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Dear Brother Wynns, 

1am responding to your letter of February 28, 1996 to President Sweeney which we received in the 
Organizing Department on April 12, 1996. 

First, let me apologize for the delay in answering you letter. The role of CLCs in organizing is of particular 
interest to us as we look to help increase organizing activity and membership levels. 

Your proposal is both interesting and thought provoking, I would like to share with you a few reactions to it. 
But, first, I ought to make clear that under the guidelines established by the Executive Council the project you 
propose would not seem to qualify. (The Organizing Fund has been designated to target large scale 
organizing that involves a partnership between several International unions and the AFL-CIO. ) 

With that behind us, let me react to some points in your proposal. 

‘The agenda for the training conference is interesting and probably useful. I would add a section on building 
the internal capacity of unions to organize, especially using rank and file. The oyerall weakness of many 
organizing trainings that occur is that they are not tied directly to an organizing effort. Often the participants 
don’t organize, don’t have a full time organizer on staff, and don’t have a strategic plan for focusing the 
organizing that they do. Your program may not have this weakness, but to the extent you can tie it to actual 
organizing targets, actual plans to build organizing capacity and actual organizing campaigns, the better it 

will be. 

I suspect that you are in familiar with the basic message of Comell’s Kate Bronfenbrenner studies and her 
latest piece “It takes more than house calls..”, It points out the importance of using a “comprehensive” 
approach in organizing and generally is consistent with points 2,3 & 4, I have found the quantitative parts of 
her studies convincing to many union leaders and organizers, 

‘The objective of recruiting and training 40-60 rank and file members and community activists to serve as 
volunteer organizers, coupled with the computer matching of rank and file organizers with organizing leads 
suggests that you are thinking of developing an organizing model that differs from that commonly seen. I am 
interested in any further thoughts you have about this. How would it work? Is this for the 40-60 volunteer 
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organizers or some much larger group? Is there a special training you see for volunteer organizers who would 

make the contact? Ts this contact a home visit? What would be the agenda? How would you recruit the 
volunteer organizers? How do you screen for organizing talent and skill among this group? 

You should know we discourage the use of lost time payments for trainings and believe that you need to get 
people to the trainings based on their personal motivation, not their purse, Weekend trainings usually work 
for this . Save lost time payments for volunteer organizers who take time off from work for actual 
campaigns. (In this case I would think that the campaigning union would pay the lost time.) 

Am I right in thinking that the workers rights board and the community based programs on workers rights are 
primarily mechanisms to identify organizing leads? I am unaware of any experiences that demonstrate that 
these approaches provide substantive assistance in building leads, Are you convinced this is the right 

approach? Recently we have seen the “living wage” campaigns (referendum or legislative) producing 

contacts with low wage workers which might lead to organizing leads, My experience argues that you have to 
go to the workers, not focus on luring them to you. I could hook you up with some people who are exploring 

using the living wage campaigns to connect to organizing if you like. There are other direct approaches some 

use to build lists at targeted sites. 

Another point to consider on identifying leads is the matter of targeting. Your written piece would seem to 

focus on “hot shop” organizing - responding to leads that call in. In general we are encouraging unions to 
take a strategic look at organizing targets - what competitors are in the area that are important to organize? 
What targets would they have leverage with? (The training agenda speaks to this in point when it speaks to 

getting a first contract.) 

More generally, my reaction to the budget is that you are building in some costs that are not necessary to the 
effort and perhaps leaving some out. Lost time for trainings, speakers & instructor fees, space rental, all 

strike me as things that can be done without. In any case, let me ask why it is that the CLC member unions 
would not contribute the relatively small budget that seems to be required to set this up? We at the AFL-CIO 

are fond of pointing out that 70% of the resources in the labor movement are in the locals and one percent at 
the AFL-CIO. About $500 each would pay for the budget you propose. Is it unreasonable to expect that the 
unions that would benefit from this program would pay this small amount to make it happen? 

Let me share with you an idea for reaching the same goal - a central CLC coordinated effort to build 
successful organizing activity in your geographic area. 

First, I think you have to examine which locals are the target for your efforts. Locals that have 5000 or so 

members (and some smaller) have the resources to build an aggressive organizing program within their own 
locals - and they should. The target group that should benefit from a central combined program would be the 
smaller locals that cannot gather the resources to run their own program. 

(Large locals may well not be organizing. We have a program of conferences for elected leaders of large 
locals that puts them in a “peer group” setting and attempts to get these leaders to examine their local’s 
situation and commit to building an organizing program, One of these conferences is scheduled for July in St. 
Louis and there will be another in September. 1 am enclosing a description of the conference in case you 
would encourage large locals in your area to go.) 



So, for the locals that are smaller, I A 
what itll takeland th > | would do a first meeting of elected leaders to discuss the need to organize, ca ag i avers eee ee < : . The buy-in would be a contributi izi and a commitment to recruit rank and file Volunteer organizers De Wigan 
Then, take the rank and file members who are “nominated” and send them to the Organizing Institute’s three day pr . ‘ograms which are run on weekends around the 
country. (I am enclosing a schedule.) Take the best of the lot and send them on an Organizing Institute 
Internship which gives people three weeks of hands on training as organizers, with emphasis on one on one 
contacts with workers. Now you have a pool of trained volunteer organizers that could be plugged into 
organizing opportunities. 

by their locals to serve as volunteer organizers 

The costs associated with the two programs are somewhat subsidized by AFL-CIO (for the three day) and by 
the host union for the internships. (I am enclosing a description of these programs and costs.) When the 
CLC volunteer organizers actually move to taking a campaign and running it, I would expect that the union 
that would get the workers would pay the lost time. If you have some experienced and successful organizers 
in the area (probably from the larger locals), I would try to get them to “mentor” the CLC volunteer 
organizers as they pursue these targets. 

Now, you have to face the question of targeting and contact building. I would think that for the locals that are 

players in the CLC program (not everyone would “buy in”) there will probably be targets they each favor. A 

plan for list building, one on one contacts and moving campaigns would be developed. 

I think you would want to be clear about a basic campaign model for the organizing that you get involved in. 

The basics of a successful NLRB or PERC campaign are pretty clear and if unions are failing to employ the 

asics of committee building, home visits, and worker activity this would undermine the common interest in 

the effort. (That is, if the union doesn’t aggressively run the campaign other unions might think it was a 

waste of their time to get involved and help.) 

So, as I said at the beginning, we are giving the role CLCs can play in building organizing some thought. If 

en have any reactions to these ideas, Thope you will share them with us. If we can help you think through 

the role your CLC can play, please don’t hesitate to call. 

Organize! 

aes 
Peter S. Rider fe 
Executive Assistant to the Organizing Director 
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