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Why are US labor unions so weak? Union decline has had important consequences for 
politics, inequality, and social policy. Common explanations cite employment shifts, 
public opinion, labor laws, and differences in working class culture and organization. 
But comparing the United States with Canada challenges those explanations. After 
following US unionization rates for decades, Canadian rates diverged in the 1960s, 
and are now nearly three times higher. This divergence was due to different processes 
of working class political incorporation. In the United States, labor was incorporated 
as an interest group into a labor regime governed by a pluralist idea. In Canada, 
labor was incorporated as a class representative into a labor regime governed by a 
class idea. This led to a relatively stronger Canadian labor regime that better held 
employers in check and protected workers’ collective bargaining rights. As a result, 
union density stabilized in Canada while plummeting in the United States.
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Why are labor unions so weak in the United States? Union density, the percentage of 
non-agricultural workers who are covered by union contracts, currently stands at 12.3 
percent, and 7.4 percent in the private sector. This is down from a peak of 33.3 percent 
in 1954, and is among the lowest rates in the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD).1

Union density decline has had important consequences for politics, inequality, and 
social policy. It has contributed to a dramatic rise in income inequality in recent 
decades, and has weakened the ability of working class Americans to shape their lives 
at work and to engage politically as citizens.2

Scholars have offered a variety of explanations for US unions’ weakness and decline. 
These include structural employment shifts, flagging public opinion of unions, weak 
labor laws, hostile employers, individualist national values, the lack of a labor party, 
internal union characteristics, Cold War politics, and legacies of racial divisions.3

While many of these explanations are plausible, a comparative focus can help to 
adjudicate among them. In this article, I do so by comparing what has happened to 
unions in the United States with what has happened to them in Canada. Canada makes 
for a good comparison with the United States because of their strong similarities. Both 
are “liberal” welfare states. They are each other’s largest trading partner, they share the 
world’s largest border, many of the same companies operate in both countries, and 
they are one of the few places on earth where many of the same unions operate on both 
sides of the border.4

But the two countries differ when it comes to unions. While US union density is 
currently 12.3 percent, it is 31.2 percent in Canada—nearly three times higher.5 Such 
a major difference between two such similar countries is already striking, but it 
becomes even more interesting when placed in historical perspective.

As Figure 1 below shows, union density followed a similar trajectory in both coun-
tries for much of the twentieth century: low and unstable for the first three decades, 
expanding dramatically from the 1930s through 1950s, then declining through the 
mid-1960s. At that point, we see a stark divergence; union density continued to decline 
in the United States, but rebounded in Canada. Although Canadian union density 
resumed its decline in the 1980s, it remained far higher than in the United States, and 
the decline was less steep. Canada is among the few OECD countries where union 
density remains at similar levels to those of the early 1970s.6

Why then, after tracking each other for several decades, did union density diverge 
in the United States and Canada starting in the mid-1960s?

Existing explanations cannot fully explain the divergence. Some, like structural 
employment shifts and public opinion towards unions, were similar in both countries. 
Others, like differences in national values and the structure of ethno-racial divisions, 
were constant throughout the period, making it difficult to account for the divergence. 
Still others, like the presence/absence of a labor party, different effects of the Cold 
War, and differences in labor laws, were important, but what remains unexplained is 
how and why these crucial differences emerged.

In this article, I develop an account of US-Canada union density divergence that 
addresses these unexplained issues. It focuses on the effects of different processes of 
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working class political incorporation, and how they shaped the complex interaction 
between labor militancy, labor policy, and union density. By “political incorporation,” 
I refer to the process that moved organized labor into the political sphere. From the 
perspective of the state, it marked a shift from viewing labor as a problem to be policed, 
to being a constituency to address and administer. From the perspective of labor, it 
marked a re-shaping of collective political identities from precarious voluntary group 
to legitimate political actor.

In both countries, labor was politically incorporated as a result of struggles in the 
1930s and 40s, in response to the crises of the Great Depression and World War II. As 
a result of these struggles, US labor was incorporated as an interest group, whereas 
Canadian labor was incorporated as a class representative. These different identities 
reflected different organizing logics that enabled or constrained labor’s scope of action 
in each country. Canadian labor’s role as a class representative fit into a class idea that 
broadened and legitimated its scope of action, while US labor’s role as an interest 
group fit into a pluralist idea that narrowed and delegitimized its scope of action. 
Table 1 summarizes these different organizing logics.

At an organizational level, US labor became more dependent on finding sympa-
thetic political allies with whom to strike bargains, while Canadian labor learned the 
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Figure 1. Union Density in the United States vs. Canada, 1911–2011.
Sources: See appendix.
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value of independent mobilization for class-wide demands. At a policy level, US 
labor’s interest group identity made labor issues appear as particular demands for a 
favored Democratic Party constituency, leaving labor policy politically contentious 
and subject to erosion over time. Conversely, Canadian labor’s class representative 
identity made addressing labor issues part of a bargaining process to enforce industrial 
peace, leaving the labor regime more legitimate and stable over time.

The combination of a more protective and institutionalized labor regime and a labor 
movement more accustomed to winning gains through mass mobilization left Canadian 
labor better positioned to defend itself than its US counterpart when employers began 
a counter-offensive in the late 1960s. While US labor spiraled into decline, Canadian 
labor proved more resilient, leading to the divergence in union density rates. Although 
union density has declined across the OECD countries since the 1980s, the institution-
alized legacy of past struggles has preserved working class organizational strength 
more in Canada than in the United States.

To develop this argument, the article proceeds as follows: I first briefly review and 
evaluate existing explanations for US-Canada union density divergence. Next, I offer 
my account of how different processes of political incorporation affected the forma-
tion and development of labor law regimes in both countries. The concluding section 
summarizes the findings and extends them to larger questions of political representa-
tion and policy change.

Evaluating Existing Explanations7

Common explanations for US-Canada union density divergence point to structural, 
individual, and policy differences, as well as differences in working class culture and 
organization.

Structural Differences
Structural explanations explain US union decline by pointing to shifts from higher-
density manufacturing to lower-density service sector employment,8 and geographic 

Table 1. Differences in Organizing Logics.

Organizing Logic Class Idea Pluralist Idea

Group Role—Labor Class representative Interest Group
Group Role—Capital Class representative Interest Group/Individual Employers
Group Role—State Mediator Adjudicator
Rights Collective Individual
Bargaining Group-based Contract-based
Interests Class/General Special/Particular
Institutionalization High Low
Politicization Low High
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employment shifts from the higher-density North to the lower-density South.9 
Comparing the United States with Canada casts doubt on these explanations. While 
employment has shifted from manufacturing to services over the past several decades, 
Figure 2 shows that the same is true for Canada.

As for geographic shifts, Map 1 overlays 2011 union density and changes in 
employment between 1939 and 2011 by state/province. It shows that inter-state union 
density is currently more dispersed than inter-provincial density. However, it does not 
show a pattern of stronger employment growth in lower-density states. Many low-
density states in the US South experienced high employment growth, but so too did 
some high-density states, particularly in the West. Also, a closer look at the state-level 
data shows that lower density states did have strong employment growth, but the low-
est density states did not.10 Finally, the geographic shift argument takes as given the 
wide inter-state dispersion of union density rates, when this dispersion is part of what 
must be explained. Why is union density so uneven across the country, and why is it 
geographically clustered?

Additionally, some argue that the divergence in aggregate US-Canada union den-
sity is an artifact of Canada’s larger and more heavily unionized public sector, which 
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Figure 2. Percent of Employment in the Service Sector in the United States vs. Canada, 
1931–2011.
Sources: See appendix.
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conceals an underlying tendency towards union decline and convergence with the 
United States in the private sector.11 But as Figures 3 and 4 show, US-Canada union 
density diverged in both the public and private sectors starting in the late 1960s. 
Moreover, they show that the Canada/US unionization ratios are proportional across 
the public and private sectors. Canadian union density is roughly double that of the 
United States in both the public and private sectors. These ratios have remained rela-
tively constant since the mid-1990s, making it difficult to argue that public sector 
union density is masking decline in the private sector.

Individual Differences
Individual difference arguments contend that US-Canada union density divergence is a 
function of either (1) cross-border differences in individual workers’ preference for 
union representation; or (2) greater employer hostility towards unionization in the 
United States.12 But as Figure 5 shows, union approval rates have been relatively 

Map 1. Union Density in 2011 and Absolute Change in Number Employed from 1939 to 
2011 in the United States vs. Canada.
Sources: United States 1939–1963: Troy, Leo, and Neil Sheflin, U.S. Union Sourcebook: Membership, Finances, 
Structure, Directory. (West Orange, N.J.: Industrial Relations Data and Information Services, 1985), Table 7.2: 
7–4. United States 1964–2011: Barry T. Hirsch, David A. Macpherson, and Wayne G. Vroman, “Estimates of 
Union Density by State,” Monthly Labor Review 124, no. 7 (July 2001): 51–55.
Canada 1941–1967: J. K. Eaton and Kebebew Ashagrie. 1970. Union growth in Canada, 1921–1967 (Ottawa: 
Information Canada, 1976), 80. Canada 1976–1995: CALURA. Canada 1997–2011: LFS.
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similar in both countries over time, with Canadian rates actually somewhat lower than 
in the United States. Other surveys offering more direct measures of workers’ willing-
ness to join unions show little cross-border difference, with roughly half of respondents 
saying they would vote in favor of union representation if given the opportunity.13

As for employer hostility, surveys comparing individual employer attitudes towards 
unions in the United States and Canada show no measurable differences.14 And, with-
out diminishing the aggressiveness of US employers, historical accounts suggest that 
Canadian employers were quite similar. Surveying the evidence, Stuart Jamieson con-
cluded that “[e]mployers in Canada are and have been no less hostile to unions than 
were their U.S. counterparts. Indeed, the record seems to indicate that they were even 
more hostile in some respects.”15

To the extent that cross-border variation exists, it results from policy differences 
that enable or constrain US and Canadian employers’ ability to act on their mutual 
anti-union animus. As a survey respondent identified as “a manager at a US-owned 
firm, which is nonunion in the United States but partially organized in Canada” 
explained, “we play by the rules where we operate. In the United States, there are no 
rules. Here rules exist, and we follow them.”16
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Sources: See appendix
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Policy Differences
Two types of policy can shape union density: macro-economic policy, which can affect 
the supply of unionized jobs; and labor policy, which can make it easier or harder for 
workers to join unions.

1. Macro-Economic Policy: Some argue that Canadian macro-economic policies, 
such as the cheaper dollar and the 1965 United States-Canada Auto Pact, pro-
tected highly-unionized manufacturing jobs in Canada.17 But these policies 
cannot explain union density divergence. The data show no clear relation 
between union density and exchange rates at least since the mid-1980s.18 As 
for trade policy, Figure 4 above includes lines marking the implementation of 
the 1965 Auto Pact, which should have shored up Canadian union density, as 
well as the 1987 Free Trade Agreement (FTA) and 1994 North American Free 
Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which should have eroded it. It shows a weak 
relation between the Auto Pact and union density divergence, as private sector 
density declined in both countries. Additionally, neither the FTA nor NAFTA 
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Figure 4. Union Density within the Private Sector in the United States vs. Canada, 1961–
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Sources: See appendix
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had much effect on private sector density. It declined only 4 percentage points 
(from 21 to 17 percent) since the adoption of NAFTA, as compared to 10 per-
centage points during the protectionist Auto Pact era.

2. Labor Policy: Labor policy differences are one of the most-cited explanations for 
United States-Canada union density divergence. The basic legal framework 
governing labor relations is similar in both countries. The Canadian framework 
is based on the US model established by the 1935 National Labor Relations 
Act (NLRA), or Wagner Act. The Canadian labor regime was established by a 
1944 wartime decree, Order-in-Council PC 1003, later codified into law as the 
Industrial Relations and Disputes Investigation Act (IRDIA) of 1948.19

Although the frameworks are broadly similar, many researchers argue that key dif-
ferences in Canadian labor law have better protected workers’ collective bargaining 
rights than in the United States, leading to union density divergence. Labor economist 
Craig Riddell summarizes this view when he states that “much of the Canada-U.S. 
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unionization gap can be attributed to intercountry differences in the legal regime per-
taining to unions and collective bargaining.”20

Cross-border legal differences convincingly explain current union density differ-
ences.21 However, those differences cannot fully explain US-Canada union density diver-
gence. First is the problem of timing. Certain Canadian laws already existed when union 
density was similar in both countries, while others were only adopted starting in the 1970s 
and 1980s, a decade or more after density divergence began.22 There is no clear pattern of 
policy changes that matches up with the timing of union density divergence.

Second, general perceptions of labor regime strength have not been consistent over 
time. Just as the current consensus holds that Canadian labor law better promotes col-
lective bargaining than US law, the consensus was exactly opposite prior to the 1970s. 
For example, H. D. Woods, one of the most prominent Canadian industrial relations 
scholars of his day, stated in 1962 that:

In general terms it can be said the Canadian policy is not as favorable [as US policy] to 
the promotion of collective bargaining relationships… There has been a more positive 
attitude toward collective bargaining in the United States than in Canada.23

In sum, United States and Canadian labor regimes have diverged, both substan-
tively and perceptually. But why did the US labor regime erode over time while the 
Canadian regime strengthened?

Working Class Culture and Organization
Many scholars have pointed to differences in working class culture and organization 
to explain US-Canada union density divergence. Specifically, they identify four sets of 
differences: political institutions,24 national characteristics,25 internal union character-
istics,26 and the different roles of racial divisions.27

Based on more detailed analysis published elsewhere,28 I conclude that many of 
these factors do help to explain US-Canada union density divergence. However, as 
with differences in labor policy, they also leave important questions unanswered. 
From that analysis, I distill three key questions that must be answered to explain 
US-Canada union density divergence:

1. Existing research shows that the presence of a labor party in Canada strength-
ened Canadian unions. Meanwhile, the lack of a labor party ultimately weak-
ened US unions, particularly by tying US labor to a political coalition that 
included reactionary, anti-union, white supremacists. But why did a labor party 
take root in Canada, and not the United States?

2. Existing research shows that the social movements of the 1960s had a more 
galvanizing effect on Canadian labor than US labor. This translated into greater 
organizing effort and union revitalization. But why did the social movements 
of the 1960s have a more transformative effect on the Canadian labor move-
ment than the US labor movement?
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3. Existing research shows that differences in labor laws affected union density. 
But why did Canadian labor law remain more stable over time, while US labor 
law eroded?

The remainder of this article will focus on answering the third question, showing 
how different processes of working class political incorporation in the United States 
and Canada shaped the development of labor law in both countries.29

Political Incorporation and Labor Regime Divergence
In order to explain the divergence of US and Canadian labor law, we cannot examine 
labor laws in isolation. We must analyze them as they are embedded within broader 
social and political power relations. More specifically, we must examine the interac-
tion between labor policy, labor militancy, and union density.

This is a complex and non-linear relationship. Sometimes increased labor militancy 
leads to violent state crackdowns, repression of labor rights, and union collapse, as 
was standard in the United States prior to the Wagner Act, and has remained a common 
occurrence in the years since. Other times, though, labor militancy leads to labor pol-
icy reforms, as was arguably the case with the Wagner Act, and was definitely the case 
with P.C. 1003 in Canada. The first problem therefore involves determining the condi-
tions under which labor militancy leads to repression or reform.

Once labor reforms are in place, there is the question of how the resulting labor law 
regimes shape state and labor actions. For state actors, the question is how the state 
interprets and responds to subsequent labor militancy. For labor, the question is how 
the legal regime enables or constrains its scope of action. This does not simply refer to 
how laws directly govern union activities, although that is certainly part of it. It also 
refers to how legal regimes encourage different collective identities for labor, different 
senses of its social role, and who its allies and opponents are.

In the case at hand, explaining why Canadian labor law strengthened over time 
while US labor law weakened requires a two-step analysis. First, we must examine the 
critical initial moment in both countries when labor militancy led to labor policy 
reform, in the 1930s and 1940s. This is the moment in both cases where labor was 
politically incorporated, and where the current labor law regimes took shape. Second, 
we must examine how these regimes developed over time, and how they were tested 
by another upsurge in labor militancy, this time in the late 1960s and early 1970s.

I argue that as a result of the upsurges of the 1930s and 1940s, US labor was incor-
porated as an interest group, whereas Canadian labor was incorporated as a class repre-
sentative. Each of these roles was in turn embedded in a different organizing logic, what 
I refer to as a “pluralist idea” and a “class idea.” These organizing logics shaped the two 
countries’ labor law regimes, and enabled or constrained labor’s scope of action differ-
ently in both countries. As a result, those labor regimes and labor movements responded 
differently to the upsurge of the 1960s and 1970s. In Canada, a class representative 
labor movement allied with a labor party, less deradicalized by postwar Red scares, and 
more closely aligned with New Left social movements, spearheaded a wave of 
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militancy that created a crisis to which the state had to respond. The Canadian state 
interpreted the crisis as a crisis of industrial relations. The result was a template for 
labor law reforms that were then implemented in the ensuing decades, which strength-
ened the labor regime.

In the United States, an interest group labor movement that had decisively rejected 
a labor party in favor of an alliance with the Democratic Party, had been deradicalized 
by Left purges, and was often distant if not outright hostile to New Left social move-
ments, sought to tamp down labor militancy, which did not escalate to the levels seen 
in Canada. While militancy did attract attention from the state, the crisis was not inter-
preted as a crisis of industrial relations. Rather, the US state interpreted the crisis as a 
crisis of individual worker alienation, the solution for which was not labor law reform, 
but “quality of work life” programs. Attempts at labor law reform later in the 1970s 
failed, viewed as political payoffs to a narrow “special interest.” As a result, US labor 
law continued to erode.

To show how this worked, I will first examine the process of labor regime forma-
tion in both countries, comparing both the conditions of regime formation and the 
actual regimes that resulted. Then I will sketch out labor regime development in both 
countries, focusing on ways that class conflict was processed in the political and eco-
nomic realms.

Labor Regime Formation
The timing and conditions of labor regime formation were different in both countries, 
which had important consequences for subsequent labor regime development. In the 
United States, the Wagner Act was passed in July 1935, relatively early in the worker 
upsurge of the period. State actors, particularly President Roosevelt and the New Deal 
Democrats, pursued a co-optive strategy towards labor. They passed labor reform both 
as a way to control the worker unrest of the Great Depression, as well as to incorporate 
labor as a new constituency within the Democratic Party coalition.30

In Canada, Order-In-Council P.C. 1003 was passed in February 1944, in the midst 
of a massive wartime strike wave, and months after the ruling Liberal Party suffered a 
series of unexpected electoral defeats and near-misses at the hands of an insurgent 
farmer-labor party, the Cooperative Commonwealth Federation (CCF). State actors, in 
this case both the Liberal and Conservative parties, pursued a coercive strategy towards 
labor. They only acquiesced to labor reform under extreme duress, after nearly a 
decade of trying to impose industrial peace through state repression. Also, due to that 
coercive strategy, labor was not incorporated into the ruling party coalition. Instead, it 
forged an independent, class-based alliance with the CCF.31

The substance of the resulting labor regimes was quite similar. As previously men-
tioned, P.C. 1003 was modeled on the Wagner Act. But there were two key differences. 
First, the US labor regime adopted a quasi-judicial structure. This clearly separated 
adjudicative and conciliatory functions, emphasized legalistic procedure over settling 
disputes, and integrated the regime more tightly into the regular court system. By con-
trast, the Canadian labor regime adopted a conciliatory structure. This blended 
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adjudicative and conciliatory functions, emphasized enforcing industrial peace over 
adhering to legal procedure, and established a degree of independence from the regular 
court system.32

Second, the US labor regime adopted a non-partisan structure, with National Labor 
Relations Board (NLRB) members appointed by the President to serve as ostensibly 
impartial arbiters. By contrast, the Canadian labor regime generally adopted a tripar-
tite structure, with designated representation on federal and provincial labor boards for 
labor, management, and the state.33

These organizational forms were not pre-determined. There was considerable 
experimentation and debate among government officials before settling on them. In 
fact, in the initial stages of regime formation, the United States and Canada were 
reversed, with Canada having a more quasi-judicial, non-partisan structure, and the 
United States having a more conciliatory, tripartite structure.34

The structures that policymakers settled on emerged due to the different organizing 
logics that lay at the heart of the two labor regimes. In the United States, the central 
goal was establishing and enforcing collective bargaining rights. Within a rights 
framework, a legalistic, quasi-judicial structure made more sense. In discussing the 
design of the Board, Labor Department officials noted that:

Only by thus limiting its activities [to adjudication] can [the NLRB] be of the most 
effectiveness…because the Board is supposed to exercise quasi-judicial authority, and 
should refrain from weakening its own position by urging employers and employees to 
take steps which might bring about temporary peace but which are not based squarely on 
justice and legal rights.35

In the same vein, designers settled on a non-partisan structure for the NLRB to 
mimic the autonomy of the judiciary in the regular courts and to keep partisanship out. 
Secretary of Labor Frances Perkins noted that:

It seems preferable to me to retain the present status of the Board as one completely 
representative of the public rather than to make it openly tripartite in character. The latter 
arrangement would inject partisanship into a situation in which it is extremely important 
to maintain as much impartiality as possible.36

In Canada, the central goal was enforcing industrial peace. As such, maintaining 
judicial impartiality was less important than controlling labor militancy and prevent-
ing strikes. Given how union recognition and strike suppression were intimately inter-
twined in the creation of the Canadian labor regime, it made sense to establish a more 
fluid relationship between adjudicative and conciliatory functions at both the federal 
and provincial levels.

Again, the conciliatory model was not a foregone conclusion. Several Canadian prov-
inces experimented with quasi-judicial structures, but found they were poorly designed 
for intervening in labor disputes and enforcing industrial peace. Instead, policymakers 
opted for a “paradigmatically Canadian model of compulsory collective bargaining” that 
blended adjudicative and conciliatory duties, and used tripartite representative structures 
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for settling disputes. The idea was that the blended, tripartite structure would facilitate 
reaching agreements and avoiding strikes by mandating conciliation, while ensuring that 
class representatives familiar with the dynamics of industrial relations would be the ones 
to adjudicate cases. Additionally, board members’ representative status would ease both 
parties’ acceptance of board rulings.37

In sum, US policymakers focused on establishing and enforcing collective bargain-
ing rights, leading them to develop a legalistic, quasi-judicial labor regime structure. 
Meanwhile, Canadian policymakers privileged reaching agreement, avoiding strikes, 
and ensuring compliance with board decisions over strict adherence to legal proce-
dure. They settled on a conciliatory labor regime structure.

Labor Regime Development
Given the different conditions surrounding labor regime formation in the United States 
and Canada, the political alliances for labor that resulted, and the different labor 
regime structures that emerged out of that process, what were the consequences for 
labor policy development and union strength?

Here we must focus on how both countries’ labor regimes shaped the way that class 
conflict appeared in the political realm. In Canada, a labor regime focused on enforc-
ing industrial peace understood working class issues as such. Worker unrest translated 
into policy reforms, which strengthened the Canadian labor regime over time. In the 
United States, that translation process was blocked. Working class issues were “mis-
translated” as either questions of legal rights that had to be “balanced” against compet-
ing employer rights, the narrow “special interests” of a key Democratic Party 
constituency, or as personal problems unrelated to politics. In each case, this mistrans-
lation diffused the political effect of worker unrest, and weakened the US labor regime.

1. Class Issues as Legal Rights: Looking first at the United States, the logic of 
establishing the NLRB as a quasi-judicial body, tightly connected to the regu-
lar court system, was that it would enhance workers’ ability to enforce their 
rights.38 But there were three problems with a focus on rights enforcement.

First, the rights framework privileged legal knowledge and expertise over knowl-
edge of labor-management relations. This created greater incentives for employers to 
“lawyer up” and exploit technical loopholes, instead of focusing on reaching agree-
ment.39 It also led unions to focus more on sharpening legal arguments and less on 
member education and mobilization.40

Second, the focus on legal proceduralism transferred a template based on individual 
rights into an area of law fundamentally based on collective rights. This obscured the 
power imbalance inherent in the employment relationship, instead emphasizing the strict 
formal equivalence of the opposing parties before the law.41 The concern with legal for-
malism led to certain structural reforms that hampered labor’s ability to defend its rights.

One example of these reforms was a provision in the 1947 Taft-Hartley Act that 
created the NLRB’s Office of the General Counsel. The idea was to make the Board 
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look more like a regular court, with “separation of powers” between the prosecutorial 
and judicial functions. In practice, this created a barrier of access to the Board for 
unions, which are almost always the plaintiff in Board hearings. While employer-
defendants could represent themselves directly to the Board, unions’ case had to be 
mediated through the General Counsel. The General Counsel also retained the unap-
pealable right to take or refuse charges, further limiting unions’ access to the Board.42

Third, the rights framework of the US labor regime created concern for “balancing” 
workers’ collective bargaining rights with employers’ property rights.43 Part of this was 
rhetorical, as employers consistently complained that the Board and labor policy in gen-
eral was too “unbalanced” in favor of unions.44 But it also had a substantive, institutional 
component.

This came through in two ways. First, tighter integration with regular courts 
exposed Board decisions to substantive judicial review. This created a dynamic where 
judges would end up balancing workers’ more novel collective rights, established by 
the NLRA statute, against more deeply entrenched employer property rights.45 Second, 
concern with “balancing” worker and employer rights led to the establishment of what 
was known as the “employer free speech” doctrine.

Again, this was an effort to transpose the trappings of formal democracy into the 
labor relations field, without taking into account the inherent power imbalance between 
labor and management. “Employer free speech” was based on “equal time” provisions 
that are common in electoral campaigns. In theory, it allowed employers to make their 
views known to workers with regard to the pros and cons of unionization, so that 
workers could get both the union side and the employer side. In practice, it legalized a 
series of practices that allowed employers to engage in systematic campaigns of threats 
and intimidation to prevent workers from unionizing.46

The situation was different in Canada. While there was also a tendency towards 
legal proceduralism, as in the United States, the Canadian labor regime’s overarching 
focus on containing industrial conflict meant that legal proceduralism did not take 
precedence over substantive outcomes. This led to a Canadian labor regime that was 
by design more interventionist than its US neighbor.47

While this placed serious constraints on labor, there were some benefits. First, the 
more interventionist labor regime also constrained employers’ ability to disregard 
workers’ collective bargaining rights. Even though several provinces enacted laws to 
protect employer free speech, as in the United States, those rights were considerably 
more circumscribed.48

Second, the threat of state intervention prevented labor leaders from developing the 
idea (common in the United States) that the state served to protect labor rights. Instead, 
by making class conflict more of a political issue, state intervention created a broader, 
more unified target for labor’s ire, one that larger groups of workers could see might 
directly affect them. Canadian labor’s closer ties to the political Left reinforced this per-
spective. The combination fostered a relatively more independent, oppositional labor 
movement in Canada.49

Third, the state’s focus on industrial peace and its demonstrated willingness to 
restrain labor gave far less bite to Canadian employers’ charges that the labor regime 
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was “unbalanced” in labor’s favor. Canadian state officials prided themselves on their 
“balanced” labor regime. As Deputy Minister of Labour W. Elliott Wilson noted in 
1948 in response to employer calls for a Canadian Taft-Hartley Act, “Canada has been 
fortunate in that it has not gone to extremes. The pendulum has not swung too far in 
either direction.”50

Fourth, the Canadian focus on industrial peace also involved a greater recognition 
of the inherent power imbalance between labor and management, and the distinctive 
nature of conflict resolution in industrial relations. Substantively, this meant that the 
Canadian labor regime was granted more autonomy from the regular court system than 
in the United States. Whereas US courts could routinely rule on the merits of substan-
tive aspects of labor board rulings, Canadian judicial review was largely limited to 
questions of procedure. This meant that industrial relations practitioners and special-
ists, those most familiar with the dynamics of industrial conflict, were most often 
those who had the final say in labor board decisions, and the US-style conflict between 
collective bargaining and property rights was less of an issue.51

In sum, the Canadian labor regime’s focus on containing industrial conflict led to a 
more interventionist regime that constrained labor, but also constrained employers and 
created mechanisms to ensure the regime’s institutional stability over time.

2. Class Conflict as “Special Interests”: US labor’s incorporation as an interest 
group also meant that class issues often appeared as the narrow “special inter-
ests” of a Democratic Party constituency. To understand why, we must examine 
how the ostensibly “non-partisan” structure of the NLRB actually led to its 
becoming incredibly partisan. This weakened the Board’s legitimacy over time.

In designing the NLRB, the authors of the Wagner Act were concerned about parti-
sanship along class lines. They did not want direct labor and management representa-
tion on the labor board.52 What they got instead was a Board that factionalized along 
party lines, Democrat vs. Republican.

This trend first emerged under President Eisenhower, who shifted from Roosevelt 
and Truman’s custom of appointing academics and long-time civil servants to the 
NLRB. Instead, he appointed management-side labor lawyers. Board appointees were 
no longer seen as representing a disinterested idea of “the public,” but rather as repre-
senting the political agenda of the president who appointed them. President Kennedy 
proceeded to appoint more pro-labor Board members who overturned several of the 
Eisenhower Board’s most pro-management decisions, and this back-and-forth contin-
ued under subsequent administrations, although it sharpened considerably starting 
with President Reagan.53

However, the back-and-forth bent in a pro-management direction. This is because 
the back and forth itself eroded the long-term legitimacy of Board rulings, while the 
courts that ruled on Board decisions tended to favor narrow, legalistic readings of the 
law that favored employers’ property rights, as discussed above.

The polarization of the NLRB also ensured that labor policy more broadly remained 
politicized along party lines. In this context, calls for labor law reform appeared not as 
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a solution to mitigate class conflict, but rather as a payoff to a narrow Democratic Party 
“special interest.” That blocked the possibility for improving labor law via legislation.

Again, the system worked differently in Canada. The tripartite structure of Canada’s 
labor regime reinforced its legitimacy and stability over time. Having labor and man-
agement representatives on the boards ensured that both parties felt that their views 
were fairly represented, and that both had a stake in the maintenance of the boards as 
institutions. Thus, it limited management’s ability to question the very legitimacy of 
the boards, as happened in the United States. It also facilitated the protection of work-
ers’ collective bargaining rights over competing employer property rights. At a more 
symbolic level, the tripartite structure also promoted labor’s identification as a class 
representative, while undermining employers’ ability to portray business interests as 
the general or “public” interest.54

A generally legitimate labor regime, along with an overarching state concern for 
industrial peace helped to mediate the postwar tug-of-war between labor and capital in 
Canada: labor unrest would lead to state intervention, which would then culminate in 
legislative amendment of labor laws. The dynamic reinforced for labor the importance 
of mobilizing to win demands, while reinforcing for capital and the state the impor-
tance of a strong labor regime to discipline labor.

In sum, the key difference that emerged between the US and Canadian labor regimes 
is that in Canada, class conflict was addressed by the state both politically and admin-
istratively as class conflict. Meanwhile, in the United States, that process was dis-
rupted. Class conflict still occurred, but would get sidetracked in legal procedures, 
“balanced” against competing employer property rights, or refracted through the lens 
of political partisanship.

3. Class Issues as Personal Issues: As both labor regimes came under stress starting 
in the late 1960s, a third difference became apparent. Management’s efforts to 
reassert its “right to manage” in response to inflationary pressures caused 
strike rates to spike in both countries, as shown in Figure 6. But while the ini-
tial uptick in industrial unrest was similar in both countries, the effects were 
different for both labor movements and labor regimes.55

For Canadian labor, increased worker militancy had a galvanizing effect. Its greater 
political independence through its alliance with the New Democratic Party (NDP),56 
combined with closer organizational ties to broader social movements, encouraged it to 
think of itself and act as more of a class representative. As such, it retained a degree of 
independent organizational capacity that was lacking in the United States. Labor contin-
ued to fight for broader social reforms while also mobilizing political pressure outside 
the halls of Parliament. As a result, Canadian labor was better equipped to withstand the 
increased employer and government attacks on labor beginning in the 1970s and 1980s.57

Meanwhile, in the United States, worker militancy deepened divisions between a 
restive rank and file and an increasingly conservative union leadership. The labor lead-
ership’s abandonment of political independence in favor of an alliance with the 
Democratic Party, combined with the Cold War isolation from the left and social 
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movements, encouraged it to think of itself and act as an interest group. As such, it 
limited itself to making economic improvements at the bargaining table, while looking 
for political reforms using inside influence and lobbying. The labor leadership saw the 
wave of rank and file protest as a threat to be quelled, not a movement to mobilize. But 
as labor’s influence within the Democratic Party weakened, and employer and govern-
ment attacks intensified in the 1970s, labor’s underlying organizational weakness was 
exposed, allowing employers to engage in what UAW President Douglas Fraser despair-
ingly called a “one-sided class war.”58

As for state labor regimes, the differences illustrate how the two countries processed 
class conflict in the political realm differently. As in the past, the Canadian labor regime 
interpreted this uptick in class conflict as such, and took steps to address the problem 
through legislative reforms that shored up the labor regime. By contrast, the US labor 
regime interpreted the crisis not as the result of class conflict, but as the result of indi-
vidual worker alienation in postindustrial society. Proposed reforms involved improving 
human resources practices, not labor law. The US labor regime continued to erode.
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Figure 6. Five-Year Moving Average of Percent of Non-Farm Employees Involved in Strikes 
in the United States vs. Canada, 1911–2011.
Sources: United States: Historical Statistics of the U.S. Millennial Edition, Table Ba4954–4964, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, http://www.bls.gov/news.release/wkstp.t01.htm.
Canada: Historical Statistics of Canada, Table E190–197 (1901–1975); Strategic Policy, Analysis, and 
Workplace Information Directorate, Labour Program, HRSDC (1976–2011), “Chronological Perspective on Work 
Stoppages,” http://srv131.services.gc.ca/dimt-wid/pcat-cpws/recherche-search.aspx?lang=eng
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Comparing two government reports, each issued within a few years of the other, 
crisply illustrates the cross-national difference. The Canadian report, entitled Canadian 
Industrial Relations and published in 1968, was known as the “Woods Report,” after its 
lead author, noted industrial relations scholar H.D. Woods of McGill University. The US 
report, entitled Work in America and published in 1972, was written by a special task force 
to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare—tellingly not the Secretary of Labor.59

The Canadian report recognized class conflict as class conflict. It spoke in dire 
tones of “a crisis of confidence in the present industrial relations system” (p. 3), seeing 
in the unrest “a sense of frustration that the social, economic and political institutions 
of society are not pressing effectively for the removal of the disparities [in availability 
of human rights]” (p. 39). At the same time, the Woods Report noted with dismay that 
“militant behaviour has paid off frequently in recent years, even where union member-
ship militancy has taken illegal forms,” and that “once having tasted the fruits of their 
militancy, union members may find it irresistible to display that militancy again” (p. 
103). This possibly irresistible push towards militancy risked undermining union lead-
ers’ ability to serve as “responsible” class representatives.

The solution, according to the Woods Task Force, was to shore up collective bar-
gaining as an institution, “not only because of its virtues… but also because we see no 
alternative that is compatible with the heritage of Western values and institutions” (p. 
137). To that end, the Task Force proposed a series of reforms to the structure and 
functioning of Canadian collective bargaining. These proposals, while not all adopted, 
set a new pattern for the Canadian labor regime. The Woods Report served as a tem-
plate for many of the federal and provincial labor reforms that occurred over the course 
the 1970s and 1980s. Even though the strike wave quickly subsided in Canada, it left 
a legacy in those policy reforms, which mitigated the trend of union density decline 
that has characterized most of the industrialized world in recent decades.

Although it was responding to what was in many ways a very similar crisis, the US 
report was very different from the Woods Report. Whereas the Woods Report recognized 
class conflict for what it was, Work in America saw the problem as related to “the alien-
ation and disenchantment of the blue-collar worker” (p. xv). Rather than seeking to 
examine the possible structural causes behind the rash of wildcat strikes, the authors 
chose to plumb the depths of workers’ psychology to understand the problem.

Out of 284 pages, exactly two pages in the entire report mentioned unions (pp. 
112–13), and even then only to note that unions were also contributing to the problem 
of worker alienation. This omission is indicative of the erasure of the class idea in the 
United States by this time. The idea that social classes or unions could play a role in 
shaping broad social issues was virtually unthinkable. Instead, both economic and 
social problems were framed at the level of the individual.

The difference between the two reports is especially startling when we consider that 
US and Canadian union density was still fairly similar at this point. The yawning gap did 
not exist yet. But the gap that did exist was between class conflict and the political realm. 
Since the worker upsurge of the 1960s was interpreted not as a class issue, but rather a 
problem of individual alienation, the policy solutions in Work in America addressed 
“quality of work life” issues, not labor-management power dynamics. Workplace protest 
in the United States did not translate into policy reform, as it did in Canada.
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This is not to say that labor policy was not in need of reform. To the contrary, labor 
regime erosion and union decline was already evident by the 1970s. But with the labor 
regime incapable of translating worker pressure into policy reform, labor had to con-
tinue its inside game of seeking influence as an interest group within the Democratic 
Party. But by the 1970s, the Democratic Party was distancing itself from labor and 
becoming an increasingly less reliable ally. As such, despite having a Democratic 
President and Democratic control of both houses of Congress, a major effort at legisla-
tive labor law reform died when the bill failed to withstand a Senate filibuster in 1978. 
Key to the bill’s defeat was the charge that it was political payback designed to benefit 
a narrow “special interest” allied with the Democrats.60

After the 1978 labor law failure came events more commonly identified with US union 
decline: deregulation, the Reagan revolution, and the PATCO strike. But these landmark 
events only exposed the weakness of a labor regime that had been eroding for decades.

Conclusion
While unions have declined across the industrialized world since the 1970s, nowhere 
has the decline been more pronounced than in the United States. Union decline has 
contributed to growing economic inequality, while also impeding workers’ ability to 
influence politics and social policy. Meanwhile, despite sharing many socio-economic 
similarities, Canada has not experienced similar rates of union decline. Instead, after 
tracking each other for much of the twentieth century, US and Canadian union density 
diverged in the 1960s, to the point where Canadian union density is now nearly three 
times higher than in the United States.

In this article I have sought to explain union density divergence in the United States 
and Canada. I showed that common explanations for union density divergence in the 
United States and Canada—including structural employment shifts, individual differ-
ences, policy differences, and differences in working class culture and organization—
are insufficient. Instead, I showed that union density divergence resulted from different 
processes of working class political incorporation. These processes led to the forma-
tion of different labor regimes, governed by two different organizing logics. In the 
United States, labor was incorporated as an interest group into a labor regime gov-
erned by a pluralist idea. In Canada, labor was incorporated as a class representative 
into a labor regime governed by a class idea.

Labor regime differences led to differences in how those labor regimes perceived 
and processed working class issues. In Canada, working class issues were understood 
as such. Worker unrest translated into policy reforms, which strengthened the Canadian 
labor regime over time. In the United States, that translation process was blocked. 
Working class issues were “mistranslated” as either questions of legal rights, the nar-
row “special interests” of a key Democratic Party constituency, or as personal prob-
lems unrelated to politics. In each case, this mistranslation diffused the political effect 
of worker unrest, and weakened the US labor regime.

The differences in political incorporation and regime development led to a Canadian 
labor regime that legitimized class issues and facilitated addressing them, and a US 
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labor regime that delegitimized class issues and prevented addressing them. As 
employer aggression flared in both countries in the 1970s, the Canadian regime held 
employers in check and better protected workers’ collective bargaining rights. 
Meanwhile, the US labor regime proved incapable of reining in employers and pro-
tecting workers’ rights. As a result, union density stabilized in Canada through the 
ensuing decades, while collapsing in the United States.

Politically, these findings raise important questions for the future of labor revitaliza-
tion. While current efforts have focused on labor law reform and innovative types of 
corporate campaigns, these findings suggest that such efforts will have limited effects 
if they are not combined with a focus on potentially disruptive workplace organizing.

Empirically, the article extends efforts to develop a political sociology of the New 
Deal that integrates “state-centered” and “society-centered” approaches.61 It highlights 
the central role of political identities for understanding policy formation and develop-
ment. The different identities that labor developed in both countries as a result of their 
political incorporation—class representative or interest group—shaped how labor 
interacted with the state, and how state actors perceived and processed labor’s issues. 
This affected the two countries’ policy regimes, and how they enabled and constrained 
labor’s scope of action.

While this article focused on how political incorporation processes shaped policy 
regimes, further research should examine in greater detail how political incorporation 
shapes organizations themselves. In the same way that policy regimes enabled or con-
strained labor’s scope of action in different ways, so too could labor’s self-conception 
as a class representative or interest group have fostered different repertoires of action.62

Theoretically, the article also raises important questions for understanding the com-
plex inter-relation between state repression, social mobilization, and institutional 
development. Scholars have focused on understanding the conditions under which 
states will resort to political repression, as well as the effects of state violence on 
political protest or social movement “success.” Other lines of research have traced the 
longer-term effects of social movements on policies and social change.63 The forego-
ing analysis integrates these differing perspectives, showing how state repression 
shapes movement goals and strategies, while also having long-term, often unantici-
pated consequences for the development of states and social movements. Further 
research should explore in greater detail the conditions under which state repression 
leads to movement collapse or movement galvanization.

Appendix A: Archival Data Sources
Archival data for this project was collected over the course of fourteen months between 
September 2008 and November 2009. Archives visited include:

•• George Meany Memorial Archives, Silver Spring, Maryland
•• Hagley Library, Wilmington, Delaware
•• Kheel Archives, Catherwood Library, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York
•• Library and Archives Canada, Ottawa, Ontario
•• National Archives, College Park, Maryland

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://pas.sagepub.com/


202 Politics & Society 43(2)

•• Walter P. Reuther Library, Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan
•• Robert F. Wagner Papers, Georgetown University Special Collections, 

Washington, D.C.

Appendix B: Union Density and Employment Statistics
Figure 1 tracks union density rates in the United States and Canada between 1911 and 
2011. This required compiling time series data both for union membership and non-
agricultural employment. I chose to switch to using collective bargaining coverage rather 
than simply union membership as the numerator when such disaggregated data became 
available, in 1977 for the United States and 1997 in Canada. This was both to provide as 
complete a picture of the extent of collective bargaining in each country, as well as to 
ensure comparability across countries, as the post-1997 Canadian data only reports col-
lective bargaining coverage. Given that collective bargaining contract terms are deter-
mined at the firm level in both countries, and do not extend to entire sectors, the difference 
between membership and collective bargaining coverage numbers is quite small, usually 
between 1 and 2 percent (slightly more in the public sector), and does not substantively 
change the overall trajectory for union density in either country.

United States
Union Membership: Data for union membership and collective bargaining coverage 
comes from three sources:

1. For aggregate union membership from 1911 to 1972: The Bureau of Labor 
Statistics’ series reporting “Union Membership, 1880–1999,” which can be 
found in Table Ba4783–4791 of Susan B. Carter et al., Historical Statistics of 
the United States Millennial Edition Online (New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2006), available online at http://hsus.cambridge.org/HSUSWeb/toc/
tableToc.do?id=Ba4783-4791.

2. For aggregate union membership and collective bargaining coverage from 1973 
to 2011: Estimates from the Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey (CPS), 
as compiled by Barry T. Hirsch and David A. McPherson and reported at www.
unionstats.com. For the years 1973–1976, estimate is for union membership. 
From 1977–2011, estimate is for collective bargaining coverage. For the years 
1973–81, data comes from the May Current Population (CPS). For the years 
1983–2011, data comes from the CPS Outgoing Rotation Group (ORG) Earnings 
Files. There were no union questions in the 1982 CPS, so membership data for 
that year is interpolated by averaging membership figures for 1981 and 1983.

Non-Agricultural Employment: Data for US non-agricultural employment comes from 
two sources:

1. For aggregate non-agricultural employment from 1911 to 1972: Carter et al., 
Historical Statistics of the United States Millennial Edition Online.
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2. For aggregate non-agricultural employment from 1973 to 2011: Estimates from 
the Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey (CPS), as compiled by Barry T. 
Hirsch and David A. McPherson and reported at www.unionstats.com.

Canada
Union Membership: Data for union membership comes from three sources:

1. For aggregate union membership and collective bargaining coverage from 
1911 to 1975: Directory of Labor Organizations in Canada, as reported in F. 
H. Leacy, M. C. Urquhart, and K. A. H. Buckley, Historical Statistics of 
Canada. (Ottawa: Statistics Canada, 1983), available at http://www5.stat-
can.gc.ca/access_acces/archive.action?l=eng&loc=E175_177-eng.csv.

2. For aggregate union membership from 1976 to 1995: Corporations and Labour 
Unions Reporting Act, Part 2, (CALURA) as reported in Statistics Canada, 
Table 279-0026: Number of unionized workers, employees and union density, 
by sex and industry based on the Standard Industrial Classification, 1980 
(SIC), annual, available online at http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a34?lang=
eng&id=2790026&searchTypeByValue=1&mode=tableSummary&p2=35.

3. For aggregate collective bargaining coverage from 1997 to 2011: Labour Force 
Survey, available online at http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a34?lang=eng& 
id=2820078&searchTypeByValue=1&mode=tableSummary&p2=35.

Non-Agricultural Employment: Data for non-agricultural employment comes from 
four sources:

1. Employment data for 1921 to 1967: J. K. Eaton and Kebebew Ashagrie, Union 
growth in Canada, 1921–1967 (Ottawa: Information Canada, 1976), Table 
VI-A, p. 78.

2. Employment data for 1968 to 1976: George Sayers Bain, Union Growth and 
Public Policy in Canada (Ottawa: Employment Relations Branch, Canada 
Department of Labour, 1978), Table 1, p. 3.

3. Employment data for 1976–1995: CALURA, Table 279-0026: Number of 
unionized workers, employees and union density, by sex and industry based on 
the Standard Industrial Classification, 1980 (SIC), available online at: http://
www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/pick-choisir?lang=eng&p2=33&id=2790026.

4.  Employment data for 1997–2011: Labour Force Survey, Table 282-0078: 
Employees by union coverage, North American Industry Classification System 
(NAICS), sex and age group, annual, available online at: http://www5.statcan.
gc.ca/cansim/a34?lang=eng&id=2820078&searchTypeByValue=1&mode=ta
bleSummary&p2=35.

 Special Note on employment from 1911 to 1920: Labour Canada did not start collect-
ing data on non-agricultural employment until 1921. Thus, there is a ten-year period 
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from 1911 to 1920 where there is annual data on union membership, but not non-
agricultural employment. To create union density statistics for this period, I used 1911 
census data on “gainfully employed” persons (subtracting agricultural employment) to 
create a union density data point for 1911. I then generated estimates for the years 
between 1911 and 1921 by linearly interpolating between the 1911 data point and the 
first Labour Canada estimate of the paid non-agricultural workforce in 1921. The 1911 
census data was obtained from Historical Statistics of Canada, Series D8-85: Work 
force, by industrial category and sex, census years, 1911 to 1971.

Appendix C: Public vs. Private Sector Union Density
The main definitional problem with public sector employment is that official employ-
ment statistics until relatively recently have focused on distinguishing between differ-
ent types of jobs, rather than on determining whether those jobs were performed in the 
public or private sector. For the United States, the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ (BLS) 
Current Population Survey (CPS), a household survey, began including questions 
intended to determine whether respondents were employed in the public or private 
sector in 1973. For Canada, Statistics Canada’s Labor Force Survey (LFS), a similar 
household survey, only began including such questions in 1997.

Prior to this, efforts at disaggregating public and private sector employment 
involved developing estimates based on certain sets of assumptions. For the United 
States, the most extensive series of such estimates is that compiled by Troy and Sheflin. 
Their series includes disaggregated estimates of public and private sector union den-
sity from 1929 to 1983, with a break in the series in 1962. For Canada, there are only 
periodic estimates of public sector unionism prior to 1997, the most complete done by 
Bergeron.64

To create roughly comparable datasets, I have combined the Troy and Sheflin and 
CPS data for the United States, and the Bergeron and LFS data for Canada. I use CPS 
data on public sector collective bargaining coverage (which starts in 1977), not mem-
bership, as this is the only measure available from the Canadian LFS. The difference 
between the two was fairly significant in the 1970s and 1980s, between 7 and 9 per-
centage points, but has since shrunk to under 4 percentage points.

Due to limitations in the Canadian data, I begin the data series in 1961, the first year 
with data reported for both countries. While a more comprehensive data series would 
be preferable, beginning the series in 1961 is sufficient for two reasons. First, we know 
from existing membership numbers that public sector unionism in both countries was 
not a significant portion of overall union membership prior to the early 1960s. In nei-
ther country did it surpass 13 percent of total union membership until the early 1960s, 
and for the majority of that period, public sector membership was firmly in the single 
digits. As such, public sector union membership did little to drive overall union den-
sity statistics until the 1960s. Second, as we know from the aggregate union density 
data, the divergence between US and Canadian union density only began in 1964. 
Thus, beginning the series in 1961 does capture the complete period of density diver-
gence, as well as the period immediately preceding it.

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://pas.sagepub.com/


Eidlin 205

Acknowledgments
The author would like to thank Kim Voss, Neil Fligstein, Dylan Riley, Margaret Weir, Paul 
Pierson, Jason Beckfield, Daniel Béland, Fred Block, Peter Bruce, Fred Eidlin, John-Paul 
Ferguson, Chad Goldberg, Richard Lachmann, Michael McCarthy, Suresh Naidu, Ian Robinson, 
Christine Schwartz, Nick Wilson, Erik Olin Wright, the participants in the Comparative 
Historical workshop at Northwestern University, and the Politics, Culture, and Society brown 
bag at the University of Wisconsin–Madison for helpful comments and criticisms. Thanks also 
to Kristi McClamroch and Christina Empedocles for assistance with figures and maps.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The author declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, 
and/or publication of this article. 

Funding
The author disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/
or publication of this article: The author received research support for this article from the 
National Science Foundation (Grant #0956546), the Association for Canadian Studies in the 
United States, the Canadian Embassy in Washington, the University of California Labor and 
Employment Research Fund, the University of California–Berkeley Institute of International 
Studies, and the University of California–Berkeley Canadian Studies Program.

Notes
 1. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, “Trade Union Density, 1960–

2010,” 2013. stats.oecd.org; Jelle Visser, “Union Membership Statistics in 24 Countries,” 
Monthly Labor Review 129 (2006): 38–49.

 2. Jake Rosenfeld, What Unions No Longer Do (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
2014).; Bruce Western, Between Class and Market: Postwar Unionization in the Capitalist 
Democracies (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997); Bruce Western and Jake 
Rosenfeld, “Unions, Norms, and the Rise in U.S. Wage Inequality,” American Sociological 
Review 76, no. 4 (2011): 513–37; and Thomas Piketty, Capital in the Twenty-First Century 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2014).

 3. Barry Bluestone and Bennett Harrison, The Great U-Turn: Corporate Restructuring and 
the Polarizing of America (New York: Basic Books, 1990); Charles Craver, “The Labor 
Movement Needs a Twenty-First Century Committee for Industrial Organization,” Hofstra 
Labor and Employment Law Journal 23 (2005): 69–100; Leo Troy, “Is the U.S. Unique 
in the Decline of Private Sector Unionism?” Journal of Labor Research 11, no. 2 (1990):  
111–43; Henry Farber, “The Decline of Unionization in the United States: What Can Be 
Learned From Recent Experience?” Journal of Labor Economics 8, no. 1 (1990): 75–105; 
Sanford Jacoby, “American Exceptionalism Revisited: the Importance of Management,” 
in Sanford Jacoby, ed., Masters to Managers: Historical and Comparative Perspectives 
on American Employers (New York: Columbia University Press, 1991), 173–200; 
Morris Kleiner, “Intensity of Management Resistance: Understanding the Decline of 
Unionization in the Private Sector,” Journal of Labor Research 22, no. 3 (2001): 519–40; 
Kate Bronfenbrenner, No Holds Barred: the Intensification of Employer Opposition to 
Organizing (Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute, 2009); James Gross, Broken 
Promise: the Subversion of U.S. Labor Relations Policy, 1947–1994 (Philadelphia: Temple 

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://pas.sagepub.com/


206 Politics & Society 43(2)

University Press, 1995); Paul Weiler, “Promises to Keep: Securing Workers’ Rights to 
Self-Organization Under the NLRA,” Harvard Law Review 96, no. 8 (1983): 1769–1827; 
Seymour Martin Lipset and Noah Meltz, The Paradox of American Unionism: Why 
Americans Like Unions More Than Canadians Do, But Join Much Less (Ithaca: Cornell 
ILR Press, 2004); Peter Bruce, “Political Parties and Labor Legislation in Canada and the 
US,” Industrial Relations 28, no. 2 (1989): 115–41; Pradeep Kumar, From Uniformity 
to Divergence: Industrial Relations in Canada and the United States (Kingston, Ont.: 
IRC Press Queen’s University, 1993); Ian Robinson, “Economistic Unionism in Crisis: 
the Origins, Consequences, and Prospects of Canada-U.S. Labour Movement Character 
Divergence,” in Jane Jenson and Rianne Mahon, eds., The Challenge of Restructuring: 
North American Labor Movements Respond (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1993), 
19–47; Michael Goldfield, The Color of Politics: Race and the Mainsprings of American 
Politics, (New York: New Press, 1997); and Richard Iton, Solidarity Blues: Race, Culture, 
and the American Left, (University of North Carolina Press, 2000).

 4. Gøsta Esping-Andersen, The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1990); Seymour Martin Lipset, Continental Divide: the Values and 
Institutions of the United States and Canada (Toronto: Canadian-American Committee, 
1989); Statistics Canada, Canada Year Book (Ottawa: Statistics Canada, 2012); U.S. 
Census Bureau, “Foreign Trade: Data,” (Washington, D.C., July 2014), http://www.cen-
sus.gov/foreign-trade/statistics/highlights/top/index.html; and US Central Intelligence 
Agency, “World Factbook” (Washington, D.C., June 23, 2014), https://www.cia.gov/
library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ca.html.

 5. Barry Hirsch and David Macpherson, Union Membership and Coverage Database From 
the CPS.” Accessed February 5, 2015. www.unionstats.com; and Canada Labour Program, 
“Overview of Collective Bargaining in Canada, 2013. Accessed February 5, 2015. http://
www.labour.gc.ca/eng/resources/info/publications/collective_bargaining/collective_bar-
gaining.shtml. In order to ensure cross-country comparability, density figures are calculated 
based on union coverage, not union membership. For more information, see the Appendix.

 6. OECD, “Trade Union Density, 1960–2010.”
 7. A fuller discussion of competing explanations can be found in Barry Eidlin, Labor and the 

Class Idea in the United States and Canada (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 
forthcoming).

 8. George H. Hildebrand, American Unionism: An Historical and Analytical Survey (Reading, 
Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1979); Hervey Juris and Myron Roomkin, The 
Shrinking Perimeter: Unionism and Labor Relations in the Manufacturing Sector (Lexington, 
Mass.: Lexington Books, 1980); Bluestone and Harrison, The Great U-Turn; and Craver, “The 
Labor Movement Needs a Twenty-First Century Committee for Industrial Organization.”

 9. Barry Bluestone and Bennett Harrison, The Deindustrialization of America: Plant 
Closings, Community Abandonment, and the Dismantling of Basic Industry (New York: 
Basic Books, 1982), 165.

10. Detailed state- and provincial-level union density and employment data is available from 
the author upon request.

11. Leo Troy, “Convergence in International Unionism, Etc. the Case of Canada and the 
USA,” British Journal of Industrial Relations 30, no. 1 (1992): 1–43; Leo Troy, “U.S. and 
Canadian Industrial Relations: Convergent or Divergent?” Industrial Relations 39, no. 4 
(2000): 695–713.

12. Farber, “The Decline of Unionization in the United States;” Jacoby, “American 
Exceptionalism Revisited.”

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/statistics/highlights/top/index.html
http://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/statistics/highlights/top/index.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ca.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ca.html
www.unionstats.com
http://pas.sagepub.com/


Eidlin 207

13. Richard Freeman and Joel Rogers, “Worker Representation and Participation Survey 
(WRPS)” (Cambridge, Mass.: National Bureau of Economic Research, 1998).; Lipset and 
Meltz, The Paradox of American Unionism.

14. Ishak Saporta and Bryan Lincoln, “Managers’ and Workers’ Attitudes Toward Unions in the 
U.S. and Canada,” Relations Industrielles/Industrial Relations 50, no. 3 (1995): 550–66; 
Erik Olin Wright, “Comparative Project on Class Structure and Class Consciousness: Core 
and Country-Specific Files. Madison: University of Wisconsin,” Institute for Research on 
Poverty (1990).; and Lipset and Meltz, The Paradox of American Unionism.

15. Stuart Marshall Jamieson, Times of Trouble: Labour Unrest and Industrial Conflict in 
Canada, 1900–66 (Ottawa: Task Force on Labour Relations, 1968), 51.

16. Mark Thompson, “The Management of Industrial Relations,” in Morley Gunderson and 
Allen Ponak, eds., Union-Management Relations in Canada, 3rd ed., (Toronto: Addison 
Wesley, 1995), 113.

17. Troy, “U.S. and Canadian Industrial Relations.”
18. For a detailed analysis of the relation between union density and exchange rates, see Eidlin, 

Labor and the Class Idea in the United States and Canada.
19. Roy Adams, “A Pernicious Euphoria: 50 Years of Wagnerism in Canada,” Canadian Labour 

and Employment Law Journal 3, no. 3 (1995): 4; Daphne Taras, “Collective Bargaining 
Regulation in Canada and the United States: Divergent Cultures, Divergent Outcomes,” in 
Bruce E. Kaufman, ed., Government Regulation of the Employment Relationship—IRRA 
50th Anniversary Volume (Champaign, Ill.: Industrial Relations Research Association, 
1997), 295–342.

20. Craig Riddell, “Unionization in Canada and the United States: a Tale of Two Countries,” 
in David E. Card and Richard B. Freeman, eds., Small Differences That Matter: Labor 
Markets and Income Maintenance in Canada and the United States (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1993), 109–48.

21. Felice Martinello, Certification and Decertification Activity in Canadian Jurisdictions, 
(Kingston, Ont.: IRC Press, Queen’s University, 1996); Parbudyal Singh and Harish Jain, 
“Striker Replacements in the United States, Canada, and Mexico: a Review of the Law and 
Empirical Research,” Industrial Relations 40, no. 1 (2001): 22–53.

22. Susan Johnson, “First Contract Arbitration: Effects on Bargaining and Work Stoppages.” 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review 63, no. 4 (2010): 585–719; Singh and Jain, “Striker 
Replacements in the United States, Canada, and Mexico,” 29.

23. H.D. Woods, “United States and Canadian Experience: a Comparison,” in Joseph Shister, 
Benjamin Aaron, and Clyde Summers, eds., Public Policy and Collective Bargaining (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1962), 212–40.

24. Bruce, “Political Parties and Labor Legislation in Canada and the US.”
25. Gad Horowitz, Canadian Labour in Politics (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1968); 

and Lipset and Meltz, The Paradox of American Unionism.
26. Ian Robinson, “Organizing Labour: Explaining Canada-US Union Density Divergence 

in the Post-War Period,” (Ph.D. dissertation, Yale University, 1990).; and Kumar, From 
Uniformity to Divergence.

27. Goldfield, The Color of Politics; Paul Frymer, Black and Blue: African Americans, 
the Labor Movement, and the Decline of the Democratic Party, (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 2007); and Iton, Solidarity Blues.

28. Eidlin, Labor and the Class Idea in the United States and Canada.
29. For a discussion of questions 1 and 2, see Eidlin, Labor and the Class Idea in the United 

States and Canada, ch. 4 and 5.

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://pas.sagepub.com/


208 Politics & Society 43(2)

30. Mike Davis, “The Barren Marriage of American Labour and the Democratic Party,” 
New Left Review I/124 (1980): 43–84; Michael Goldfield, “Worker Insurgency, Radical 
Organization, and New Deal Labor Legislation,” American Political Science Review 83, 
no. 4 (1989): 1257–82; Beth Rubin, Larry Griffin, and Michael Wallace, “‘Provided Only 
That Their Voice Was Strong’: Insurgency and Organization of American Labor From 
NRA to Taft-Hartley,” Work and Occupations 10, no. 3 (1983): 325–47.

31. Irving Abella, Nationalism, Communism and Canadian Labour: the CIO, the Communist 
Party and the Canadian Congress of Labour, 1935–1956, (Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 1973); Judy Fudge and Eric Tucker, Labour Before the Law: the Regulation of 
Workers’ Collective Action in Canada, 1900–1948 (Don Mills, Ont.: Oxford University 
Press, 2001); Hollander, Taylor. “Making Reform Happen: the Passage of Canada’s 
Collective-Bargaining Policy, 1943–1944.” Journal of Policy History 13, no. 3 (2001): 
299–328; and Laurel MacDowell, “The Formation of the Canadian Industrial Relations 
System During World War Two,” Labour/Le Travail 3 (1978): 175–96.

32. Richard Block, “Unionization, Collective Bargaining, and Legal Institutions in the United 
States and Canada,” Queen’s Papers in Industrial Relations (1993); Fudge and Tucker, 
Labour Before the Law; Peter McInnis, Harnessing Labour Confrontation: Shaping the 
Postwar Settlement in Canada, 1943–1950 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2002); 
James Gross, The Making of the National Labor Relations Board: 1933–1937, (Albany: 
State University of New York Press, 1981); MacDowell, “The Formation of the Canadian 
Industrial Relations System.”; and Brian Burkett, “The Future of the Wagner Act: a 
Canadian-American Comparison.” Queen’s Law Journal 38 (2013): 363–90.

33. Block, “Unionization, Collective Bargaining, and Legal Institutions.”; Kumar, From 
Uniformity to Divergence; MacDowell, “The Formation of the Canadian Industrial 
Relations System.”; Charles Morris, The Blue Eagle at Work: Reclaiming Democratic 
Rights in the American Workplace (Ithaca: Cornell ILR Press, 2005).

34. Ibid.; National Labor Relations Board, “Functions of the National Labor Relations 
Board and the Regional Labor Boards and Their Relations to Other Boards and Agencies 
of Government,” National Archives RG174, Box 86, Folder NLRB Oct. 1934; U.S. 
Department of Labor, “Analysis of the Revised Wagner Labor Bill Compared with 
Secretary Perkins’ Suggestions,” National Archives RG174, Box 84, Folder NLRB 1938; 
Block, “Unionization, Collective Bargaining, and Legal Institutions.”; MacDowell, “The 
Formation of the Canadian Industrial Relations System.”

35. US Department of Labor, “Notes on ‘National Labor Relations Board Tentative Draft 
of Policy— Second Draft— July 21, 1934’,” National Archives RG174, Box 86, Folder 
NLRB Aug. 1934.

36. Frances Perkins, “Memo From Perkins to Thomas Re: S. 1264, ‘a Bill to Amend the National 
Labor Relations Act’,” National Archives RG174, Box 84, Folder NLRB Personnel.

37. Fudge and Tucker, Labour Before the Law: 273–75; Block, “Unionization, Collective 
Bargaining, and Legal Institutions.”; Burkett, “The Future of the Wagner Act.”; S Midanik, 
“Problems of Legislation Relating to Collective Bargaining,” The Canadian Journal of 
Economics and Political Science 9, no. 3 (August 1943): 348–56; Economic Advisory 
Committee, “Report of the Economic Advisory Committee (Part 1),” Library and Archives 
Canada RG2, vol. 46, Folder D–16–21942–43 (Jan.–Oct.) (September 16, 1943). While the 
language of “tripartism” suggest parallels with Nordic European models of labor relations, 
there is little evidence that Canadian policymakers drew on such models in constructing 
their own labor regime. Rather, the evidence suggests that policymakers largely imported 
the US Wagner Act model, adding distinctively Canadian modifications based on their 
overriding concern of avoiding industrial conflict. To the extent that policymakers drew on 

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://pas.sagepub.com/


Eidlin 209

European models, they usually referenced the more purely voluntary British model, which 
served as a template for pre-World War II Canadian labor policy.

38. Kenneth M Casebeer, “Holder of the Pen: an Interview with Leon Keyserling on Drafting 
the Wagner Act,” University of Miami Law Review 42 (1987): 285–364.

39. Edwin Smith, “How the National Labor Relations Board Administers the Wagner Act,” 
National Archives RG174, Box 85, Folder NLRB 1937.

40. Robinson, “Organizing Labour.”
41. James B Atleson, Values and Assumptions in American Labor Law (Amherst, Mass.: 

University of Massachusetts Press, 1983).
42. Block, “Unionization, Collective Bargaining, and Legal Institutions.”
43. Atleson, Values and Assumptions in American Labor Law; and William Leiserson, 

“Leiserson to John R. Commons,” National Archives RG174, Box 153, Folder NLRB 
1940.

44. J.R. Steelman, “Memo From Steelman to Perkins,” National Archives RG174, Box 85, 
Folder NLRB 1937; and Warren Madden, “The National Labor Relations Act,” National 
Archives RG174, Box 85, Folder NLRB 1937.

45. Block, “Unionization, Collective Bargaining, and Legal Institutions.”; and Karl 
Klare, “Judicial Deradicalization of the Wagner Act and the Origins of Modern Legal 
Consciousness, 1937–1941,” Minnesota Law Review 62 (1977): 265–339.

46. Benjamin Aaron, “Employer Free Speech: the Search for a Policy,” in Joseph Shister, 
Benjamin Aaron, and Clyde Summers, eds., Public Policy and Collective Bargaining 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1962), 28–59; Bernard Adell, “Employer Free Speech in the 
United States and Canada,” Alberta Law Review 4 (1965): 11–35; Bronfenbrenner, No 
Holds Barred; and Paul M. Secunda, “The Future of NLRB Doctrine on Captive Audience 
Speeches,” Indiana Law Journal 87 (2012): 123–795.

47. Judy Fudge and Harry Glasbeek, “The Legacy of PC 1003,” Canadian Labour and 
Employment Law Journal 3, no. 4 (1995): 357–99; Leo Panitch and Donald Swartz, From 
Consent to Coercion: the Assault on Trade Union Freedoms, 3rd ed., (Toronto: University 
of Toronto Press, 2003); Block, “Unionization, Collective Bargaining, and Legal 
Institutions.”; Logan, “How ‘Anti-Union’ Laws Saved Canadian Labour: Certification and 
Striker Replacements in Post-War Industrial Relations.”; and Jeffrey Sack and Tanya Lee, 
“The Role of the State in Canadian Labour Relations.” Relations Industrielles/Industrial 
Relations 44, no. 1 (1989): 195–223.

48. Adell, “Employer Free Speech in the United States and Canada.”; and Logan, “How ‘Anti-
Union’ Laws Saved Canadian Labour.”

49. Robinson, “Economistic Unionism in Crisis,” “Organizing Labour.”
50. Anonymous, “No Canada Taft-Hartley Likely; Management Must Lead, Says Wilson,” 

Library and Archives Canada MG28 I230, Vol. 118, Folder IRDIA (#8) Also BC AB NZ 
Ind Arb Act 1951–1953 #1.

51. Block, “Unionization, Collective Bargaining, and Legal Institutions.”; and Sack and Lee, 
“The Role of the State in Canadian Labour Relations.”

52. Gross, The Making of the National Labor Relations Board.; Joan Flynn, “A Quiet 
Revolution at the Labor Board: the Transformation of the NLRB, 1935-2000,” Ohio State 
Law Journal 61 (2000): 1361–1793.

53. Alan Draper, A Rope of Sand: the AFL-CIO Committee on Political Education, 1955–1967 
(New York: Praeger, 1989); Flynn, “A Quiet Revolution.”; and Ronald Turner, “Ideological 
Voting on the National Labor Relations Board,” University of Pennsylvania Journal of 
Labor and Employment Law 8 (2005): 707–64.

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://pas.sagepub.com/


210 Politics & Society 43(2)

54. Block, “Unionization, Collective Bargaining, and Legal Institutions.”; MacDowell, “The 
Formation of the Canadian Industrial Relations System.”; Kumar, From Uniformity to 
Divergence; and R. Werry and R. Carew. “An Inquiry Into the Preponderence of Tripartite 
Arbitration Boards in Ontario.” Queen’s Law Journal 1 (1971): 67–96.

55. For a more detailed discussion of the differing impacts of the 1960s upsurge on labor as a 
whole in both countries, focusing particularly on the different roles of public sector union-
ism, as well as the differing impacts of progressive nationalisms in English and French 
Canada as compared to conservative nationalism in the United States, see Eidlin, Labor 
and the Class Idea, chs. 5 and 6.

56. The NDP, founded in 1961, was the successor to the CCF. The NDP organized itself more 
explicitly as a labor party than the CCF, with closer organizational ties between the party 
and the member labor unions.

57. Ian Milligan, Rebel Youth: 1960s Labour Unrest, Young Workers, and New Leftists in 
English Canada (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2014); Joan Sangster, “Radical Ruptures: 
Feminism, Labor, and the Left in the Long Sixties in Canada,” American Review of 
Canadian Studies 40, no. 1 (2010): 1–21.; Bryan D. Palmer, Canada’s 1960s: the Ironies of 
Identity in a Rebellious Era (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2009); Sean Mills, The 
Empire Within: Postcolonial Thought and Political Activism in Sixties Montreal (Montreal: 
McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2010); Peter McInnis, “‘Hothead Troubles’: 1960s-Era 
Wildcat Strikes in Canada,” in Lara Campbell, Dominique Clément, and Greg Kealey, eds., 
Debating Dissent: Canada and the 1960s (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2011), 
256–90.

58. Penny Lewis, Hardhats, Hippies, and Hawks: the Vietnam Antiwar Movement as Myth and 
Memory (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2013); Mike Davis, “The Lesser Evil? The Left 
and the Democratic Party,” New Left Review I/155 (1986): 5–36.; Kim Moody, An Injury 
to All: the Decline of American Unionism, (London; New York: Verso, 1988); Douglas 
Fraser, “Douglas Fraser’s Resignation Letter From the Labor- Management Group,” July 
17, 1978, http://www.historyisaweapon.com/defcon1/fraserresign.html; Jefferson Cowie, 
Stayin’ Alive: the 1970s and the Last Days of the Working Class (New York: New Press, 
2010).; and Robinson, “Organizing Labour.”

59. Canada Task Force on Labour Relations, Canadian Industrial Relations: The Report of the 
Task Force on Labour Relations (Ottawa: Queen’s Printer, 1968); and HEW Task Force, 
Work in America: Report of a Special Task Force to the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1972).

60. Davis, “The Lesser Evil?”; Cowie, Stayin’ Alive.; Gary Zook, “Letter From Zook to Carter 
Re: Labor Law Reform Bill, May 16, 1978,” National Archives RG174, Box 96, Folder 
1978 PI–11 Public Reaction Re: Labor Law Reform Proposals In Behalf of the President 
June 1–10; and ABA Journal, “‘Dangerous’ Lobbies Sank Reform: Labor Secretary,” 
American Bar Association Journal, September 1978.

61. Jess Gilbert and Carolyn Howe, “Beyond ‘State vs. Society’: Theories of the State and 
New Deal Agricultural Policies,” American Sociological Review 56, no. 2 (1991): 204–20.

62. Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly, Dynamics of Contention (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2001).

63. Christian Davenport, “State Repression and Political Order,” Annual Review of Political 
Science 10 (2007): 1–23; Paul Burstein, Rachel Einwohner, and Jocelyn Hollander, “The 
Success of Political Movements: A Bargaining Perspective,” in Craig Jenkins and Bert 
Klandermans, eds., The Politics of Social Protest: Comparative Perspectives on States 
and Social Movements (Minneapolis, Minn.: University of Minnesota Press, 1995), 

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://www.historyisaweapon.com/defcon1/fraserresign.html
http://pas.sagepub.com/


Eidlin 211

275–95; Sidney Tarrow, Power in Movement: Social Movements, Collective Action, and 
Mass Politics in the Modern State (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1994); 
and Marco Giugni, “Was It Worth the Effort? the Outcomes and Consequences of Social 
Movements,” Annual Review of Sociology 24 (1998): 371–93.

64. Leo Troy and Neil Sheflin, U.S. Union Sourcebook: Membership, Finances, Structure, 
Directory, (West Orange, N.J.: Industrial Relations Data and Information Services, 1985); 
Joseph B Rose, “Growth Patterns of Public Sector Unions,” in Mark Thompson and Gene 
Swimmer, eds., Conflict or Compromise: the Future of Public Sector Industrial Relations 
(Montreal: Institute for Research on Public Policy, 1984), 87–119; Lipset and Meltz, The 
Paradox of American Unionism; Jean-Guy Bergeron, “Unionization in the Private Service 
Sector” (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Toronto, 1993).

Author Biography
Barry Eidlin (eidlin@work.rutgers.edu) is a postdoctoral fellow in the School of Management 
and Labor Relations at Rutgers University. Previously he was an American Sociological 
Association-National Science Foundation Postdoctoral Fellow at the University of Wisconsin–
Madison. He is a comparative historical sociologist interested in the study of class, politics, 
social movements, and institutional change. His book, Labor and the Class Idea in the United 
States and Canada, is forthcoming from Cambridge University Press. Other research has been 
published in Sociology Compass and Labor History. He also comments regularly in various 
media outlets on labor politics and policy.

 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

mailto:eidlin@work.rutgers.edu
http://pas.sagepub.com/


 by guest on May 14, 2015pas.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://pas.sagepub.com/

