming.  We need to develop a system of production and consumption that is not dependent on a callous disregard for the limits of the earth’s resources.  There needs to be developed an economic system that does not depend on so much production and consumption, and that promotes harmony with our planet.
7.  Participate in a global development plan.  Labor and other progressive forces need to be part of a discussion concerning an overall development plan for the globe.  We are not speaking of micro-management or an oppressive world government, but we do think that some broad outlines could be drawn.  This is too important a task to leave to TNCs and a handful of dominant states (that are, in turn, dominated by TNCs).  It is important that other elements of civil society, including underrepresented minorities, and various other interest groups, be part of the discussion.
8.  Participate in, and exercise some control over international finance and investment.  The international financial system can make or break a national economy.  We fear that, as currently constructed, it allows for a gambling mentality, where shifts in investment are not vetted against the social welfare.  Some form of democratic voice needs to be included in major financial decisions so that they are not left to private interests.
9.  Put an end to neo-liberal institutions.  The International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, and similar institutions need to be reconstituted on a non-ideological basis, so that they are less firmly wedded to the “religion” of free markets, and are more attuned to social development needs.  Public global investment institutions of this sort are very important, but they cannot be captured by a single, bankrupt philosophy.
10.  Develop a fair division of production and consumption between and within countries.  Whatever global development plan may be developed, as discussed in item 7, it needs to consider ways to create a more equal world, not only in terms of consumption, but also in terms of production.  In other words, some method needs to be devised for have a “fair” division of labor in the world.  High levels of production and consumption should not be allowed to accumulate in a handful of countries, while others languish in poverty and joblessness.  This is an essential accompaniment to the setting of global labor standards.
11.  Develop protections for all the peoples left out of employment: the young and old, the sick and disabled, the mentally impaired, and all those for whom no employment is available.  Apart from the need to develop protections for exploited workers around the world, we also need to take into account all of those people who are left out of paid labor for whatever reasons.  This includes those who work in the informal economy.  Methods need to be devised to provide for such people in a humanitarian fashion.
Okay, this may sound like pie in the sky.  It may seem sophomoric to develop such a list.  Yet we feel it is important to have some sense of the kind of world we would like to see.  We expect that millions of people would join with us in agreement that these basic standards need to be met.

Now the hard question is, how do we get from here to there?  Do we fight to bring an end to capitalist social relations, or do we work to modify and reform them in significant ways?  We believe that capitalism is a system that is fundamentally flawed, and that will ultimately need to be replaced.  But we do not have a clear vision of a viable alternative at this time.  Besides, corporate capitalism definitely has some strengths that could potentially be used by an alternative system, for example, its innovativeness and productivity.  And any attempt at this point to move from capitalism to another system, given the configuration of power, would likely lead to wrenching turmoil, war, and mass destruction.
Our approach, in the above list, is much more modest than total change.  We do not call for the abolition of private enterprise, but are striving to find ways to make it more responsible and responsive to democratic involvement by those who are normally completely cut out of the discussion.  It is in the spirit of trying to attain some of these goals that we dare to raise the question of labor’s making use of the vulnerabilities created by the logistics revolution.
What Should Be Done?
With great hesitancy, we put forward our tentative ideas on this topic, feeling the hubris of doing so.  We realize that there are a million factors and difficulties that we are not taking into account.  Nevertheless, let us dare to put forward our conception of what ought to be done.

As is evident from what has been said so far in this chapter, we believe that logistics workers and their unions have the potential to develop major power as a force in global capitalism, and that they could use this power to put major demands on the system for the benefit of all workers, and for society as a whole.  This power lies in their strategic centrality to the workings of the global economy.  They are in a position to be able to shut it down.  This ability means that they could, potentially, force global capital to meet with them and address their concerns.  Major reforms will not come from those who hold the power and the wealth, however “liberal” some of them may be.  Things will only change if the system can be hurt, if a crisis can be provoked, if there is a sufficient breakdown that a new solution must be forged.  The power to disrupt the flow of commerce and trade could be critical in compelling a reassessment.

Our thinking is that key nodes, such as the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, could be shut down by a coordinated labor effort.  Of course, simply shutting down one such port complex would be insufficient.  Ideally, workers and unions in a strategic group of port regions would cooperate and coordinate their efforts, so that global capitalists could not easily find an alternative.  Labor would have to assess the likely alternatives that would be turned to, and cut them off.  Fortunately, in many cases, alternatives require major capital investment and construction time that would not allow for a quick fix.
Our main focus is on forging links between production workers in Asia and logistics workers in the United States in an effort by global labor to counter the worst excesses of global capital.  But before we consider that level, let us examine the prospects for forging some kind of unity among domestic logistics workers.
Organizing the Logistics Workers in Southern California
Ideally, coordination among logistics workers and unions needs to be developed at the national level, and some of that is occurring.  The IBT is pursuing a national campaign to organize port truckers, and the ILWU, along with the ILA on the East Coast, have pledged to support the campaign.  The IBT and ILWU also came to an agreement about jurisdictional issues, so that on-dock trucking was left to the ILWU, while hauling to and from the docks would be considered IBT work.  In addition, the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers (BLE) has become part of the Teamsters, a merger that does not address the problem of the warring railroad brotherhoods.  Moreover, the split in the AFL-CIO, and the creation of the Change To Win (CTW) coalition, raises questions about the future of these alliances, since the IBT is in CTW and the ILWU remains in the AFL-CIO.

While we believe that a national-level plan would be ideal, we start with a more modest approach by focusing on Southern California.  As we have seen, the ILWU remains a powerful force on the West Coast, including, of course, Southern California, but is under threat by both the shippers and carriers, who would like to tame it.  Efforts have been made to organize the port truckers, but so far without success.  The railroad workers are stuck in a war of attrition, as their jobs are eroded.  And the warehouses in the Inland Empire remain largely uncharted territory for the labor movement.  What can be done with this diverse set of circumstances?  Can these groups of workers and unions find common cause so that they could work together in a drive to organize them all?

Some movement towards cooperation between unions has occurred.  Recognizing all the difficulties that lie in the path toward full cooperation, we would like to imagine the possibility.  We propose that all of the logistics unions active in Southern California call for a convention in which they discuss their common cause.  Such a convention would examine the state of logistics worker organizing, in general, and the need for all the unions involved to coordinate with each other.  In particular, the two groups most in need of help are the port truckers and the warehouse workers.  The convention could strive to develop an overarching strategic approach to organizing the entire industry complex, making sure that all groups of workers are included.
Figure 13.1.  Relationship of Forces in the Logistics Industries Surrounding the Ports of Southern California
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Figure 13.1 presents the major relationship of forces among the groups of workers and their employers.  What we have tried to depict is that the shippers, especially the giant discount retailers, exercise most power over the entire logistics system.  Under them are the steamship lines, who are the key employers of the longshore workers.  They also employ port trucking companies and the railroads, which in turn employ port truckers, and those railroad workers involved in intermodal freight transportation.  Thus the railroad workers and port truckers are one step removed from the steamship lines. True, some port trucking companies are not directly employed by the steamship lines, or not for all of their work, but we believe it is safe to say that what we have depicted is the dominant pattern.  In contrast, the warehouses and DCs are the direct establishments of the shippers, generally speaking, although some (a minority) are run by the steamship lines.
Who is missing from this figure?  First are the ports themselves, and the cities that govern them.  Obviously the ports are critical actors, yet their role is mainly that of landlord to terminal operators, most of whom are connected to steamship lines.  They rarely intervene in the relationships depicted in the diagrams.  Second are various intermediaries, who can be roughly clustered together under the title of 3PLs.  Shippers, for example, often use 3PLs to run their warehouses, and may use them to organize their entire logistics network.  Nevertheless, we leave them out because we see them as agents of the shippers, lacking an independent power-base.  

A third group that we omit are the seafarers, who, while employed by the steamship lines, are not part of the domestic workforce, and need to be included at the global level.  We have also left out the trucking companies that carry freight once it has been unpacked from ocean containers.  These companies obviously play an important role in the logistics system too, but they are one step removed from the ports.  In general, we are only following the freight through its movement in ocean containers, and its unloading from them.  The railroads do carry ocean containers, though they also carry imported goods that have been transloaded to trucks and domestic containers.

We have also left out of the diagram the various potential allies of the various actors.  From the worker perspective this includes local government officials, regulatory agencies, community groups including environmental organizations, and other unions.  From the employer perspective, they are likely to turn to the federal government for support.

The actors depicted in the figure are organized in various ways.  The shippers have various organizations, as we saw in Chapter 4.  Most directly involved in the ports and local logistics is the Waterfront Coalition (TWC).  The steamship lines and terminal operators are mainly organized as the Pacific Maritime Association (PMA), though they have lobbying groups as well, and the longshore workers are well organized in the ILWU.  The railroads have their own organizations, and the railroad workers have their various unions.  As far as we know, the port trucking companies are not organized apart from the California Trucking Association.  The troqueros are not successfully organized at this point, but the IBT is attempting to organize them.  Finally, the warehouses and DCs have the West Coast Distribution Management Association, as well as various national organizations.  At the worker/union level, the ILWU has a warehouse division and is seeking to organize workers in an aspect of Southern California warehousing.  Meanwhile the IBT has some warehouses under contract including, importantly, UPS near the Ontario Airport.  Other unions have some presence in this sector as well, including the UAW, UNITE-HERE and the UFCW.  In these cases, the specific industry of the shipper dictates union interest (e.g. the UAW in the automotive warehouses).
How might the groups of workers organize together?  Here are a few primitive thoughts about it:  
1.  Consider where unions already have strength in the system.  The ILWU’s position is clearly a tremendous strength, but there are other strong points as well.  A list should be made of all the warehouses and DCs that are currently unionized, and with which union.  The union LTL trucking companies (including UPS) that operate in this arena need to be identified.  The railroad brotherhoods are also another union presence.  In addition, there are all those shippers that engage in importing, use the ports, have DCs in the region, and are union.

2.  Map the flow of goods.  A strength of logistics workers and unions is that they intersect with each other in the flow of goods.  Truckers, for example, have access to warehouse workers because they deliver containers past the gates, however well guarded, and into the warehouse complex.  This allows for communication and coordination across the entire system.  Knowing the way goods move and the timing and flow of such movements could allow for coordinated action.

3.  Decide where the campaign should focus.  What part of the logistics system needs to be organized first?  For example, should a concerted effort be made to organize the port truckers?  Or should the campaign start with a focus on warehouse workers?

4.  Decide on the scope of the effort.  Should they choose a particular company and go after its entire supply chain?  Or should they go after a sector, like toys, garments, food or automotive?  Or should the goal be to organize on scale, and attempt to unionize the entire logistics system?  If a particular company were selected, would it be a good idea to go after a big retailer, like Wal-Mart or Target?  Or should one treat the retailers as a sector that needs to be organized as a unit?
5.  In making these decisions, the coalition would need to figure out the particular vulnerabilities of the target.  Are its imports highly seasonal?  Do they depend on JIT deliveries?  Is there a time when a strike would have maximum impact?

We could go on with these kinds of thoughts.  The point is that, in working together, the various logistics unions would multiply their capacity to effect change, not just for themselves, but for other workers in the system.  We are not suggesting for a minute that such a plan would be easy to implement.  Some of the problems would include:  getting diverse organizations with very different structures and philosophies to work together, sharing scarce resources, and deciding on how to carve up the resulting membership.  In addition, there would be the danger that shippers might get wind of the campaign and make alternative plans.  This raises the issue of bringing in the logistics workers from other ports, both on the West Coast and on the East.  Then there is the chance of a fierce government crackdown.  The coalition would have to be prepared for it by having aroused community and political support for the campaign, so that a crackdown would result in mass protest.  In addition, it would be useful to develop consumer support and action at the targeted retailer(s).

Needless to say, this kind of thinking could be spun out endlessly.  We simply want to open the possibility that such a thing might be accomplished if a certain kind of leadership came forward and decided to do it.  It would require considerable research, let alone organizational work to become an effective working coalition.  And it would require considerable grassroots organizing among workers.
The purpose of organizing all of the logistics workers surrounding the ports into an effective fighting force is not just to gain power and increase the well-being of those workers in the system who are currently unorganized and exploited, like the port truckers—worthy though that goal is in itself.  The purpose is ultimately to create among U.S. workers worthy partners for a global struggle.  Our vision is one of joining local logistics workers with global production workers in a joint effort to gain power in the global economy.  For the U.S. side of this equation to work, the workers must be organized, the unions must be powerful, and they must be able to coordinate effectively with each other.
Organizing Globally

Organizing on a global scale is not a new idea.  International labor organizations have formed and faltered in the past.  However, the call by Marx and Engels: “Workers of the World Unite!  You have nothing to lose but your chains” seems to have greater relevance than it ever did.
International labor organizations are already in place to some extent.  The International Confederations of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU) is a large and active organization.  In addition, are what used to be called the International Trade Secretariats (ITSs), and are now known as Global Union Federations (GUFs).  These are industrial-based organizations that bring together the national unions of various countries within a particular industry.  An example is the International Textile, Garment and Leather Workers’ Federation (ITGLF) (Harrod and O’Brien 2002 p.5).  

Of most relevance to logistics workers is the International Transport Workers’ Federation (ITF), which played a galvanizing role in gaining international support for the Teamsters during the UPS strike of 1997.  The ITF has 624 union members, representing 4.5 million transport workers in 142 countries and is allied with ICFTU (www.itfglobal.org).  The ITF brings together rail, road, ocean, and air transportation workers.  We have already come across it in connection with its “flags of convenience” campaign in relation to seafarers.

In addition, unions like the ILWU, are thinking and planning how to use their strategic location to leverage power for themselves and other workers, here and abroad.  For example, in May 2005, a Supply Chain Solidarity conference was held by over 30 maritime and mining unions from 10 countries in Long Beach.  The conference was co-sponsored by the ILWU and the MUA (Maritime Union of Australia), and was attended by delegates from Chile, Vietnam, Australia, South Africa, Japan, Taiwan, Papua New Guinea, New Zealand, Canada and the United States.  The group unanimously pledged to stand in solidarity against global capital, and to take the offensive against multinational employers.  The ITF participated in this meeting, which focused maritime workers and unions, in particular.  Out of it came a “Long Beach Declaration,” consisting of a list of goals, including the development of a communication network for rapid response to political industrial conflicts, building a capacity for global campaigns against TNCs, and identifying appropriate TNC targets for recognition campaigns (www.itfglobal.org).
On November 11, 2005, the ITF held a meeting in Washington DC to develop a global union network to organize the world’s four largest logistics firms: UPS, DHL, FedEx and TNT Logistics.  Representatives from 21 unions in 12 countries participated.  They set up a research committee to gather information in order to develop an organizing strategy.  Here is an excerpt from the ITF report of this meeting:
Participants…. Highlighted the issue of competition between the major delivery companies, which is the driving forced behind increased work intensity and an ever greater stress on flexible working practices.  They heard how a company’s good industrial relations in one country did not necessarily mean the same in another.  In some countries the companies put on a union-friendly face while in other they victimized union leaders and set up “yellow” unions.  Most of these companies have signed up to standards of corporate social responsibility, yet some of the same appear ready to violate workers’ rights and launch attacks on union organizing (www.itf.org).
These are definitely promising developments.  They are rooted in existing unions and realistic possibilities.  We have little of a practical nature to add.  We only want to reiterate the notion of a grand vision of combining production and distribution workers in an effort to benefit all workers.  We believe that a holistic understanding of the system requires a holistic response.  And this response could take advantage of the strategic vulnerabilities we have outlined above.

Given this grand vision, what kind of campaigns might be developed?  Could one possibly take on the entire system at one time?  This seems overwhelming from every point of view, including resources, coordination, dealing with laid off workers and political repression.  Perhaps a more modest approach is possible.  The concept we have in mind here is that of a “supply chain campaign” that extends beyond logistics workers, and includes the entire supply chain as currently conceived by the logistics industry: from design, through production, transportation, sales, and reordering.  
The basic idea would be to target a major retailer and all of its extended “employees,” including not only its direct sales force, but also the employees of its suppliers, and the workers in its logistics and transportation networks.  Put another way, one could bring together production labor in Asia with distribution labor both in Asia and the United States.  These groups of workers could combine their forces to compel the retailer to change its labor practices.  A Wal-Mart campaign is already under discussion both by SEIU, the United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW) and the Change to Win coalition that they recently formed.  We believe such a concept is well worth pursuing, but that it should include workers in production, as well as logistics workers impacted by “the big gorilla.”

If a campaign were developed that focused on the ports themselves, it would have more of an impact on the system as a whole.  However, to build such a campaign one would want to have good contact with production workers and their unions to make sure they are behind the plan, and willing to accept the sacrifices it would inevitably entail.

The Likely Reaction
Based on historical and recent experience, as well as on simple reason, we can expect that any attempts by organized workers to shut down the Southern California ports, let alone a set of related ports, would lead to fierce reaction by the U.S. government, backed by global capital.  One could expect the passage of quick new legislation, the imposition of immediate injunctions with threats of jailing and huge fines.  One could imagine the calling out of the national guard to take over the work of the entire logistics industry—if that were possible.

Such a severe potential reaction therefore requires massive preparation.  If ever there were a need for “social movement unionism” this would be it.  The only way to thwart extreme governmental repression is to make it illegitimate by a social uproar of opposition to it.  A significant segment of the “community” has to be behind the endeavor to bring about change.  They have to believe that such change is necessary, and would produce benefits.
Labor in China 

Any effort by U.S. logistics workers to find common cause with workers in Asia, especially China, depends not only on the state of the U.S. labor movement but also the state of the labor movement in China.  We have not made a study of this subject, and can only state our impressions based on cursory readings, attending talks, and speaking with a couple of people, namely, Kent Wong and Katie Quan of the UCLA and UC Berkeley Labor Centers respectively, who have been to China, met with Chinese workers, unions, and NGOs, and have considerably more information than we do.

China has a huge, official labor movement, called the All-China Federation of Trade Unions (ACFTU).  It is composed of 1.713 million primary trade union organizations, and has 134 million individual members (www.acftu.org).   The unions are organized into 31 federations of trade unions organized along the lines of provinces, autonomous regions, and municipalities.  The ACFTU was founded in 1925, and continues to have a strong connection with the ruling Communist Party.

Here is the way the ACFTU describes itself and its activities:

The Chinese trade unions take the Constitution of the People’s Republic of China as the fundamental criterion for their activities, conduct their work in an independent way and in accordance with relevant laws and the Constitution of the Chinese Trade Unions, and play an important role in the political, economic and social affairs of the country (www.acftu.org). 
Their social functions include: protecting the legitimate interests and democratic rights of workers and staff members, mobilizing and organizing workers and staff members to take part in the reform and development that is occurring, organizing workers and staff members to participate in the democratic management of enterprises, and education workers and staff member for ideological, moral, scientific and cultural improvement.  Their basic duty is to protect the legitimate rights and interests of the workers, and to “participate in coordinating labour relations and regulating social contradictions and make efforts to promote the economic development and long-term social stability of the country” (www.acftu.org).  It is clear from this brief description that the ACFTU is not in an adversarial relationship to either enterprises or the government, and is committed to the economic reforms and rapid development that now is the ruling policy.  

While people on the left in the United States may criticize the ACFTU’s stance towards the government’s capitalist development schemes as not “independent,” there are certainly aspects of the U.S. labor movement that could be described in similar terms.  U.S. labor law means to promote economic development and long-term stability, and many a U.S. union goes along with this model.  In other words, in both countries, there is a balance between the independence of labor organizations, and the efforts by government to preserve labor peace and continued capital accumulation.  This said, the labor movements of the two countries have very different histories and relationships with their respective governments, and are not really comparable. 

Still, serious questions can be raised about the Western, especially the U.S. critique of the Chinese labor movement.  The criticism smacks of racism and protectionism.  True, the price of Chinese labor is hugely lower than that of U.S. labor: the average hourly manufacturing wage in China is 64 cents an hour, compared to $4 in Mexico, and $21 in the United States (Lee 2005).  As we have seen throughout this book, U.S. corporations and TNCs are shifting production to China to take advantage of these lower wages.  But the low level wages can hardly be primarily attributed to the ACFTU and its supposed weaknesses.  Wages in China are a product of many factors, perhaps most important of which is the huge rural population that is available to be moved into wage labor.  The transition from a peasant to a capitalist, industrial economy has historically been associated with initial low wages and poor working conditions.

In this volume, we are mainly interested in workers in export industries in such regions as Shenzhen.  The labor system in this area is rooted in the employment of migrant workers from rural areas, mainly young women, who live in dormitories connected with their factories.   In other words, they are precisely the newly forming working class that has worked under the most onerous conditions in every transition to capitalism.  Before we examine the specifics of the Chinese migrant labor system in a bit more detail, we need to recognize that the ACFTU has not established a foothold in this part of the economy.  We do not know the reasons for their absence—perhaps the central government or local governments discourage it.  But there are also aspects of the migrant labor system that may make it especially difficult for workers to organize.

Lee (2005) has conducted a study of labor unrest that includes Shenzhen.  She found that there are numerous strikes and demonstrations by workers.  In the last few years there has been an average of two incidents of labor activism per day, expressing their grievances over wages and working conditions.  This activism raises hopes about the potential for a militant labor movement in China.  But Lee believes that this is a false hope.  Her research shows that the protests typically take the form of what she terms “cellular activism,” i.e. they are organized by a particular work unit or factory and are not coordinated across enterprises.  Furthermore, workers spurn the language of “class,” focusing instead of their legal rights.  Most labor actions, according to Lee, take the form of protests against local government officials.

Turning to the labor system in the Shenzhen Economic Zone, which is presumably mirrored in other exporting zones, Ngai (2005) has conducted an excellent study of a factory there, but also develops a larger analysis of how the system works.  Here are some of its key features:   The municipality of Shenzhen is itself the owner of the factories there, and depends for its existence and financial resources on charging various fees to the factories in the zone.  This creates a marriage between government and private enterprise that leaves little political room for the workers.  Both enterprises and the government are in collusion in exploiting the migrant workers to the maximum.

A central feature of the system of labor control lies in China’s household registration system (HTS).  A sharp distinction is drawn between people who have a rural hukou, or household registration, and those who have an urban hukou.  According to Alexander and Chan (2005 p.615):

Movement of rural people into the cities is restricted, and they require a permit to stay and work temporarily in any urban area.  If caught without these permits, people with a rural hukou could be placed in a detention centre, fined, and deported back to their home village or home town….  Those with a rural hukou who obtain a temporary employment permit to work in an urban area are not entitled to the pensions, schooling, unemployment benefits, etc. enjoyed by those who have an urban hukou.
In other words, rural migrant workers, who are the predominant workforce of Shenzhen, for example, are treated as temporary workers (like “guest workers”) who are expected to return to their villages, and do not have full citizenship rights in factory zone.
   True, the Chinese government cannot allow unregulated migration from the country-side to the cities without facing disastrous social problems.  Nevertheless, the absence of citizenship is a powerful force for labor control and suppression.  It is coupled with the ability to abuse power.  In Shenzhen, where 3-4 million migrant workers are employed and 80 percent of production workers are female, they have to pay a substantial proportion of their low wages for a variety of official certificates that grant the right to migrate and work.  In addition many factories require migrant workers to pay a deposit in order to get a job.  Some employers withhold a portion of the wage, promising to pay it at the end of the year, and some take hold the workers’ documents.  These and similar practices bind the worker to a particular employer, making it almost impossible to leave the job no matter how dreadful it is.  And, because all the certification is vital to local governments, there is plenty of room for corruption at that level (Alexander and Chan 2004).  According to Lee (2005), non-payment of wages (presumably withholding them until the end of the year) is the single most frequent reason for worker protests.

Our point is that the HRS system contributes to a very oppressive regime, making it extremely difficult for workers to organize and demand change on more than a local and explosive basis.
  That workers are protesting is promising, but how much they will be able to unite and gain real representation for themselves we do not know.  Meanwhile, the ability of U.S. labor to consult with “Chinese labor” may be limited to the ACFTU.  Indeed, Kent Wong, of the UCLA Labor Center, has been active in trying to promote this kind of dialogue, over the objections of many (but not all) U.S. labor leaders who want to dismiss the Chinese labor movement as a mere government puppet.  Alternatively, it may be possible for internationalist U.S. unions to work with the handful of NGOs that are working in China to help develop a workers’ movement in the export zones.
Needless to say, this is not a promising picture for the prospects of developing a coordinated effort to join local logistics workers with production workers in China.  Yet we remain optimistic that workers in the export sector of China will come to organize themselves with the help of activist supporters.

Conclusion
Let us stop here, recognizing the near impossibility of achieving such goals, but in the hope that some people with greater wisdom and experience than we have can find ways to use some of these thoughts in whatever ways they might find helpful.  Our study has been aimed at showing that the complex system of importing and distribution presents vulnerabilities and potentials.  Much more detailed study would be required to plan a real campaign, even at a modest scale.  We hope our study will provoke more thought, research, and actual action to produce a more just world.
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� Two contemporary masters of organizing under these conditions that it has been our honor to observe in action are Jeff Hermanson, now working with the AFL-CIO’s Solidarity Center, and David Young, now employed as Director of Organizing for the Writers Guild of America west, where some of the same principles apply. 


� We owe this idea to Jeff Hermanson who has had considerable experience taking advantage of this weakness.


� This system has similarities to the system of Apartheid in South Africa, as noted by Alexander and Chan (2004), although the Chinese system obviously is not race-based like Apartheid.  In South Africa, the workers in the cities had to maintain primary residence in the rural Bantustans, and needed a pass to work in the cities.  One may also draw a parallel to the employment of undocumented immigrant workers from Mexican and Central America in Southern California.  These workers, too, lack full citizenship rights in their region of work.


� This said, we should recognize that undocumented immigrants in Southern California, working under a similar regime, have still been able to organize effectively at times.  And the anti-Apartheid movement was able to topple the regime.
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