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Chapter 8: Conclusions

8.1. Chapter Outline

Throughout this dissertation we have seen casesers standing up in defense of “work and pay”
(to cite the demands of two Vinnitsa workers), abg, decent wages, and better working conditions.
Workers and their unions protested and mobilizedrirenvironment characterized by deep and rapid
societal transformation and dramatic deterioratadnliving standards. Workers mobilized despite
significant structural difficulties that meant féabor throughout the post-communist region that
establishing solidarity would be problematic, thiesmeng employers often impossible, and breaking out
of isolation a bridge too far. Why was it possibat, despite such structural difficulties, thererev
nevertheless cases of contention during which werkad unions could defend “work and pay’? In
one of the countries where cases were selectdefdwork, Romania, worker protests were — in post-
communist comparison — widespread. In the other Okeaine, worker protests were isolated and left
without the guidance or backing of national tradeouos. But even in Ukraine there were worker
protests, in several cases succeeding in stopisgf-atripping and returning wage arrears, at ieast
the short-term saving work and pay. How was thssfme? What did these people do?

This chapter presents two sets of conclusions,dgte of answers to these questions. It links
these conclusions to the wider industrial relatitesature and the literature in political scienme
post-communist labor. The first set of conclusi¢section 8.2.) addresses the questions of when and
why contention emerges at post-communist plants. ddre argument here is that contention emerges
during crises of wage arrears and collective laydfifat disrupt the livelihoods of workers and their
dependence on the plant as the basis of theiiHvadl; in order to emerge contention also reqtines
trade unions or informal worker leaders find outvho target worker discontent against the employer
or the authorities. The second set of conclusisestion 8.3.) answers the question how trade unions
can emerge successfully from such contention epsadd focuses on the strategic elements allowing
unions to ensure successful labor interest reptasem. The chapter’s third part (section 8.4.)k®o
back at the situation in Ukraine and its predomirdistributive model of unionism and asks what
could be done so that the model might reform indinection of representative unionism. The fourth
part (section 8.5.) ends this chapter by raising pwints that deserve more research in order td she
more light on the scope for reform in contexts wdiktributive unions. First, it discusses how union
leadership emerges at post-communist plants andifispdly in contexts with strong distributive
unions. Second, it looks at the highly de-centealiarchitecture of post-communist union federations
and confederations and the relationships betwesrahous levels of union organizations.

8.2. Explaining the Absence of Contention

Academic proponents of market reforms in post-comistucontexts expected the main thrust of
opposition to reform to come from an alliance ofdawcrats, managers, and workers (Lipton/ Sachs
1990; see also Milton Friedman’s document@he Road to Freedami991), or directly from labor
and the wider groups hurt by economic reform (EI4@93; Offe 1991; Przeworski 1991). Instead,
contention between labor and market reformers aor prévate employers failed to materialize — ortif i
did materialize, it could not stop reforms nor mseethe trend of declining living standards. Sciela
grappled to find answers to labor's conspicuouk tdanfluence and apparent lack of contention. In
Chapter 1, | summarized several of the answergqusly formulated to the question of why there was
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so little contention. Labor in post-communist Ewrofaces a context characterized by structural
difficulties, making it extremely challenging fahor to mobilize, threaten, and break out of isotat

The question of why there might be little contentbetween labor and employers when labor
seems to have a clear interest in contention hasgad, however, in other contexts and before the
post-communist transformation. One can find ithe titerature attempting to understand the rise and
decrease of labor militancy in the history of thestérn working class. Westergaard and Resler, for
instance (1975: 387), in a study of the British kitog class asked “why [...] was a code of restramt s
widespread among the workers to whom industriaitabgm seemed to offer promises which it then,
of necessity, withheld?” In this Marxist literatur&he working class” faces a well-established
“advanced” capitalism that ties workers to the piirsf profit and evades contention by guaranteaing
minimum income, the possibility of accumulation (kers making savings), and labor reproduction
(Burawoy 1996). Workers find such guarantees alreddhe level of the factory (i.e. they are pdrt o
the employment relationship), leading several asgti@ramsci 1971: 312, Burawoy 1996: 78) to
conclude that “hegemony is born in the factory’t Buch guarantees are either historically declimng
scope and size (in Burawoy’s account), or leaveaoegroups of workers uncovered that “put in long
hours and awkward shifts for their wages; canngeek promotion and regular increments; have few
fringe benefits and may find their jobs gone if #B®nomic cycle turns down; are subordinates akwor
and people with little say in how the society amuhem is run” (Westergaard/ Resler 1975: 398).
Such workers “work only for one reason — for thieesaf the pay packet”, in effect confirming “Marx’s
diagnosis of the proletarian condition: only a &ngfrand, the cash nexus, ties the worker to loikw
his boss and supervisors, society at large inrigsgnt form” and leading Westergaard and Resler to
warn that “the cash nexus is brittldbid., p. 401). Contention in these accounts emerges e
mechanism supporting the fragile cash nexus breéaks.

The empirical cases studied in this dissertateensto confirm - in what has only very recently
become a capitalist context (Eastern Europe) -raysis along the lines of Westergaard and Resler.
This dissertation’s first conclusions underline ttlt@ntention begins when theash nexusends:
Contention usually follows crises of wage arrearsen employers do not pay the workforce salaries
anymore, or when employers make use of collectiyeffs. Moreover, contention begias the plant
understood not only as a site of economic prodactiut also as one of eliciting worker cooperation
for the pursuit of profit. Contention becomes mbkely once the pursuit of profit ceases to require
worker cooperation. It also becomes more likely mvttee pursuit of profit comes at the cost of worker
jobs, because factory owners can make profits eliing assets rather than from production. This is
when contention emerged in two of the Romanian esdidn episodes studied in this dissertation:
when employers ceased to pay wages and workergiieted the employers' actions as signs of
imminent plant closure and job loss.

In cases of distributive unionism like in Ukrair@ises of wage arrears and collective layoffs
lead to contention when they disrupt not only iiete of production (entitling workers to get paat f
their work), but also the reproduction of labor gpwWe have seen how in the cases of contention in
Kherson and Ternopil’ crises of wage arrears weamtdhin hand with the disruption of distribution of
critical social benefits, such as access to healéhor gas and water for plant-owned apartments in
worker dormitories. What is at work in post-Soweuntries such as Ukraine is more than just a cash
nexus: It is not only “cash” - the wage — that lsindorkers to the plant and makes them depend on
employers and avoid contention. Housing, gas amduater provision, healthcare, holiday provision,
and other fringe benefits regulate the workerg' tititside the plant and make workers depend on the
employer for funding such benefits, and on the nri@ administering them. Since provision of such
benefits was in the cases under study the jobeofittion, it can be argued that the relationship/éen
workers and union in Ukraine is the reverse ofrthaationship in the country’s pre-Soviet histany
in the Romanian cases: It is not unions that demandiorkers for collective action and membership
fees, but workers who depend on the union for v@ogisocial benefits often established under Soviet
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times and currently funded by the employer. Theshcaexus™-concept is insufficient here for
capturing the link between workers and their pmd union: not just cash, not just fringe benebitd,

an economic and legal framework or system bindingkers to the trade union and the trade union to
management. Burawoy and Lee usefully refer to ‘patiestic regimes” of production (Burawoy 1985;
Lee 2007) rather than the concept of a cash nexusdpturing the complex web of ties between
workers, on one hand, and trade unions and plantthe other. It is mostly when paternalistic reggm
suffer disruptions — most visible in the form of geaarrears crises and collective redundanciest- tha
contention emerges.

The presence of the paternalistic regime in Uleanmade possible by the surprising survival
of workplace welfare in that country, while in Ramea and other parts of the post-communist world
paternalism largely disappeared in the 1990s. Ralistic regimes of production and their importance
for containing conflict have received consideradueention in the literature on post-communist labor
Crowley (1997) granted fringe benefits the key rmleexplaining the absence of contention among
Russia’s steel workers in the times when Russiareraiorganized the Soviet Union’s biggest strikes
(1989-1991). Ashwin (1999), too, referred to whia¢ €alls “alienated collectivism” to describe the
relationship between workers and their plants. &kgectation has been that paternalistic production
regimes are in decline (Kubicek 2004: 49; Buck/atétchev/ Demina/ Wright 2003, Bamber/
Peschanski 1996), and that they are limited tcegpédnts or to plants privatized to management or
employees (i.e., “insider privatizations”). The eatudies presented in Chapter 4, however, cogtradi
such expectations by finding that two of the biggegkrainian car-plants not only took over the
paternalistic arrangements that survived Soviegditout also actively expanded them, either in ci@er
stabilize turn-over (the case of Ukraine’s biggemst plant, ZAZ in Zaporizhia), or in order to preve
contention (the case of the truck-plant KrAZ in Kmnchuk). The expansion of paternalism in these
cases is a surprising finding since such pateti@liegimes cannot be connected to ‘insider
privatizations’: Both these plants have seen dirpavatizations and takeovers by companies
previously unassociated with these plants.

But crises of wage arrears and collective layaftsonly half of the story behind contention. As
it will be argued in the next section, in ordemobilize collectively workers need more than jussée
on the factory's gates the employer's order annogncollective redundancies or the indefinite
postponement of the payment of wage arrears. ThealRan cases of contention showed how difficult
it was for unions and workers to mobilize colleetiveven in response to asset-strippers, as ptte o
union and of the workers believed the employerBlipustatement that collective redundancies and
wage arrears are signs of necessary restructundgat of imminent plant closure. The next section
presents in comparative perspective (Romania-Ugrdiut also across cases) what else contention
required in order to emerge. It also presents tmelasions on how exactly trade unions managed to
emerge successfully out of contention episodes.

8.3. Labor Strategy

Labor interest representation

In this section | present my conclusions regarditrigtegy. Worker groups or trade unions (or both)
need to combine three strategic elements in oadbrihg about contention and to emerge successfully
out of contention episodes. The sub-sections follmy analytical framework, specifically by
presenting in turn the three strategic elementsudsed throughout this dissertation. | will starthw
what we have learned from this study about therakatibject of this dissertation, the (at leastrfra
labor perspective) desired outcome of contentiosogles, successful labor interest representation.
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The main finding about labor interest represeatais the manner in which the concept’s three
dimensions — autonomy, legitimacy and effectivenresse mutually linked and affect each other, and
specifically that autonomy works as a preconditionlegitimacy and effectiveness. Remember that
autonomy characterizes a union as a whole (but doelsave to characterize it throughout that urgon’
entire lifespan). Legitimacy and effectivness canoghat a union does about the demands expressed
by members: whether its actions are informed bykeoidemands (input legitimacy), whether its
actions actually reach outcomes that fulfil dema(eftectiveness), and in case such fulfiment was
partial, whether workers accept the outcomes (daugmitimacy). In contrast to Romanian unions, the
unions in contention episodes at Ukrainian plaated the problem that autonomy cannot be pursued
at the same time as legitimacy and effectivenesthd contention episodes in Ukraine unions wete no
autonomous at the episode’s start, with the exaepf the union at the ball-bearings plant in Vieaj
and the union in the second contention episodenergon. In order to bring about labor represematio
worker groups had to first reach the autonomy efttade union. In all but one cases (the excepgion
the union in Kremenchuk), the struggle for autonotogk place in opposition to the trade union
leaders. Only once worker groups ensured theirmzgtion’s autonomy — usually in the form of
taking actions against the employer, and in theesas Vinnitsa and Kherson also by voting new
representatives into the union council, could tiéom start the effective and legitimate pursuit of
worker demands. The Ukrainian context of laboragticharacterized by strong managerial control
over union ranks and files, meant for labor thatggiles for effectiveness and legitimacy (delivgrin
the goods) could come only after ensuring the usiantonomy.

In other words, autonomy acted as a preconditorefitimacy and effectiveness. In practice —
in the case of the union at the harvester plant HMEherson — this meant that labor could handée th
two objectives (autonomy on the one hand and e¥Eoess and legitimacy on the other) only over
distinct contention episodes. This greatly compédalabor interest representation (the effectivenes
dimension), since the change in ownership that foleake between the two contention episodes in
Kherson basically meant that labor had to fight thifferent employers over wage arrears. Of course,
labor in Kherson was lucky that the employer infilg contention episode only sold the plant iaste
of closing it down, something that actually allowktbor to build on the autonomy gained in the
previous episode in the second contention episdddor in Romania did not face similar
complications. The Romanian unions selected far $hidy had become autonomous long before the
contention episodes under study. But what did waenlérom this study about what strategies lead to
successful labor interest representation?

The Shared Situational Definition

The cases studied throughout this dissertation stidhat it usually took a while before crises ofyea
arrears gave rise to contention. Furthermore, thegemany cases where crises of wage arrears and
even collective layoffs do not lead to contentiBar instance, if one looks at the situation in Ulkean
times of economic crisis, bringing a steep increaseage arrears and the number of collective fsyof
contention is rather the exception: The world ecoicocrisis to reach Ukraine in 2008 decimated
machine constructing, the country’s most affectedlistry sector. Industrial production in the sector
fell by 45% in 2009 KommersantJanuary 19, 2010). As a result, the ASMU - th®mrof civil
machine-constructors - was devastated, loosingtaiatiof its membership due to collective layoffs
in 2008 and the first half of 2009 (A3 2009; dowprfi 106,000 to 60,008}’ The three places to
witness contention were L'viv (bus plant — full &dis), Kherson (harvester plant, full layoffs), and

71n the pre-crisis years of 2005-2007 the ASMU 5£100-11,000 members a year, according to annakt@ocument:
Dodatok No. 1 do postanovi vikonkomu TsP profsgikMU No. B-XV-2 vid 13.04.200pknnex No.l1. to the Resolution
of the Executive Committee of the trade union ASMID. B-XV-2 from 13.04.2009] (in Ukrainian, in theuthor’s
archive).
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Vinnitsa (ball-bearings plant, full layoffs), allgmts to have been the places of long episodes of
contention before the economic crisis. The country’s largest indaktcenters — Kharkiv, Kyiv,
Dnipropetrovs’k, Donets’k, and Zaporizhia - remainsilent despite wage arrears and collective
redundancies, although in none of these cases wWereefull layoffs like at the three plants mengdn
above (in L'viv, Kherson, and Vinnitsa). The saredrue for Romania's steel industry, where none of
the major steel plants survived the crisis withmaking layoffs. But the difference to Ukraine whatt
trade unions in these cases negotiated generoesasee payments, so that the numbers of workers
wanting to leave exceeded those of workers wartirgiay on the job (see the Chapter 4 case study of
the contention episode in Hunedoara, Romania).

The dissertation found the following differenceavieen plants that do witness contention and
those that do not (while all undergo collectiveadfiy or crises of wage arrears): The emergence of
contention requires a political moment — a momememtrade unions or groups of workers take up the
task of mobilizing their fellow workers against dioyers (or, as in the case of the harvester-plant i
Kherson, first against their inactive trade uniddgually, such groups of workers or the trade union
rely for mobilizing tasks on defining the situatiohtheir plant in terms that identify the employer
the culprit for the wage arrears or the collectayoffs*® For contention to arise, it is not necessary
that most members of a union (including its leadip)sshare the situational definition. It is only
necessary that such a situational definition exast®ng parts of the workforce. Such a situational
definition proved to be highly contested terrain dlmost all contention episodes studied during
fieldwork, but more so in Ukraine than in Romartigere episodes of contention often emerged in the
absence of or against the opposition of trade indebted to distributive unionism and a pattdrn o
accommodation with management.

It is one thing for contention to emerge, and haothing for labor to also emerge successfully
from it. That labor emerges successfully out ofteation episodes requires at leasharedsituational
definition. Remember that “success” of labor actiorthis dissertation is defined as bringing about
labor interest representation — the autonomoustirtege, and effective representation of worker
interests. In order to bring about labor interegiresentation, it is no longer enough — as forexgin
to emerge — that the situational definition onlysex It also has to be shared by most union mesnber
and most importantly by significant parts of bdtle union’s rank-and-filandits leadership. This is so
for several reasons. First, a membership with witicdhares a situational definition constitutes dor
union’s leadership the basic source of threat piatlevis-a-vis employers: It is the basis for theke
threat (disrupting production) and the factory quation threat (disrupting property relations and th
employer’s control over plant assets).

Second, even in the few cases when trade uniateieaan further member interests without
disruptive threats, as in Romania — for instancedkyng employers to court, leaders still need the
rank-and-file to share their situational definitionorder for the rank-and-file not to withdraw ithe
support from the union. This possibility (of workewithdrawing support from the union) exists and
was particularly salient among the Romanian cagksre unions cannot effectively use social benefits
to contain the workers' readiness to engage ineotioh or leave the union. Especially in the case
(COS Targowte) where the trade union attempted to addressdhbses of contention by taking the
employer to court workers threatened to withdrappsut for the union, since court cases take a long
time to be concluded (two and a half years in tzete). For many workers in the plants | studied in
Romania trade union membership seemed not to gagngmore, given that workers’ most pressing
issues (such as the return of wage arrears, meablgan the COS case) could not be resolved before
the completion of legal action. In the Romaniaresasade union leaders had to find ways to give in
worker pressure without sacrificing court casesriaher to keep the shared situational definitionisTh

158 This point resonates with the literature on fragnimocesses in social movements mentioned in Chapte
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was a difficult balancing act, which in the casetltg contention episode in Targste required that
trade union leaders co-opt radical workers askimgtrikes instead of court cases.

Comparing the Romanian and the Ukrainian casels leathe conclusion that in the Ukrainian
cases reaching a shared situational definition gdawnuch more difficult, because of the trade union
personnel’s attachment to the distributive modanein times of wage arrears and halted production
lines. The only cases where labor emerged sucdessfuof contention episodes (in Vinnitsa and
Kherson) were those where workers first concerdriteir actions on gaining their union’s autonomy,
and only afterwards went also after effectivenesgug@lly realizing their demands, of getting back
wages or protecting jobs). Except for VinnitsaalhUkrainian contention episodes the disagreements
over situational definitions paralyzed trade unibgpitting groups of workers demanding strikes and
occupations against the trade union leaders argumirfgvor of giving employers more time to re-
launch production. Only after such internal uni@mfticts were solved with the triumph (albeit short
lived) of the worker groups was there successfsbltgion of key worker demands such as return of
wage arrears and preservation of jobs.

Whether and how unions develop shared situatiomdinitions matters therefore for the
following reason: shared situational definitiondphenions overcome the uncertainty over employer
intentions. Remember that in my game theoreticalyars, unions basically lack the means to find out
from the moves of the employer whether the emplageinterested in production or not. Yet
overcoming uncertainty - finding out whether thepéoger is interested in production or in asset-
stripping - is crucial for the unions, since undacertainty they might fail to adjust moves to eoyelr
intentions. Back in Chapter 3 | proposed that usionght somehow find out whether the employer is
committed to production or not — possibly by retyion connections to better informed actors. This
indeed happened in the case of the contention @gssat KrAZ in Kremenchuk, Ukraine, and at CSR
in Resita, Romania. In the contention episodes in Vinrdisd in the 2008-2009 contention episode in
Kherson, unions overcame uncertainty when emplqgyelsicly stated their intention to close down the
plant. Yet in the 2006-2007 contention episode lretson and in the case of the harvester plant TKZ
in Ternopil’ (Chapter 6), unions were deeply diddbetween a leadership apparently finding the
employer’s declared commitment to production criegiand a workforce and marginal shop stewards
that feared asset-stripping. In both these casesiiions nevertheless took action (at least irfaha
of threatening), as if they knew that the empldgean asset-stripper. Yet what moved the unioreto
was not the information that the employer was asetastripper (the information existed but it was
highly debated), but the resolution of internal fioh and the emergence of a shared situational
definition in favor of the combative fraction. Espaly in the case of the first contention episade
Kherson, the union acted not on the basis of inédlon about employer intentions (as hypothesized by
me), but on the basis of which side’s situatiorefirdtion gained the upper hand (became shared) at
given moment. Because the situational definitionstdering the employer an asset-stripper won the
upper hand around December 2006, the union addreéksefirst threats to the employer. When the
shared situational definition shifted in favor ofpporting the employer’s claim that it is committed
production, the union refrained from organizingrdggive actions and instead sued the employer to
win the payment of wage arrears. This is relevsinte it shows that unions overcome uncertainty not
only by updating (leaders’) beliefs on the basiswdilable information, but also on the basis ofalrh
situational definition gains the upper hand in iin& disagreements. Although one might hardly find
this point surprising, it is important as it confis more sociological accounts of organizational
processes, as opposed to accounts based on n#wvelractor assumptions.

Threat Potential

Successful labor interest representation requiresenthan just a shared situational definition. The
cases studied in this dissertation also show heaetis no success for labor where labor canndbes
not want tothreatenemployers. The basis for the threat can vary. @igsertation presented unions
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that made a mobilized workforce — capable of stgkifor instance — the basis of the threat
communicated to the employer. However, strike tisr@r other threats relying on disrupting
production) worked only as long as the employer iwtested in production. Alternatively, instedd o
relying on their mobilized membership, unions cous@ their connections to the authorities to cigdib
threaten the private employer with re-national@atiStrike threats and re-nationalization thredts a
‘worked’ sometimes, in the sense that they endediecdion episodes by solving key worker demands,
such as the return of wage arrears or winning pergases.

The case studies also revealed that in the pragke$isreateningconstitutinga threat also
involves many choices for a union, choices thatiatt play a role in whether the union can end
episodes of contention successfully. First, degdiio should be the addressee of the threat proved
very important: Taking the “employer” category apand distinguishing between different layers of
management, or between management and owner, beuldal. The different layers of management
and owner have different levels of discretion. e ttase of the contention episode in Hunedoara,
Romania, once the union established communicatien;no” that it would get from the employer or
the European-level management would turn to a “yesin the plant management. Rather than
perceiving the employer as a monolithic entity, thdon in Hunedoara distinguished between the
various levels of management and carefully adddessgke threats to the plant management rather
than to the owner or to higher (national, Europaaahagement levels. The union in this Romanian
town discovered that although local managementatagrant concessions on issues such as workload
(issues that were defined by the company's Europeamagement), it can nevertheless offer wage
increases in exchange for the union accepting #ry wigh workload. And it was against local
management — afraid of irritating European managérbg missing production targets — that strike
threats worked, threats that otherwise (if addiiégeehigher management levels) would have risked
triggering the closure of the plant.

Addressing a threat sometimes involved a switomfthreatening the employer to threatening
local authorities. This happened for instance infNfsa, Ukraine, with the union at the ball-beasing
plant: Confronted with an owner located in the doyia opposing reaches (Donets’k), the union
targeted with its threats the authorities rathantthe employer, aiming to trigger the involvement
the governor, who could pressure the employer teast accept negotiations with the union.

In other cases, however, threatening was not dndagconvince the employer to grant
concessions. Threats actually had to be carriedMgly? The analysis of the cases revealed thagpist
the situational definition is contested terrain, isothreatening. Employers have many ways of
responding to threatening unions. Most obvioustyuaderlined by Schelling (1960mployers can
fight back by undermining a union’s capacity toané a threat. Or, even more elementary, they can
refuse communication, not allowing the union to ocmmicate a threat (Schelling 1960). Such
situations then required actually carrying out theeat — which at the same time enforces and
communicates the threat, but also implies costshferunion (for instance, giving up a share of ene’
salary in the case of a strike).

Threats were carried out in five out of six cotiem episodes where unions faced asset-
strippers in Romania and Ukrairt®’ Almost all unions, even when facing asset-strippdirst
threatened strikes in response to wage arrearsamneéd them out after employers ignored the tisteat
only to find out that strikes (disrupting product)onvould not affect employers since these were not
interested in production in the first place. Furthere, threats had to be partially carried out ewven
one contention episode where a union faced an emplomterested in production (Targetd,
Romania), as the employer refused communicatioity @e unions in Hunedoara, Romania and at the
truck plant in Kremenchuk, Ukraine got away withoatrying out threats in the episodes studied.

159 The exception is the first contention episode rekson where contention developed into a conflittieen workers and
distributive union leadership rather than union amployer (see Chapter 5).
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But the most problematic aspect for constitutingheeat turned out to be the problem of
calibrating threats (finding the right threat, #exond dimension of constituting a threat) dependim
employer intentions. In the cases where unions roatéd asset-strippers, calibrating threats to
employer intentions involved changing threats frthra usual threat of legal action to the threat of
factory occupations, an action likely to bring abau swifter resolution of the conflict with the
employer. Threatening with a factory occupation liegp disrupting property relations to stop asset
stripping, or at least force the employer to offegher severance payments in the case of planirgos
The problematic aspect of calibrating threats & the capacity to actually calibrate threats somest
requires union reform. Specifically, it requiresetain type of unionism — one devoted to reprasgnt
members rather than assisting the employer in ngnthe plant by distributing social benefits. The
problem is that distributive unions are not autonas) the employer having several ways of
controlling them — by extending funds to distribatesocial benefits, but also by using those fuads
control elections and having its own people in tinén’s ranks. In the cases studied here, leaders o
distributive unions avoided threatening employersneduring crises of wage arrears or when facing
collective layoffs. They feared that after the isrisould be over, the employer would no longer edte
them funds to distribute or would no longer useséhéunds to ensure their re-election. Calibrating
threats to the intentions of asset-strippers tlegunired a change in the leadership of the tradenurn
all cases (the four contention episodes in Vinnitdaerson and Ternopil’), such change came about
only following worker protests.

The other problematic aspect of calibrating tlsdat respond to asset-strippers involves the
political turn that threatening asset-strippersagisvtook (at least in the cases at hand, presemted
Chapter 5). Relatively small groups of workers nggtanot only to stop the employers' decision to
close plants down but to win the attention and suppf authorities. This raises the question of why
such small groups of workers can trigger the ingolent of authorities. Why is it that governments
listened to the 400 workers to go on hunger stnkResita, Romania, or to the 50-60 to block the city
center by walking over the pedestrian crossing refson, Ukraine? Why do governments meet in
emergency meetings to discuss the demands of sadtemwgroups and their unions instead of using
their security apparatus to clear the streets laadiectories illegally occupied by the workers?

The literature on labor movements offers two canmntary answers. First, Piven and
Cloward (1979) argue that the success of “movemenish as the labor movement in achieving their
goals is largely a function of the amount of digip that movements can achieve against the state.
However, at least in the context of contention egés at post-communist plants, a strategy based
entirely on the scope or size of disruption prouveéeasible. States (whether Romanian or Ukrainian)
proved not only capable but also very willing tceusrce against workers to prevent them from
blocking roads or taking over strategic object® (d& contention episode in Hunedoara, Romania in
Chapter 4 and the one in §R@, Romania in Chapter 5, when workers tried talomgr the town’s
hydro plant). Also in Kherson, Ukraine authoritieservened already at the site of the plant to stop
workers from using harvesters to shut down theagtyter, thus showing the extent to which they knew
about the workers’ intentions (second contentiosagfe at the harvester plant in Kherson, Chapter 5)
Disruption alone can hardly be the key to labanscess in achieving goals; as a rule the statéhleas
means to stop or even to prevent disruption.

Taking a slightly different approach, Pizzorno{89279) argues that labor holds the power not
only to disrupt, but also to “threaten” governmewith withdrawing the “social consensus”, or the
“support” for specific governments or for their repentatives at various levels of government.
Disruption can be effective when accompanied bwtbibility of actions taken by workers, increasing
the chance that government action against (orr&aila support) such workers might entail a cost in
terms of popularity for the government or the loaathorities. On the other hand, actually doing (or
claiming to be doing) something for the workersedffpoliticians the chance of improving their image
Such political involvement took place repeatedlyha cases presented in Chapter 5, only to fadg awa
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as soon as workers ended their actions, or whelm actions decreased in visibility. This is probably
why politicians lost interest in the fate of theupi in Qelu Rgu, Romania as soon as the trade union
made the mistake of limiting protests to the ptaptemises (see Chapter 5). Furthermore, workers
sometimes tap into the conflicts between variougipal factions or parties fighting at the regidna
level, as happened in 2009 in Kherson. All locditiwal forces tried to take advantage of the fagto
occupation in Kherson and use the occupation iera discredit their political opponents (or pretve
opponents from discrediting them). This brought keoractions visibility, as the powerful media
groups linked to the various political forces stdrteporting on the event. In the end, the govemme
put an end to it all and invested at the plantstaddressing a year-old demand of workers (tHaddt
ignored prior to the occupation).

This dissertation thus brings evidence for theuargnt that it is not the amount of disruption
alone that makes a union or a group of workersee; labor interest representation also reqttinaes
unions organize disruptive actions in such a wagoahreaten the local authorities’ “support” ba¥e.
To go back to an important literature, labor actidrave to be “more a demonstration than a blow”
(Pizzorno 1978, for similar points see also Schglll960, Shorter/ Tilly 1974), a demonstrationredf t
damage protesters can do to the authorities’ stijpase rather than a blow via a roadblock or stioke
the daily workings of the polity.

Outside Support

The plant-level trade unions studied in this diggeEm could have threat potential because thagdel
on a mobilized membership — workers striking oe#tening to do so in demonstrations and pickets.
But sometimes unions also relied on outside supgparstder to establish threat potential. A mobitize
workforce was not enough in the Vinnitsa case imdiHe to win any concessions from the employer,
not even a place at the negotiating table. Instdas,union had to ensure support for its demands
among state authorities. The Vinnitsa episodes aftention showed a mutually reinforcing
relationship between strategic elements of thre&mial and outside support. First, the union eded
threat potential (based on the mobilized workers)order to establish outside support among
authorities — it threatened the authorities withamizing roadblocks in Vinnitsa. Outside suppoeénth
became the source of threat potential vis-a-visetheloyer — the union later threatened the employer
by arguing that it had the support among local auwiiles to disrupt any employer actions to close th
plant.

Other cases showed that outside support reliemtier actors as well, in Romania most notably
on other trade unions (at plant-, branch-, ancnatilevels). It was the threat of solidarity stskfrom
other unions that convinced the local managemenArotlor Mittal in Hunedoara to grant wage
increases in 2007. This was, however, very diffeienUkraine. Contention instances arising from
situations of wage arrears or collective layoffsafls remained isolated in Ukraine. Isolation was le
the norm in Romania, where plant-level trade unioften coordinate their actions. In Ukraine,
struggling workers such as at the plants in Virmmaad Kherson receive little to no attention frdma t
central leaders of the Ukrainian union federati®JFThis proved to be decisive in limiting the glan
level unions’ influence at the national level. Tiest basic demand of workers confronted with wage
arrears and imminent plant closure regarded theatienalization of their plants, a demand that doul
be addressed only in the country’s capital. In RamaCartel Alfa made sure that the demands of
plant-level unions for re-nationalization would beard in the capital, but this was not the case in
Ukraine. The few pickets and ensuing negotiatiorgaiized on re-nationalization in Kyiv were the

180} present the second argument (Pizzorno’s) asddroae to the first (of Piven and Cloward), althowme could also
portray them as alternative claims since in th@sdargument, the size of disruptions does noten&ib much (also small
disruptions can be effective). However, | consitter two arguments to be complementary rather thi@nnative, since
even in Pizzorno’s account there has to be sonmemtien, even if small in size.
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outcome of the plant-level unions’ efforts and caatethe cost of depleting the workers’ savings.
National-level union officers in Ukraine would netonce the workers organizing pickets returned to
their far-away cities — keep the pressure on gawent officials to respond to the workers’ demands.

In Chapter 7 | studied in detail how, in contrasRomania (a country that has seen a rupture
with distributive unionism), the dominance of distitive unionism in Ukraine limits the chances of
unions to actually develop the strategic elemedmas would allow them to emerge successfully out of
contention episodes. First, as argued in the papagabove, in a country with dominating distribativ
unionism, trade unions isolate and refuse outsigpart to the few unions that do get involved ia th
conflicts between workers and management. Distkibutinionism also makes it more difficult for
employees to reach a shared situational defininod to develop leadership stemming from the
workforce. Furthermore, it facilitates repressibecause the employer can isolate groups of radical
workers fighting for union autonomy by providingtmal social benefits to administer to those trade
unionists who do not welcome autonomy. It was asgpued in Chapter 7 that distributive unionism
often takes labor actions on the arduous and icieffe legal route (suing employers) to addressing
worker demands.

Unions need either a shared situational definjtion outside support, or both in order to
establish threat potential. Starting from this firgd | studied the obstacles that the presence of
distributive unionism raises to developing shargdasional definitions and outside support. | then
developed two findings that help provide a moraiied overview of the situation of labor throughout
the wider post-communist region than is found iguaments portraying labor in post-communist
countries as similarly weak everywhere (weaknegsgomeasured in labor’s lacking ability of gaining
workers concrete benefits). | argued that laborUkraine is, in contrast to labor in Romania’s
manufacturing sectors, plagued in times of contentoy an inability to what | termed channel
contention, a difficulty that precedes the diffigubf gaining workers concrete benefits. The diffig
of channeling contention refers to the rifts thateege during contention times between workers and
plant-level unions and between plant-level uniomg laranch- and national-level union organizatidns.
then presented an analysis of labor in eleven pastmunist countries to show that post-communist
labor differs significantly in terms of its abilityo channel contention, and that therefore our
perceptions of labor weakness in the region showdtte way to understanding that labor in post-
communist countries is not always weak, and thahéncountries where it is weak it is so in diffare
ways and for different reasons. The next sectiarclemles this discussion by reviewing the prospects
for trade unions abandoning distributive unionigmUkraine. This is important, because there are
several international programs of assistance fadetrunion reform in post-Soviet countries; this
dissertation has reached conclusions and suggesfiorfurther research that could be relevant for
informing assistance.

8.4. Prospects of Change for Distributive Unionism

This research initially took off from the authortgention to identify solutions for labor’s predimant

in post-communism, a task that requires an undaistg of what problems labor faces. One sort of
problem regards the phenomena that in the litezatave been seen as explanatory factors for labor
weakness in post-communist countries, such asadaall legacies or structural constraints. By using
the Romania-Ukraine comparison, | showed in Chaftdrow the prevalence of the distributive
unionism model in Ukraine causes problems for laddmrady at the level of the relationship between
unions and members. The distributive model makewite difficult for unions and workers to develop
effective strategic elements such as a shareditilefirof the situation or threat potential. | haaiso
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argued that the prevalence of the distributive rhadekes it very difficult for the few unions
undergoing reform under the pressure of wage ara#es and collective layoffs by becoming more
autonomous from management to establish links botatly (to other plant-level unions) and
vertically (to national leaders) and to build odéssupport.

What are the prospects for Ukrainian unions to loreat of a situation that makes them
dependent on distributing welfare rather than regméng worker interests? Note that for Ukrainian
unions, the issue of labor interest representationore complicated than for Romanian ones. In most
of the Romanian cases the task for unions was ¢orbe effective and legitimate, pushing employers
to at least partly agree to worker demands. Foraldkan unions, the issue at hand is not only
becoming effective and legitimate, but first of alltonomous. One of the findings of this thesiha
in the Ukrainian episodes of contention, labor doabt simultaneously achieve success on all three
dimensions of labor representation. Labor (usugityups of workers acting against the trade union)
first had to fight for the trade union’s autonomynrd elect their representatives to the union dbunc
Only afterwards, with a reformed, representativéomircouncil leading the union, could labor also
attempt to be effective and address worker demands.

State Involvement

One could look to the state for forcing trade usiam Ukraine to move away from the distributive
model to the representative one. What the statkl @wuis free the unions from their welfare tadkg,
transferring housing to municipalities or healtlecparovision to the healthcare ministry. It seens th
the politicians to come to power during the 2004r@e Revolution supported the idea of the FPU
carrying out more representative taS¥shut in practice did nothing to encourage the FRUthiat
direction. Nor can the Party of Regions be expetdeslpport such reform, since present FPU leaders
(who have repeatedly expressed their satisfactiith the FPU record) are members of that party.
Furthermore, transferring welfare from the plantele(where it is the responsibility of private
employers) to city- or national levels requiresdsrthat the state does not ha¥dt is also possible
that with the arrival of the current economic @jgihe businesspeople paying for plant-administered
welfare will demand welfare nationalization. Buttktate might resist the demand, given its serious
budgetary limitations. Another incentive for thatstto reform the plant-based welfare model woeld b
to understand that plant-based welfare (espedmllysing) distorts labor markets, by keeping highly-
skilled workforce in the areas where it receivediding during Soviet time$®But any action based
on such recognition will again have to face thevianesly mentioned budget constraints.

Strategy Diffusion

| argue that a more promising source of help cdddstrategy diffusion, the capacity of unions to
transfer knowledge about strategies of labor isterepresentation to other unions. There are few
reasons to expect that distributive unions migipipsut such transfers on their own initiative. Afegl;
they usually ignore even calls for help from isethtepresentative unions. The reaction of othertpla
level unions and national leadership when confrebmtéh demands to support struggling unions was
generally to ignore their requests (such requegpicdlly included participating in pickets and
demonstrations). The next step, of attempting &onldrom the experience of such struggling unions
and move towards more autonomy, was out of sightfmy distributive unions in Ukraine.

181 0n the declarations of former President Viktor Nelsenko and Prime-Minister Yulia Tymoshenko abotgivtasks
unions should fulfill in Ukraine see Chapter 2.

%2 0ne can look, for instance, at the experience kralde with transferring welfare objects from migiplants to local
municipalities in the country’s East, and how tmegram had to stop due to the expenses it entileldcal budgets (and
for the World Bank, which supported the prograrifariey/ Shkaratan 2003)

163 | owe this latter point to David Mandel (persosatmunication, 2009). On how the Soviet Union colfed the labor
market via its housing policy see Meerovich 2005.
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And there were important lessons to learn, showag) strategy diffusion is not only possible
but also highly relevant. For instance, one oftthe core elements underpinning the distributive etod
is housing (the other one being healthcare), makimgns depend on management funds to maintain
the housing stock and workers depend on unionscéortinuous access to housing. The first
autonomous union | studied in Ukraine — the unibthe ball-bearings plant in Vinnitsa, Ukraine -dha
gotten rid of the housing stock long before prixation, lobbying the authorities to take the
dormitories out of the plant’'s property and decldwem property of the city. For this step the union
Vinnitsa had taken inspiration from the wheel-plemKremenchuk, the trade union leader of the tatte
plant advising her colleagues in Vinnitsa on hovp¢oform the operation (K8 2007). The trade union
leaders in Vinnitsa did not initiate the action ofia desire to strengthen their union’s autonoisyav
vis the employer. Instead, they did it because Bmeyv that any contention arising from housing éssu
would prove tremendously divisive, risking to twvorkers against the union (V1 2007, V2 2007). This
was a case of unions sharing information and takisgiration one from another. In other cases, for
instance when distributive unions for the first éimame under the pressure of wage arrears crises,
collective layoffs, and hostile employers, theiramleaders were not interested in exchanging eglev
information’®*

| could observe such lack of basic information exaje for instance during 2007, when | was
doing fieldwork at Ukraine’s two harvester plantse TKZ in Ternopil’ and the HMZ in Kherson.
Both plants were going through similar crises inuad year-long wage arrears, collective layoffsg an
management pressure to raise the rents in planedWwausing. Both had seen significant protests from
the rank-and-file, with worker groups organizingksts and demonstrations in the two cities. Yet the
leaders of the two unions were not aware of — etgmded to be very surprised by — the fact thattpla
in the same industry sub-branch, and in the sanhgstnial union (ASMU), were going through such a
similar crisis. Of course this is hardly credibéspecially since the ASMU was reporting on the two
cases in its monthly newspapéednist. But the point is that the two unions were nothaging
information, let alone coordinating actions, desgétcing at least one very similar problem: Theyldo
not communicate with the owner and the owner irhbtdases was located in the same city, Bila
Tserkva. This is important, since it shows that ititerest in strategy diffusion was very low among
ASMU plant-level organizations despite undergoiregendous crises, with hundreds laid-off or not
receiving their wages.

The interest of trade union leaders in Khersoreariing about strategies of other plants and
coordinating with other struggling collectives chgad dramatically with the factory occupation in
February-March 2009. As described in Chapter 5, fdwtory occupation also meant a de facto
replacement of the union leadership with new lesader charge of achieving labor interest
representation (they stayed in charge until theipation’s violent end in mid-March 2009 and their
subsequent sacking). They did try to establishslitckother struggling workers throughout the countr
(Dnipropetrovsk, L'viv, and Kharkiv), issued a daetion, and initiated a Committee of Struggling
Collectives (see Chapter 5). In other words, wakevolved in such initiatives showed that they ever
capable of co-ordinating and willing to co-ordinaigtions with workers at other plants, same asrlabo
in other parts of the world. Rather than a charatte of all Ukrainian trade unions, the oppogitito
strategy diffusion seemed more a characteristithefdistributive model and the FPU (in itself the
biggest union organization in the country, anddhly one in manufacturing).

The problem with the Committee of Struggling Cdliees was that there was hardly anyone
who could help with advice. The FPU was hostiledao¥g an initiative that had made criticism of the

184 For workers at plants where unions had not madantbve to transfer away housing, the issue becaessipg when
management decided to raise rents and evict workleoscould not pay the new rents. This happen&tDBv in Ternopil’
(harvester plant) and led to a one-and-a-half geaflict between workers and plant management.tidde union initially
supported the workers, but after the “repressiaqueece” enacted by management against the unienGbapter 7),
changed sides to supporting management (Tel 2008).
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FPU a core point on its agenda. The Confederafidimeee Trade Unions (the larger organization of the
Independent Union of Miners) was seen by Committeenbers as too close to the Prime-minister’s
party, the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc. Similarly, theweas no help from international trade union
structures. International and European trade ufederations stick to the established communication
channels, avoiding to respond to calls coming frearker initiatives trying to contact them directly
(i.e. not respecting the FPU hierarchy, ETUC 1 2008Yet in the past there have been foreign-funded
external initiatives of promoting information exclgge and strategy diffusion among Ukrainian unions.
As argued below, such initiatives came from outside network of international trade unions
(although it was such unions that established i) zelied instead on a Western-funded and —
established organization that was not afraid dirgground official hierarchies.

Outside Help

One does not have to look too far into the painthbone important instance of strategic diffustbat
worked. Strategy diffusion was not as problematithe ASMU’s past as it is nowadays. In Chapter 2,
| argued that in the 1990s the ASMU was an orgéaioizethat prioritized the move towards more
autonomy over welfare distribution. Such an atétwis-a-vis reform was the outcome of a reform-
oriented national leadership, supported by thengtn@gional trade union in Kharkiv. The national
leadership and the Kharkiv organizations suppaotiedinformation exchange with international trade
union organizations and also made sure that sudiaege would trickle down to struggling plant-level
unions or worker groups. The trade union in Vimmitwas the beneficiary of such information
exchanges at the end of the 1990s (during the wags it fought for autonomy from the employer).
With the change in ASMU leadership and the dectihéhe ASMU'’s strong chapter in Kharkiv, the
ASMU moved back to supporting in practice the dsitive model and ignoring unions in crises such
as those in Vinnitsa and Kherson. The monthégnist; established with the help of the international
unions’ Transnational Information Exchange (TIEitshed to allocating increasing space to
distributive unions. There was no more space gdatdevorker groups; for instance “The Workers’
Corner”, a key feature iYednist' past, publishing letters from the few workers whgdant-level
unions were not hindering the paper’s distributiwas discontinued.

What is left from those days is the link betwee®MU and the international trade unions via
the TIE. For the ASMU — and for the wider Ukrainiamion federation FPU — it was very prestigious
to receive international affiliation in the lateQ%. After all, the international trade union mowesin
had blocked the affiliation of Ukraine’s FPU andsRia’s NFPR on grounds of being unreformed, of
keeping too much of their Soviet outlook and persbnAffiliation of the various branches came only
in the second half of the 1990s, and it broughmh&my trade union leaders the possibility of travglio
Western countries, something that they often cadt have afforded otherwise (A3 2009). This is
important, because the TIE (the main channel opstpcoming from international unions for ASMU
training programs) could today start to make tleéning of trade union leaders conditional on the
inclusion also of workers from struggling plantscls as the ones in Vinnitsa and Kherson. This would
reduce the isolation of such plants. Another measould be to make access to training programs
conditional on allowingrednist'to become more critical and open to worker voegain. These steps
could be achieved without extra funding. What wobél costly but would be very important is for
instance to ensure that a reforméddnist’ actually reaches the workers. The TIE and the ASMU
would need a list of all union members with homdradses, andednist’could be sent directly to the

1% The Committee of Struggling Collectives collapséter the Kherson workers involved in it were firedm the HMZ

plant in the repression that followed the Febri2099 factory occupation. The Committee continuedeunrthe leadership
of Kyiv-based Marxist (the Organization of Marxjstnd Stalinist (The All-Ukrainian Workers’ Uniomgroups, both of
them being splinter groups of the Communist Parhese groups, however, clashed over the Commitfetise and also
accused Kherson workers of being too uncompromiaimgd) not supporting the plant owner (the critigaene from the
VSR president, see Kyl 2009).
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workers’ home addresses, thus circumventing ureaddrs® The point of this measure would be to
acquaint workers with what representative unionsud with their rights (of which workers are often
unaware, as e.g. fieldwork in Zaporizhia showedhwvorkers at the country’s biggest car-plant not
knowing the name of their union and not having skercollective agreement signed in their nafie).

Expecting more involvement on the part of the TREJkraine is not at all unrealistic, as shown
by the TIE's experience in Russia, where it wasshgtto get around established union hierarchids an
reached out to workers at the plant level. It vieesTIE that connected the workers of a passive, F=NP
affiliated trade union (the FNPR is the Russianejant of Ukraine's FPU) at Ford's plant near $ank
Petersburg with workers at a Ford plant in BraEbllowing the meeting, which showed Sankt-
Petersburg Ford employees the workings of a reptasee trade union, they reformed theirs and
launched a series of successful actions against, Farluding strikes. The union became synonymous
for reform in the Russian trade union scene, laimgckeveral similar initiatives at other Russian ca
plants (Clément 2008, Greene/ Robertson 2009).

Both the TIE's successful experience with reforntimg Ford union and the TIE's involvement
in the ASMU's pre-1999 existence show that thepdaty that can be done to assist union reform and
strategy diffusion in Ukraine. But can we help suehion assistance, by advising on where to focus
reform processes internal to unions to increasehheaces for reform?

8.5. Issues for Further Research

There might be answers to the problem of developaigtions (choosing the right strategy in lightaof
specific situation), but this research has alsawshthat it is only certain unions that get to thoenp of
actually being able to construct a strategy — wimtest do not, especially where the distributive eiod
prevails. There are nevertheless unions that dargeind the distributive model and initiate reforims
become more autonomous. We need to know more &osusuch unions overcome their dependency
on management, and how their leaders can evadephession sequence. This research has made clear
that unions need to reform in order to become armus before attempting to be effective in
achieving worker demands. It has also shown whatessful unions do to be effective, once
autonomous. But we know little about how unionsdmee autonomous, except for the fact that — in all
the cases studied during fieldwork — the move timramy happened in the context of wage arrears
and imminent collective layoffs, undermining theteral base for the distributive model and pushing
workers to protest against union leaders and eleat ones. And we also know very little about how
unions manage to stay autonomous, particularly evtigey have to compete with distributive unions,
generously funded by employéfs.

186 This was a proposal of ASMU's leadership befoi@02he year of leadership change (A3 2007).

16778 2008. Several workers savednist’ for the first time in my hands, although the log&@MU organization should
have distributed it to them.

%8 The discussion in this section focuses first amérhost on Ukraine, with implications for other nties with strong
distributive unions (Russia, Belarus, China). #Mes out a discussion of the Romanian labor s@nthis has seen a very
early move towards autonomy. See Chapters 2 armat @ fliscussion of how the unions organizing Rowrianindustry
emerged bottom-up throughout 1990 with an anti-farnegime agenda and united in an organizatiored@alartel Alfa.
They also quickly established links to Western nejomainly French and Belgian Christian-democr&drenations, and
won early affiliation with international trade uni@rganizations. As a result of early reform andyesansfer of know-how
from Western unions, Romanian unions (at leastetipast of Cartel Alfa) have proven capable of cowating actions — for
instance by launching industry-wide strikes or diameous roadblocks in several towns, so as toeasm their
effectiveness. Such instances are absent in Ukraimkthis section discusses what can be donedar ¢o help ensure that
the Ukrainian unions become capable of autonomotisnes.
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Leadership

What seems crucial — and worthy of more investigati is the emergence during such crises of
independent leadership from the ranks of the werk€he Ukrainian cases studied here show that
contention (conflict) fosters the emergence of éesgkip. In other words, new leaders are born of
conflict. But the contention-leadership patterndsolor the Ukrainian cases only. The trade unions i
Romania show other patterns than the Ukrainiansgaseccordance with the specific development of
post-communist unions in Romania: Most Romaniaddesicame to power with the establishment of
Cartel Alfa and have held power ever sihte.

Leadership and how it emerges are crucial in wstdeding the chances for post-communist
trade unions reforming and becoming more autonoraodsmore capable of strategy, again, especially
in contexts with strong distributive unions. Thessb because post-communist trade unions haveyhighl
concentrated leadership, with one single persdre-trde union leader — bearing the responsilidity
setting the union's agenda. The trade union lealderhas a huge informational advantage concerning
the daily workings of the relationship to managetntre situation of the plant, the relevant ledisia,
and the union's network of contacts. Such concemitran the person of the union leader occurs
because it is usually only the union leader whoksdull-time for the union (depending on plant size
there can be other full-time union personnel, Uguahe for every 1,500 employees). Who holds the
job therefore is a crucial issue. And leadershiptens. for independence. In the words of a workeuy “
union boss played the role of the ram leading #re lof sheep to the slaughterhouse” (H8 2009).rAfte
management has intervened to co-opt union leadersyally takes a long time before an alternatove
the co-opted leaders emerges, and we need to kaawptocesses of leadership develop and how they
can be assisted. Leadership matters also becéwmedaes its capacity to act when management takes
out the union leadership - by bribing it, firing @r prohibiting its access to the plant, or even b
assassination (see the Tepro case in Romaniasdatin Chapter 2).

The Power Architecture of Trade Unions

Another issue that deserves further attentionasréhationship between plant-level unions and eéntr
union organizations, branch-level and national.tfeomamunist Europe stands out in comparison to
Western European unions for having a decentralimeéoin scene, with plant-level unions keeping back
most (around 70%) of the funds coming from membd@iss pattern greatly contributes to the
concentration of power around the plant-level unieader, making a study of how local union
leadership emerges and is sustained or challengadmaore important. However, although we know
that post-communist unions went through tremendi@isentralization and became the locus of power
in each country’s trade union organization (repigdhe central or national level, Kubichek 2004¢, w
know little about how plant-level unions shape #nehitecture and outlook of wider, branch-level and
even national structures. Despite acknowledgingcetgralization, almost all studies of post-
communist labor focus entirely on the national-lemganizations (for exceptions see Ashwin/ Clarke
2003; Ashwin 2004), ignoring how the rise and ft#llvarious plant-level organizations also prompts
changes in the militancy and readiness of branct-rational-level organizations to support militanc
from below. In other words, understanding laboritamicy might have to rely not only on the study of
abstract variables such as union density and staitess, but also on studying the power architeabiire
union organization across multiple levels and wietind how it changes. This dissertation introduced
an example of how a change in a union’s power tacture went together with a change in outlook

1% There was one case where crises of wage arraats line replacement of union council members witire militant
leaders coming from the rank-and-file (the contamtepisode at the COS Targge). In Raita | could not find out the
exact circumstances of how the militant leaders Wdwb the workers during the 2001-2003 conflict catoepower;
however, it was clear that workers from the ranl-&ile replaced the team of engineers leading thierusince the Cartel's
establishment in a conflict in 1997.
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and overall stance towards militancy: The uniorU&fainian machine-builders ASMU experienced a
sharp change in its readiness to support militaorege the Kharkiv regional organization (dominated
by theSerp i Molotmotor plant) declined and the Zaporizhia regiarglanization (dominated by the
car plant ZAZ, see Chapter 2) rose to become ths&t mftuential.

Studying how union structure affects militancy aswhtention would mean raising in a post-
communist context a hypothesis formulated somee#isyago in a study of Western European strike
and unionization waves. Westergaard and Reslebl@dvided an early formulation of the view that
it was “rising expectations” of workers that caudedtions between workers and the trade union
organizations, which supported wage restraint charge for full employment. This friction ultimagel
led to the strike wave to start around 1968. Pizadfi978: 289) turned the argument around, claiming
that in order to understand the emergence of ctintenne has to conceptualize it as a breakdown of
“organizations” such as trade unions developed rieuee “control over the future actions of
individuals”. It is “institutions and [...] power rafions rather than expectations” or, one could add,
ideological legacies that explain contention (fogimilar point see also Burawoy 1985). Transferring
this argument to the literature on post-commurabbf, one can observe a failure in this literatare
conceptualize trade unions as potentially reprasgnvays of containing contention rather than as
organic emanations of the will of workers; therkiteire generally views trade unions as one asgect o
an entity called ‘labor’ rather than one componeinthe institutional “structure of incentives” (Nbr
1990) containing worker militancy.

The main danger for the literature on post-comnidalsor is that such a conceptualization will
lead it to conclusions described by Pizzorno (1288) in the following terms: “At every new upstart
of a wave of conflict we shall be induced to ththiat we are at the verge of a revolution, and when
downswing appears, we shall predict the end ofsatasflict”. All major comparative books on post-
communist labor have ended with grim predictionsudtthe lack of possibilities of increasing the
influence of post-communist labor over the regigmditics. See, for instance, the three comparative
works on post-communist labor heralding the dedtthe working class as an actor “for itself’, an
argument inferred from the attitudes of trade ureaders: Kubichek (2004: 201) doubts that there is
any future for union movements in Eastern Europandél (2004: 269) sees the labor movement as
“doomed [...] to failure” since it “rejects class iygendence”; while Crowley and Ost (2001: 231)
argue that “labor weakness” can “lead to classedbfices being expressed in nonclass and illiberal
ways”. But, again, these points hold only if oneuases an unproblematic relationship between trade
unions and workers, where workers’ dissatisfactiti their living or working standards expresses
itself necessarily in “non-class” ways because ttlielytry organizing along class lines in the forfn o
trade unions only to be marginalized together wiithir unions. Yet this dissertation has found that
many trade union federations have seen little tbomeak with their communist past and can therefore
hardly be seen as collective carriers of workeergdgts. There is little evidence that the option fo
workers of organizing along class lines is off ttable. And there is research (other than this
dissertation) to prove that it is not, researchicidd to studying thencreasingcontention levels at
Russian plants displayed outside the structureth@festablished trade unions (Greene/ Robertson
20009).

We should avoid taking the stances of trade unfboess and personnel as indicative of labor’s
— of the wider working class’s - willingness to st and of the probability that contention and
militancy will emerge and spread. Following Pizzmrithe trick is not to take the present state and
outlook of unions as a sign of labor's weaknesgritinally assuming an unproblematic relationship
between workers and their trade unions. Insteasl ptiesent state and outlook of unions should be
indicative of the trade union leadership’s conttitwu to containing industrial conflict. “Periods of
destabilization and conflict appear when the unians either unable or unwilling to exchange
moderation for power” (Pizzorno 1978: 292). Whentiwg about the inability and unwillingess of
unions to exchange moderation for power, Pizzorad  mind specific cyclical situations that
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probably have little in common with the structudifficulties faced by post-communist labor. But
Pizzorno’s perspective is important for the stuflpast-communist labor as it focuses our attention
how unions play their role also in limiting contiemt rather than only in (directly) representing and
expressing the protest potential of their memb8uxh a perspective is at least capable of explginin
the many instances of mass contention initiatedMoykers around and after 1989 despite “labor
weakness”: the 1989 and 1991 Soviet mining strikges, the Polish Solidarity’s grassroots militancy
and strikes in 1992, the rise of Rural Solidarthe strike waves in Romania 1990-2003, the general
strike in Ukraine in 1993, and the isolated episooiecontention studied in this dissertation. Wiat
need to understand is how and when changes innlu’'s power architecture actually affect its
capacity and/or willingness to enter political eanbe. Such analysis might hold many surprises and
might even show that the future is open also f@tygommunist labor.
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