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Introduction

The Center for Labor and Community Research’s (CLCR) work in the food sector in Chicago is one of the most significant “signature programs” for the organization since our formation in 1982.  There have been specific and positive results for particular companies, unions, and communities.  It has influenced significant policy changes on behalf of local government, the labor movement, and business organizations.  It has stimulated internal change in companies, unions, and community organizations.

· Training in several food companies managed by the Candy Institute resulted in tangible returns on investment, with one company increasing revenues by over $500,000, and another company deciding not to move to Mexico after achieving a 30% increase in efficiency;

· Through a determined four year effort by Teamsters, local community organizations, and the business community, Low Road business practices at Brach Candy Company were blocked saving several thousand jobs for several years; 

· Bakery, Confectionary, Tobacco, and Grain Millers Local 1 has created a successful training program in its own union hall, as well as initiating training programs at area companies with the assistance of the Candy Institute/Food Chicago; and

· Mayor Daley has called the Candy Institute/Food Chicago a model of a private/public partnership.

It has also been the terrain in which we came to forged our own perspectives with complex and controversial issues and debates within business, labor, community, and development circles including:

· Complex tactical partnerships with union leadership;

· Partnerships with top management in companies;

· Debates within the AFL-CIO, Working for America, and progressive wing of the labor movement;

· Engaging the strengths and weaknesses of the Alinsky tradition in community organizing circles; and 

· The difficulty of creating local and national coalitions around a new strategic vision.

It has had an enormous impact on our own organization in deeply influencing the specificity of our own strategic vision, our management and organizational culture, and in building partnerships that we would not have anticipated ten years ago.  It has attracted the interest of similar organizations in the national and international community.  It has prompted critical debate and controversy within labor, business, governmental, and community circles locally and nationally.

For us, it has been a rewarding but complex and sobering initiative.  We are convinced that the deteriorating conditions we often find in companies and communities create the opportunities to construct a stakeholder movement for sustainable development and fundamental change.  On the other hand, we know that this is a program that will require a long-term commitment as well as enormous patience and persistence.  Changes in a development paradigm require a long period of incremental progress before dramatic and qualitative change is possible.  And we are very much in the early period.  

This is a work in process.  It is a detailed report and analysis on how this program has emerged and reflecting the strategic perspectives of CLCR.  It is candid and explores, in some detail, the challenges we faced in our work; the differences we have had with sister organizations and colleagues, locally and nationally; as well as the victories and partnerships that we’ve created.  This kind of written reflection is important, certainly for our organization, and hopefully for a broader network of colleagues as a tool to promote debate and discussion, evaluate and improve the work, as well as to train our staff, board, and next generation of leaders.  

1.  Our Vision

In 1998, we published Building the Bridge to the High Road
 that explains the basic features of our vision.  After 20 years of work at the micro level of the economy, and influenced by the experience of others locally, nationally, and internationally, we are convinced that the increase in poverty and the destruction of productive capacity domestically and globally is principally a product of what we describe as Low Road business strategies and practices—seeking high returns through means that corrode or destroy human and material productive capacity including speculation.  This includes driving down wages and benefits to the lowest possible levels, management by fear, asset-stripping and “milking the cash cow”, whipsawing regions and peoples against each other, ignoring broader stakeholder investments and risk, etc.  This combined with Low Road strategies and practices in the public sector—a passive service approach to what is perceived as a monolithic private sector; a narrow commitment to one’s immediate constituency no matter what the cost to others; the perpetuation of anti-democratic and anti-participatory culture; racist and chauvinist tradition; etc. leave a world that is getting worse off by any measure—economically, socially, and environmentally.  

And this is at a stage of human development when we have new technologies that could be used to accelerate development in every respect, and a level of human knowledge that, even at today’s levels, could provide solutions to most, if not all, of the problems we face.  The state of the world is not due to inevitable forces that we can’t control—the market, globalization, or new technology.  In fact, these Low Road trends create the space and demand the emergence of a movement for a new paradigm dedicated to development that is socially, environmentally, and economically sustainable.  This shift in paradigm could unleash the use of new technologies and accumulated knowledge to address the frightening conditions we face on this planet.  This new movement can only emerge with a broader segment of society—labor and community—taking responsibility for the creation of wealth as well as being advocates for a more equal redistribution of wealth.  This means not ceding those critical decisions on product development, technology, finance, research and development, management style, and corporate governance to those who preserve narrow material self-interest at such great public expense.  Great changes in society require a change in social relations of production, and now is a time for such changes.  It’s required and it’s possible.  This kind of transition could easily take 50 years or more.  We believe that we are at the early stages of such a profound shift, and CLCR is committed to contributing to that transition.  This is our vision.

2.  Our Strategy

The Low and High Road:  At the heart of “strategy” is defining friends and enemies, or partners and competitors.  A social movement that seeks to take advantage of the strengths of our current society—technology, knowledge (including production and scientific), needs to find allies among those who have had this kind of knowledge, so there can be a useful continuum.  Allen Greenspan recently commented on what the corporate ethics scandal at Enron and other companies represented, as well as the negative aspect of global speculation.  He commented, something to the effect that, companies have always been greedy, they now just have more options.  We agree with that analysis, having seen the role that technology and accumulated strength has in creating Low Road options for those who seek them—whipsawing regions and countries with the capacity to move production in a short period of time, the ability to utilize volatile and often, irrational financial markets, the ability to churn companies and pull out wealth, etc.  

On the other hand, not all sections of the business community have bought into exercising these options, or have the choice because of their material limitations.  In manufacturing, typically 90% of the companies have less than 100 employees, have local markets, and depend to some degree on the stability and health of the local community.  Some of the larger technology companies require educated workers and consumers, and are encouraged to shift from Taylorism to different styles of management and production because of the complexity of the product. In the course of our work, we find some in the business community who, as most working people, want a level of personal economic security, but are deeply and principally interested in developing productive capacity and intrigued by new roles that labor or community could play in that process.  Some of the leading models in the international market place are those principally motivated or deeply influenced by social and political concerns such as Northern Italy, Mondragon Spain, or even the People’s Republic of China.  

This is where our distinction between “High Road” and “Low Road” has been useful.  High Road has come to mean those who seek a return in a way that builds productive capacity and society, and the Low Road representing those who seek a return in a way that corrodes or destroys productive capacity and society.  In this framework, labor (for example) can find critically important allies in the business community that share, at least for tactical reasons, a commitment to build productive capacity and who have a sometimes deep material interest in opposing those in business who are destroying productive capacity.  For us, opposing or blindly supporting the “private” or “corporate” sector is simplistic and dated.  The question is whether or not the specific company or leader is on the High Road or Low Road.  In the same way, community organizations can look at a labor union and make an important distinction on whether or not the policy of the union is consistent with building the productive capacity of the company, sector, or community.  If government is considering the use of scarce dollars to support a certain kind of development, privileging a High Road company where there will be a higher Return on Investment rather than supporting a Low Road company whose policies will degrade the local economy simply makes good business sense for the institution that represents and defends public interests.

The Market and the State:  Another key strategic question has been the issues of the market and the state.  The traditional development paradigms have seen one or the other as the principal or only terrain worth fighting in.  We have the “old” Chicago School of Economics or the neo-liberals that champion the “free market” as the driving force for change in society and have disdain for state intervention in what they see as a continually self-correcting mechanism for the development of society.  We have traditional socialists/communists, social democrats, or just plain democrats who see the state as the only terrain for safely protecting the public interests either by regulation of the corporate sector, creating demand, or enforcing justice and equity; and who see the market finally as a den of corruption.  Our strategic views see both as critical venues for advancing a new development agenda.  Both have a democratic as well as a corrupting tradition.  Both have always existed in creative tension whether acknowledged or not.  There never has been a “free” market outside of the positive influences of the state.  And state policy that’s not guided by a profound understanding of what is and should take place at the micro level of the market economy can’t succeed.

A Global Perspective:  Yet another key strategic issue is the international character of our efforts.  The world is increasingly integrated and interdependent.  There is no community that can stand outside of global influence—positive or negative.  A vision of sustainable development requires an international strategic perspective.  The ability to communicate and transfer information internationally opens up enormous possibilities, and carries enormous responsibility.  It is no longer sufficient or possible to talk about local development without consideration of its global character.  A vision of sustainable development requires that each tactical consideration be assessed to how it contributes to international sustainable development or prevents it.

These are the key components of our strategy.  They give clarity to our work and lie at the heart of the advances we have made.  They also contribute to the complexity of our work, and the need to think through our plans, and evaluate our experience as a means to gaining greater sophistication in understanding how these new alliances can take place.  Typically our process includes the following sequence:

· Experience—reacting to a request for help or assistance;

· Research in to the details;

· Analysis of the situation;

· Developing a theory for intervention;

· Testing the intervention; and

· Evaluation

Our work in the food sector as well as other initiatives reflect this process, and have given us confidence in the value of discipline in the application of the process.  CLC R began as an organization reacting to plant closings.  We are now an organization that deliberately engages in the effort to create a practical model for sustainable development. 

3.  The Application of our Vision and Strategy to the Food Sector

CLCR has been deeply engaged in the dynamics, obstacles, and opportunities in Chicago’s substantial food sector for the last 14 years.  A phone call from a community organizer with “early warning” information in 1989 introduced us to the crisis at Brach Candy Company in Chicago’s Austin Community—a company that was hemorrhaging jobs, losing $100 million in sales each year, and churning its top management.  This began a chain of programs involving new and deeper partnerships with the labor movement locally and nationally, a web of community-based organizations on the West Side, management in and outside of Brach, and others that joined is in a $300 million acquisition effort that didn’t succeed, a successful 18 month mass campaign to block the Low Road, the creation of the Candy Institute, and now the emergence of Food Chicago and its various programs.  Our relative success has provided leverage in other aspects of CLCR’s work—locally, nationally, and internationally.

In a way that has been typical of CLCR’s development, our work in the food sector started as a reaction to a crisis in a company and a community.  Through our experience as well as our exposure to the perspective of others, we came to understand the value of a sectoral approach—identifying significant clusters or agglomerations of companies that produced a similar product and addressing the shared issues and concerns.  This approach encourages an analysis of a sector to determine whether it is growing or declining, and whether it has value in light of our strategic objectives.   We found food a growing sector in the region that has many qualities that make it particularly appropriate for our approach.  It is a strong local industry with local as well as international markets.  There is a long history of the food sector in Chicago that has produced a labor and entrepreneurial market that is sophisticated and productive.  For decades, Chicago candy workers have been paid higher wages than others in the country because of their high skills.  Food is a mainstay of popular life—reflecting the diversity of culture and traditions of different nationalities and ethnic groups.  And it’s a sector that has ease of entry for Chicago residents offering meaningful and good jobs at all levels of production and career paths that can lead to good jobs in fields such as artisan baking or robotics.

With an increasingly detailed strategic analysis, we have been able to develop specific programmatic applications that have had a positive impact on specific companies, unions, workers, and communities.  These programs allowed for an extended engagement with the various stakeholders of this industry increasing our familiarity with the strengths, weaknesses, obstacles and opportunities for each of them—individually and in interaction with each other.  This practice inevitably came into conflict with existing policies, and begged the development of appropriate new policy that reflected the new realities and possibilities of the sector.

This engagement continues to be complex, productive, and important. None of this has been easy or straightforward. This work was informed by what we learned from others’ experience domestically and internationally—both the positive and the negative.   Success has been gained through overcoming set-backs.  Despite, and probably because of, the difficulties, we have won key battles, gleaned critical strategic lessons, built partnerships that have been sustained throughout the entire effort, and developed our organization as we met the challenges.

This report is a description and analysis of how our strategy has emerged and been applied with the various stakeholders as a foundation for defining specific strategic objectives for the next five years.

The Food Sector:  We were introduced to the Food Sector through our work at Brach.  As we engaged the realities of Brach, we recognized that Chicago had 100 or so confectionary companies and is, in fact, the “Candy Capital of the World.”  This was due, in large part, to the tremendous skills and productivity of local workers that had evolved through generations of experience in production.  Surprisingly, other major confectionary companies were oblivious to this reality and to the significance of their sector—pre-occupied with the handful of companies that were their direct competitors.  And certainly various government agencies and leaders had no recognition of the significance of the sector, much less its internal characteristics.  The research we completed as part of the larger analysis of the workforce development system in manufacturing confirmed our suspicion about the major significance of food in the regional economy.  In summary,

· Significant Food Manufacturing Sector:  Cook County is the second largest manufacturing county in the US, following Los Angeles, with 400,000 jobs and over 8,000 companies. As a segment of manufacturing, food processors employ 45,000 workers in approximately 800 companies.   Food manufacturers in the six-county area employ nearly 53,000 workers in more than 1,000 companies.

· Growth in Food Manufacturing:  According to projections of economic growth by the US Department of Labor and the Illinois Department of Employment Security, half the manufacturing employees in Cook County work in industries that are expected to grow in the next eight -years - food processing being one of these.
· Job Openings:  Approximately 1,100 employment vacancies open up in the industry every year. Jobs range from entry level positions to highly advanced technical and supervisory positions..

· Employment Multiplier:  The employment multiplier for this industry is 2.58, which means that for every food manufacturing job, another 1.58 jobs are created by  businesses that supply and support the food industry.  

· Good Wages:  The average wage is $13.00 an hour with a skilled, experienced workers able to earn up to $30 per hour.  According to 2000 Census data, Cook County food manufacturing workers averaged $28,000 in annual pay though many earned more because of overtime.   In contrast, Cook County retail workers averaged $21,276.  Chicago-area workers are 19% more productive than the national average.

· Worker Representation:  Approximately, one-third of the food processing industry is represented by organized labor.  Workers are represented by the Bakery, Confectionery, and Grainmillers Union, the Teamsters, the United Food and Commercial Workers Union and the Service Employees International Union.

· Worker Demographics:  Approximately, 40% of the workforce is of Hispanic origin, 13% African-American, 2% Asian and the rest is Caucasian, representing a number of different ethnicities.  Women account for fifty-one percent of the food processing industry.

· High Volume of Sales:  The volume of sales in food manufacturing in Cook County is $16.6 billion.  If the multiplier effect is factored in, food manufacturing is worth $26.4 billion.

· Benefits to the Local Economy:  Total wages and salaries paid by food manufacturers in Cook County is $1.9 billion and a total of $4.2 billion is paid to all workers who provide services and supplies to these manufacturers.  The food manufacturing industry generates $2.6 billion in interest paid, rents, profits and depreciation.

The Strategy:  Over the last 25 years, we have seen the productive capacity of our economy being undermined and weakened by Low Road business practices and passive, narrow public sector strategies.   Certainly new global influences, new technologies, and new aspects of development have been a contributing factor—factors that are generally outside of the influence of a union, a local community, or local government.  But after 20 years of extensive experience at the micro level of the economy in Chicago, around the country, and to some extent, internationally, we are convinced that the kind of crisis typically suffered in urban areas has been due to factors that were largely subject to local influence and intervention.  For example, Chicago lost 4,000 factories in the last 20 years that employed 200,000 people—a reality that devastated certain communities, particularly African American and Latino, as well as changed many aspects of local social and political relations.  We are convinced that 75% of those could have been retained through creative action and intervention by labor, business, community-based organizations and government.   CLCR’s strategy recognizes the need for labor, community, and government--in partnership with high road businesses--to take greater responsibility for wealth creation in addition to wealth redistribution; and the obligation to advance practical High Road alternatives as we actively discourage and block Low Road private and public practices.  The objective of this change in social relations of production is to create a society that is environmentally, economically, and socially sustainable locally, nationally, and internationally.
  Food Chicago is our effort to develop and demonstrate the effectiveness of this approach and of High Road business practices in a major sector, and with success, to replicate in other sectors here and in other communities.  

Food Chicago is an effort to advance a comprehensive alternative to the way business is often done, and to the way businesses and the public sector interact and interrelate.  Food Chicago is an expansion of CLCR’s Candy Institute.  The Candy Institute was developed in the context of the campaign to save Brach.
  It was inspired by our understanding of the sector development initiatives in the Emilia-Romagna Region of Northern Italy as well as the Garment Industry Development Corporation in New York City.  It was first proposed as a joint project to Brach management during a brief period of positive negotiations.  With the advent of the campaign against Brach owner Klaus Jacobs’ Low Road strategies at Brach Candy, CLCR initiated the Candy Institute as a positive alternative and advocate for High Road practices to other companies, labor, community, and local government.  Following the success of our campaign that resulted in the signing of a 4-year union contract that represented a successful block of Jacob’s Low Road plans for the company, he sued CLCR Executive Director, Dan Swinney, CLCR, and the Coalition.  We were finally successful in defeating this initiative to essentially destroy our organization.  In the context of this legal attack, we responded to the specifics mostly through the legal system, and focused our organizing efforts on building the Candy Institute—confident that this new institution would be the best answer to Jacob’s continuing pursuit of the Low Road.

The Candy Institute was visualized as a center for High Road policy and program in the confectionary sector for all the key stakeholders in the industry.  We gave particular priority to developing a base in the companies recognizing that the smaller and medium-sized companies were those that were in greatest need of the assistance we could provide; and it was essential to demonstrate our interest in promoting good business while under attack from Chicago’s Low Road leader.  Clearly our base within labor and the broader community was essential as they were the firmest, and potentially most powerful sectors for achieving our long-term vision.  Equally important was winning support from local government for our initiatives and for a High Road strategy.  Initially, we weren’t successful in winning City support for our approach.  Mayor Daley had extended his support to Jacobs as a private sector leader who was believed to be realistically dealing with global pressures, despite the tremendous impact of his approach on Chicago industry and particularly the communities on the West Side.  Over the subsequent years the administration has gradually come to view CLCR as an ally in the struggle to retain and build Chicago manufacturing—particularly in candy and food--and as a source of information, research and services, but that is getting ahead of our story.    

Following is a more detailed description of our thinking, work, and plans in relation to the major stakeholders in the Food Sector in light of our long-term strategic objectives.  Our work with these stakeholders represent an intersection of all that we have learned through other CLCR programs and exchanges, and, in turn, has impacted all other aspects of our work going forward.

A.  Labor

At the heart of our strategic vision and our work in the Food Sector is our relationship with labor.  The transformation of and leading role of labor in driving the creation of wealth in partnership with community and high road business leaders is our fundamental objective.  Our commitment and ties to labor has in the past been a competitive disadvantage in a number of relationships and situations.  Our success in working with labor in many different settings is now becoming one of our competitive advantages.  Our work in Chicago’s food sector has been the place where this relationship has developed over a number of years and where CLCR has gained the experience, skills, and track record to create a foundation for even a greater impact on development and development policy. 

Our founders came out of the activist wing of District 31 of the United Steelworkers of America (USWA).  CLCR (first named the Midwest Center for Labor Research) was created in reaction to the emerging crisis in all manufacturing and in steel, in particular.   There were massive plant closings and demands for wage and benefit concessions in union contracts.  Our founders included organizers and leaders both of local unions as well as the reform District Director of the District 31, Jim Balanoff. We knew that if the labor movement was to grow and be successful in representing its members in a dramatically changing economic environment, we had to fundamentally reform labor, as we engaged a far more complicated series of issues in the economy and society.  Simply re-claiming the New Deal agenda and the CIO tradition were insufficient.  We were certainly outspoken in our criticism of the typically right, bureaucratic, and sometimes corrupt leadership of the labor movement and its failure to adequately address the issues that faced organized labor as well as the broader society.  But we were equally critical of the superficiality of much of the left, and its willingness to hang on to simplistic traditions that may have had strength in an earlier period of the US economy, but were sadly out of place and costly in the new environment that union leaders and members faced at work.  For that reason, we made the deliberate decision to not simply become a think tank reflecting the traditional program of the left, but to dig deeply in the micro level of the economy—specific companies and communities—and to anchor our proposals and perspectives in that reality.   

The first program of CLCR was the publication of Labor Research Review (LRR), a journal that was published twice a year until 1996.  LRR was the most influential journal in labor for those years, presenting perspectives from local organizers, leaders, and labor educators on the critical and controversial issues facing the labor movement.  LRR took on issues that reflected new approaches to new problems that were confronting emerging leaders in the labor movement.  Each issue focused on a particular theme in depth and from the perspectives of those at the front line—whether a local union leader, an organizer, or someone on staff.  These in-depth treatments of issues and debates deeply influenced the strategic direction of CLCR.  LRR #6 focused on the issue of employee ownership and capital strategies from the perspective of a union leader, not a lawyer, accountant, or cooperative leader.  The inquiry associated with that issue led to CLCR’s embrace of employee ownership and capital strategies as in important tool for labor in the current climate, and led to this as part of our program.  LRR #14 (our best seller—reprinted six times) took on the issue of “participation in management” at a time when company negotiators were often insisting on these kinds of programs.  The authors in that issue outlined an in-depth analysis that stood in contrast to either the outright rejection or uncritical embrace of “participation programs;” and developed a tactical orientation of how to use these or other structures in ways to strength labor, even if the motivation of the proposal was to weaken labor.  This kind of tactical thinking became a feature of CLCR’s work.  LRR # 17 advanced the “organizing model” of unionism in contrast to the traditional service model of unionism and defined an approach to participation and democracy that we have applied to all of our organizational campaigns involving unions.

We had been labor organizers—successful in bringing workers into unions, and activising members in unions that had become ossified.  We were committed not only to providing benefits for workers already in unions but also in serving the general needs of labor, including those that were unorganized. The word “labor” in our name was a reference to people who worked, not just a code word for organized labor.  Recognizing the linkage between the organized and unorganized is a fundamental principle of labor leadership.  That identity also increased our influence among community-based organizations who often had little positive experience with unions but who were deeply concerned with the conditions faced by working people.   It opened doors to philanthropic circles that were frequently negative towards labor.  On several occasions, it was suggested that we take the word “labor” out of our name so we could be more effective to which we replied that we knew our identity with labor was a short run competitive disadvantage, but, in the long run, we were confident it would become our competitive advantage.  It has.

We were fundamentally committed to building coalition with the broader community and overcoming the label that was often correctly applied to labor as a “special interest.”  Our tradition saw labor as a leader in the whole society, not only an advocate for its own members, or only a fighter for its own immediate jobs and union contract.  And we were interested in scale—fundamental change for society as a whole.  The founding of CLCR coincided with another major movement for reform in the region—the Harold Washington Campaign in Chicago.  Our founding members were deeply active in the campaign and deeply influenced by its character, potential and scope.  Mayor Washington’s economic development policies included a role for labor resulting in CLCR’s first contract with local government in 1984 that led to our Early Warning approach
 to industrial retention.  We quickly broadened our interests from only influencing labor to influencing the way that economic development was promoted to insure that it included labor’s interests as well as a labor presence.  These traditions were the foundation of our work in the food sector.

Brach Candy Company—the formative beginning of our work with labor in the food sector:  Our first contact with Brach Candy came through local community organizations and what we read in the local papers regarding Jacob’s threat to close the company unless he received government relief for the high price of sugar.   We found a company in absolute crisis with the word in the business community that a collapse was imminent.  Klaus Jacobs, a quirky and arrogant Swiss billionaire with no experience in the commodity product that Brach produced, purchased the company in 1987.  By 1989, he had laid off 1,000 people, lost $100 million in sales, replaced top management five different times, had destroyed the historical records of the company, and fired a large number of employees simply because they were over 40.  Through a variety of sources, we quickly came to the conclusion that Brach was a viable company and not at risk because of global pressures or fundamental weaknesses linked to production in America.  Quite to the contrary—this was a company that could probably remain as an enormous asset generating some $80,000,000 annually in payroll dollars in the Chicago economy for the next 30 years.  As a result of research and interviews with business executives from inside as well as outside Brach, and analysts of the industry familiar with the details of Brach, we became convinced that a management-employee buyout of the company was the approach that had the greatest chance of success, in light of the potential of the company as well as the personality of the owner, Jacobs.  Our first strategic objective was to build a labor/community coalition that could work with CLCR to block the Low Road strategy of Klaus Jacobs through a management-employee buy-out of the company.

In our first meetings with the community-based organizations—the Northwest Austin Council and the South Austin Community Coalition--we discussed the critical importance of reaching out to the union that represented the workers at Brach—Teamster Local 738.  As we quickly discovered, Local 738 was a local that was at that time dominated by allegedly corrupt leaders that were later expelled from the Teamsters.
  Despite these problems, the Local still legally represented the employees at Brach and had a structure and life that was similar to many other local unions in the city.  Additionally, they were part of the local Teamster Joint Council, the Chicago Federation of Labor and the AFL-CIO.  Any effort to save jobs required the support of the Local, and failure to build a labor/community coalition of some kind would guarantee failure.  The strength and skill of CLCR was to establish and manage this kind of critical, but difficult, relationship.  

We arranged the initial meetings between the Local leadership and the community organization.  Just these simple meetings required behind-the-scenes negotiations and maneuvering with prominent and conservative Teamster leaders who had no tradition of engaging the kind of issues that were emerging at Brach, and who were suspicious of an organization with ties and traditions such as ours.  There were several key principles that CLCR applied in our work then as well as now that make it possible to succeed in establishing difficult, but critically important, relationships with organizations such as Local 738 and its leadership:

· We don’t hesitate to work with any organization if they are critical for success in our efforts to retain and develop productive capacity, and if we can define the terms and purpose in a way that advances the objectives of the campaign and aren’t contrary to legal and ethical standards, as well as the mission of the organization.  The kind of change we envision requires working with the broad range of allies and being skilled at it.  Purity simply guarantees marginality—particularly in Chicago.  Failure to work with Local 738 would have guaranteed the closing of Brach by 1996 or 1997 and the loss of thousands of jobs.

In the kind of relationship we had with Local 738, it is important to accept the limits of the relationship and to have appropriate and realistic expectations about what can be achieved, and to be focused in achieving those objectives.  At the first stage of the Brach campaign, it was critical that the Local formally affiliate with the community organizations as well as us in the effort to save jobs.  We didn’t need funding or their staff support.  We didn’t need them to mobilize their membership.  Of course all those things would have been nice, but they weren’t essential.  With the affiliation, we could take initiative on the key issues including funding, staffing, and mobilization.  Without the affiliation, a campaign was impossible.  The early relationship with Local 738 was strategically important, but the actual relationship was a fragile tactical alliance.

· We don’t get involved in the internal affairs of the organizations with whom we work.  We work under the direction of or for the elected leadership of a local, not for caucuses or political organizations within a union no matter how sympathetic we are to their objectives.  From our experience in the labor movement, we knew that such involvement by an organization such as ours would guarantee that our work with mainstream labor would be short-lived and we could easily be excluded and marginalized.  Our ideas and approaches are controversial and provocative and risky even for progressive leaders.  It’s critical that leadership in these organization have complete trust in our professionalism and are confident that we will not blindside them or deliberately strengthen their opposition.  The Teamsters Union, locally and nationally, had enormous internal political conflicts.  There was the presence of a strong reform movement within the union such as the Teamsters for a Democratic Union and other groups that had values and interests similar to those of CLCR.  We had come out of the reform movement in the Steelworkers, and knew that if traditional Teamster leaders had any proof that confirmed their natural suspicion that we were affiliated with or assisting their internal opposition , we would be completely excluded from their circles and have no influence in their direction.  This was certainly true in the Teamsters and Steelworkers but equally true in all of the major unions.  At CLCR, there were a number of times where caucuses like Teamsters for a Democratic Union asked for our assistance.  We refused to give direct assistance. Preserving this standard was a question of professionalism, and has allowed CLCR to gain the confidence and develop productive working relationships with often conservative but powerful labor leaders and organizations.  This approach was not only critical for success in our work with the Teamsters, but later organizations such as the Chicago Federation of Labor, the Consortium for Worker Education, and other major industrial unions.  Union leaders (as well as business, community, and governmental leaders) know that we represent a different and often controversial agenda, but they also know we will not blindside or undermine them by getting involved in the inevitable internal conflicts they face in their own organizations.

· We seek to be effective on working on the inside of organizations as well as the outside and we are effective in managing the linkage.  CLCR has always been focused on building a broad movement for social change and sustainable development—not just on becoming the arm of a particular organization, union, party, or federation.  As described, we have had to learn to work with discipline and professionalism within clear limits with a particular organization.  We also have worked with equal focus on organizations or sectors outside the organization that have influence and can encourage and reward motion in our direction, recognizing the linkage, and maximizing the impact.  For example, building the labor community coalition at Brach was essential for any effort to arrange the acquisition.  But also the community organizations had members who were also members of Local 738 and could become influential in pushing the union forward from within.  Our work to educate the community equally had an impact on reforming the union, and visa versa.  These relationships exist and are important with all the stakeholders.  It seems obvious, but many intermediaries see only one aspect or one side, and are not effective in linking both or all three around a common strategic objective.  This is often a by-product of either inexperience, or a clear priority to be of service to only one of the players.  

Our relationship with Local 738 has gone through a number of different phases.  We had a successful relationship that achieved our objectives with the “old guard” leadership at the beginning of the campaign.  There was a decisive change in the International leadership of the Teamsters with the election of Ron Carey, and the appointment of a number of staff that were very close to CLCR, at least in outlook, including Ron Carver who was appointed to direct the office of strategic campaigns for the International.  Ron was an old friend of CLCR.  His campaign in New Bedford, Massachusetts, as a leader in the United Electrical Workers, was featured in the first issue of Labor Research Review.  Teamster Local 738 was placed under trusteeship by the Carey administration, and the old guard was, in large part, removed from office and replaced by a trustee that was deeply committed to our full objectives at Brach including the labor/community coalition, the acquisition, and what became the campaign against the Low Road.  Now the union provided funding, staffing, and mobilization in support of the effort to save Brach—both at the Local and International level.  CLCR then had an excellent full relationship with the Local and the International, with Ron Carver joining CLCR’s Board of Directors.  The campaign was fully supported, and CLCR was given full backing by the Teamsters in our legal defense in face of the suits by Jacobs.  Our relationship with the Local and the International was substantial—not minimal as before.  This level of support allowed us to even more deeply expand our ties with the other stakeholders—particularly the community and management at Brach (inside and outside).
   

As often is the case, the internal politics of Local 738 shifted again in 1996, and a second tier leader of the Old Guard was elected as Secretary Treasurer at the end of the trusteeship.  Our influence at the local again became minimal, yet our contact with the community and the maturing of our relationship with the business sector, as with other sections of Chicago’s labor movement including the Chicago Federation of Labor; other Teamster Locals; the Bakery, Confectionary, and Grain Millers Union (BCTGM) had substantially improved—in large part because of the quality and momentum of our work at Brach and with the emerging Candy Institute.  After a few years, there was yet another positive change in Local 738 with the election of rank and file leaders from the Brach Assembly line—Julio Lara, and Loretta Byrd---to top positions allowing CLCR to again strengthen its work with the Local.  And, of course, this has changed yet again as in the trustees were placed in charge of the Local by the International.  But throughout the dramatic transformations and changes in this Local, CLCR has been able to maintain a relationship that has been critical for the development of the campaign to retain Brach, the building of the Candy Institute and now Food Chicago, and leveraging these relationships to other projects involving the labor movement in Chicago.  The skills and track record we developed in our work with Local 738 continue to be used in our work with other segments of Chicago’s labor movement related to the food sector.

Bakery, Confectionary, Tobacco, and Grain Millers International Union (BCTGM):  The launch of the Candy Institute in 1996 required outreach to the other unions in the food sector beyond Teamster Local 738.  We reached out to Teamster Local 777 that had represented the employees at Leaf Candy and was led by Jim Glimco; as well as Teamster Local 781 representing employees at Fannie May.  We also reached out to what is now BCTGM Local 1 representing some 5,000 workers in major candy and baking companies in Chicago including Tootsie Roll, Nabisco, and Nestles. The president of BCTGM Local 1 is Jethro Head.  Head had first been introduced to CLCR through Labor Research Review that was used as a textbook in his undergraduate and graduate program at Roosevelt University.  Head was deeply impressed by CLCR’s approach both to labor and business and jumped at the opportunity to work with us as we launched the Candy Institute.  In 1997, we worked with his Local in their negotiations with Nestle management, developing a High Road bargaining strategy centered on union proposals for education and training in the firm as an alternative to anticipated Low Road initiatives by local management.  This successful negotiation was almost a textbook example of our approach of advancing a positive High Road option that brought labor into wealth creation issues and traditional management rights, combined with an organizing strategy inside and outside the company.  CLCR staff worked with Head in developing a specific proposal for workforce development for Nestle.  Head worked with CLCR organizing staff to prepare community support for a possible strike or campaign.  In the plant, the union membership was organized to wear different color T-shirts (one black and one red) on different days during negotiations with management—a not so subtle demonstration of local union solidarity.  The negotiations produced a decent contract, but most important strengthened Head’s commitment and understanding to our approach and built his confidence in CLCR, as well as his influence in the local and national labor movement.  Our relationship with Head also strengthened CLCR’s relationship with the BCTGM International office resulting in important mutual learning between us and some excellent international staff, as well as joint work on projects outside of Chicago.

CLCR and BCGM Local 1 have worked closely in building the Candy Institute and expanding the Local’s initiatives.  Together we secured City dollars through its TIFWorks program and the Local introduced training programs to management at companies where it represented its members.  The Local developed a successful education and training program at its union hall on Vocational English as a Second Language combined with computer training.  The Local was also the initiator of a Labor/Management Committee that brought together management representatives from five companies to develop shared High Road strategies to increase the efficiency and competitiveness of the companies as a way to achieve job security for union members.  Head was supported by the International to become President of a newly merged local, and has also been elected as Vice President of the Illinois State Federation of Labor.  He has also joined CLCR’s Board of Directors.  Due to the skill and sophistication of Head and the relatively stability of the BCTGM locally and internationally, this working relationship has become mature and of deepening value to both the union and CLCR, and contributed to the pursuit of our strategic objectives.

The Chicago Federation of Labor:  The Chicago Federation of Labor (CFL) includes 300 unions with a membership of 500,000 in Cook County.  Our relationship with the CFL represents the leverage that became possible in light of the quality and character of our work with labor and, in large part, because of the success and character of the Brach Campaign and the Candy Institute.  CLCR developed a close working relationship with the now retired President of the Chicago Federation of Labor (CFL), Don Turner.  Turner was impressed with the quality of our work, the professionalism we demonstrated as an intermediary working with labor, and our sophistication regarding the business community.  He was impatient with a simplistic opposition to business or capitulation to business, and comfortable with our High Road/Low Road formulation as expressed in our writings and in programs like the Candy Institute.  He wanted his organization—the CFL—to play a more influential role in shaping Chicago’s economy and addressing the visible and costly decline of our manufacturing base.  Together we took advantage of an opportunity and secured a $750,000 grant from the U.S. Department of Labor to build a consortium and evaluate the manufacturing workforce development system for manufacturing in Cook County—the Manufacturing Workforce Development Project (MWDP).  Turner had the appearances and reputation by those who really didn’t know him as an “old guard” union leader reflecting very traditional conservative white male union politics subservient to the traditional Chicago machine.  While Turner was socially integrated into that world, he was also deeply curious about bigger issues, very smart, and highly respected by leaders in the business, social, and political community as a straight shooter and completely trustworthy.  CLCR’s strength is our willingness to work with those that are or appear to be conservative, if they are influential in the institutions that are key to our strategy.  Our partnership with Turner was a key benchmark in CLCR’s work in Chicago, the national labor movement, and the food sector in particular.   Our relationship with Turner opened up the possibility of gaining institutional support in labor regionally for our strategic perspective as well as to gain broader participation from local unions in our programmatic initiatives.  Scale matters.

CLCR played the lead role in the research, writing, and organizing of the MWDP.  Our partnership with the CFL enhanced our ability to have considerable influence in shaping City and County development and education policy.  The project helped deepen our analysis and understanding of manufacturing, and what could be High Road approaches to retaining and developing this key sector as well as the opportunity to build partnerships with a broader range of organizations and institutions in the region.
  Particularly interesting, challenging, frustrating, and productive were our expanded relations with labor locally and nationally.

It was critical in the formation of our relationship with the CFL that we define the specific terms and conditions that were necessary both for the success of the project as well as well as the pursuit of our strategic mission and the strengthening of our relationships with other stakeholders.  Affiliation was not enough.  If we were to proceed with our evaluation of the workforce development system, we had to have a shared commitment with the CFL to: 

· Tell the truth about major failings of the system, including those linked to labor such as the performance of Chicago Public Schools and City Colleges, and that could be seen as embarrassing to the City Administration.  The failure of these institutions is obvious and costly to the City.   Of course, all the various stakeholders including business, community-based organizations, and institutional management were equally vulnerable to criticism for performance.  For the CFL to lead the way forward, and to build trust and a willingness to engage in critical reflection, absolutely required their willingness to be self-critical and accountable.  Of course, this is a requirement for any organization—large or small—if it is going to provide leadership, particularly for a paradigm shift as being proposed by CLCR. For Turner, that was easy to understand and accept.

· Deal with issues of race and racism.  This is a huge issue that needed to be creatively and candidly addressed if there was to be any hope of building a labor/community coalition around the immediate and long-term project.  In large part, unions in Chicago as well as nationally painfully reflect a tradition of racial discrimination and exclusion in their internal life as well as in their external policies.  Many local, regional and national unions have a leadership that doesn’t reflect the racial (or gender) diversity of their membership nor do they service their members equally--much less provide consistent leadership in addressing these issues in the broader society.  Changes that have taken place have often come as a result of legal action and protest—not visionary leadership.  Of course, there are some notable and heroic exceptions at all levels.  There are important distinctions between various unions. There is a long history of misinformation that has been advanced by anti-union employers.  It is genuinely a complex issue.  But there is no question that there is a broad perception in the community that this is an issue of real importance and it is critical that labor leadership welcome the discussion with skill, openness, and creativity—not defensively ignore or deny.  In our discussions with Turner and his staff, we sought simply an agreement that this had to be on the table and addressed skillfully as resources and opportunity permitted or required.   Our project was focused on manufacturing which has its own history of racism that had to be confronted in our project to insure and gain confidence that our plans to retain and rebuild this sector would not represent the continuation of the tracking and blatant discrimination that characterized earlier periods of the industrial economy in Chicago.
  For Turner, this issue was complex but clearly needed to be on the table.  As he explained, he came out of the Teachers Union as a successful organizer and political leader—requiring at least some sophistication on these issues.  This was not the case with other leaders in labor who feared such discussions would open a “pandora’s box” and lead to unprincipled labor bashing.  They saw no upside. Turner exercised his leadership authority clearly giving us the confidence that we were at least in the ballpark and could move forward.

· Include all manufacturing firms--organized and unorganized—in our analysis, in our consortium, and in our on-going work.  This was an obvious issue to us.   

· We wanted to understand the entire manufacturing economy.  To only look at or work with organized firms would reduce us to at best 30% of the companies, and those would be the larger companies that have a higher degree of unionization.  

· Our study was funded by the U.S. Department of Labor not the trade union movement.  

· If we were to have systems change in workforce development, we needed broad political support from local government and the business community.  This was an issue that was discussed extensively by activists during the Harold Washington Administration.  Issues needed to be framed in the broadest possible way and to secure substantial support from the business community if significant reform was to be possible.  From our perspective, it would be the small and medium sized firms that are typically not organized that would actually be in greatest need of public support and could be an ally of labor in calling for and bringing about fundamental change.  If our work was seen as principally a benefit to only organized labor and organized firms (High Road or not), it would narrow the critical support we needed for change.

· And, of course, the greatest opportunity to organize workers at companies is to have access to workers and knowledge about the conditions in un-organized firms.  A broad approach made complete sense as a practical step to increasing the number of organized firms in the region.  Turner approached this issue diplomatically in public, frequently stating that our policy of working with all firms was premised on the reality that if there was continued decline in manufacturing, the labor movement would be weakened; and if there was a strengthening and expansion of manufacturing, labor would get its share.

Ironically, this last point about engaging the issues of and working with unorganized firms generated controversy within at least a part of the national labor movement, and among some of the leadership of Working for America (WAI)—the arm of the AFL-CIO that is most involved with workforce development and High Road strategies.  Some had strong views that: 

· Reaching out to unorganized firms, or promoting policies that directly or indirectly benefited unorganized firms undermined the labor movement and was wrong;

· Providing training and services for non-unionized workers improves the competitiveness of non-union firms and weakens unionized firms; and

· An organized firm, by definition, is a High Road firm.  

These views were an extension of a common view in a section of labor, intermediaries, and other organizing circles that sees the objective of leadership to meet the immediate “self-interests” of its membership or constituency no matter what the consequence to the broader community.  This perspective is based on a zero-sum way of thinking that is rarely stated publicly for the obvious reasons.

We find these views as a contemporary current of the kind of narrow trade unionism that underlies the continued decline in the strength of organized labor and that CLCR formed to overcome.  We don’t think these issues should be seen as part of a zero-sum game—quite the contrary.  A broad position taken by labor, particularly at this time in the United States, could galvanize a broad coalition around a very broad policy agenda that could genuinely transform our society.  This approach could replace the value and material strength in society that is now being destroyed by Low Road practices.  We also know for a fact that just because a company is unionized doesn’t mean it is “High Road.”  It makes obvious sense that a number of companies are organized exactly because they aren’t High Road.  There is also a Low and High Road within the labor movement.  Unions in Chicago and around the country represent a broad spectrum ranging from criminally corrupt organizations to bastions of social vision, so to see these kinds of issues in a mechanical way serves neither the labor movement or society.   Of course, there is the same spectrum in business, government, and community institutions.  The labor movement reflects the strengths and weaknesses of American society.

We genuinely believe in the stakeholder model.  We advance a vision that meets the needs for the whole society.  We are completely committed to building a partnership model with business and government that includes non-union companies that are willing to work towards High Road objectives.  This approach demonstrates the leadership capacity of labor for the whole society.  It strengthens labor’s capacity to isolate and defeat Low Road employers and to demonstrate the qualities that will improve organizing drives among the un-organized and the ability to fight for contracts and rights.  And of course, organized labor should be at the heart of the reform of all institutions whether they are linked directly or indirectly to unorganized companies or not.

We think organized labor should be the leader in the fight to define the policies and programs for all the institutions engaged in workforce development, to insist on the value and requirement of labor being at the table whenever public funds are spent and training programs are designed—and not cede that territory to Low Road companies as has been done in the past.

These are the kinds of debates and discussions that should be developed in a systematic way to strengthen the labor movement. We continue to work with the Working for America Institute and its important initiatives.  Differences are normal in relationships and debates serve to clarify principles and positions.

The Manufacturing Workforce Development Project continued for 18 months.  It was an enormously productive effort that:

· Built a consortium of the major regional organizations around the beginning of a substantial discussion of our workforce development system, its problems, and a way forward to establish a real system;

· Included a 10-day study tour to Germany, the Netherlands, and Denmark with a delegation of leaders including Turner, the head of the Chicago Workforce Board, the Chamber of Commerce, City Colleges, community providers, etc. that gave us a strong introduction to international best practice as well as built a consensus among the delegation on how to proceed. 

· Completed a major study of the system and developed recommendations for systemic change that have received broad local support and some national interest.  Typical were these comments:;

“I think if Chicago were to adopt the model set out in this report, it would become the leading workforce development effort in the nation.”  Barry Bluestone, the Director of the Center for Urban And Regional Policy at Northeastern University in Boston

“We were certainly struck by the magnitude and thoroughness of this effort…Most importantly, we were impressed with the strategy itself…Your report has correctly sensed that a fragmentary approach is inadequate and that the only enduring solution to the skills gap issue is an integrated strategy covering the entire career pathway and involving all the relevant stakeholders.”  Leo Reddy, the CEO and Founder of the National Coalition for Advanced Manufacturing—a leading national business organization.

· Received public support in a press conference for that purpose, from Mayor Daley.

· Formed the Food Union Network for Education and Training (FUNET) with representation from the CFL; Teamsters; Bakery, Confectionary and Grain Millers Union; the United Food and Commercial Workers Union, and the Service Employees International Union.

· Created a number of partnerships that led CLCR and members of the consortium into projects that reflected our proposals for building a system.

The project deepened CLCR’s anchorage in the workforce development field giving us additional  knowledge, credentials, and contacts to significantly expand our work in general, and in food in particular.  

· The director of our Candy Institute, Friederika Kaider, was appointed to the Chicago Workforce Board by Mayor Daley.

· We developed a stronger working relationship with the Mayor’s Office for Workforce Development.  CLCR now has a contract to provide MOWD top management with local labor market data and other research.   CLCR serves on the Advisory Committee for the Commissioner’s program to use TIF funds for training in local companies.   The Candy Institute and, in turn, the food sector has to-date been the greatest recipients of those funds for training programs.

· We were included in a partnership with the Chicago Manufacturing Center and Comau Pico (the world’s largest automotive robotics manufacturer) to use the recruiting, training, and placement of Chicago residents into the 1,000 new jobs at the Ford Supplier Park on Chicago’s South Side as a way to begin to develop the kind of workforce development system we advanced in our report.  CLCR has a $150,000 contract to develop job profiles/skill standards for the positions as well as training the recruiters.  It’s turned out to be a complicated project overall, but we have increased our knowledge and skill despite the difficulties.  This will be worth a deeper analysis at a later point. 

· The Illinois Manufacturers’ Association staff became strong endorsers of our recommendations for workforce development.   Intrigued by our approach to High Road business practices after reading CLCR’s Building the Bridge to the High Road, the IMA retained CLCR to complete a study on Illinois manufacturing.  This will hopefully lead to a more ambitious project defining High Road business practices and developing a legislative and policy agenda in Illinois in support of those practices.  

· We were asked to be part of two separate efforts to develop School-To-Work programs in local public high schools.

· We are regularly asked to participate in national and local forums and conferences to present our views and experience in workforce development.

Despite the tremendous potential of the MWDP, we suffered two major setbacks.   

First was our inability to create an adequately capitalized organization to implement the recommendations we made for changing the system.  Our key partners asked us to develop such an organization because of their enthusiasm for our approach.  We developed a plan to create Work Chicago.  We had initial meetings with the MacArthur Foundation and others that indicated strong support for such an organization.  Work Chicago would have served as a new, independent organization that would sustain the MWDP initiative.  Unfortunately, the foundation support was not forthcoming and we ended the initiative—a painful but necessary decision.

The second setback was the sudden decision of Don Turner to retire.  He had committed to completing another four year term of office and secured the support from his Board and was ready to run again for office.  Then in a two-week period, he changed his mind, due in part to health reasons, and decided to retire.  Don was an exceptional leader to work with in pursuing new approaches.  He enjoys enormous respect and confidence from a broad range of leaders in the city in addition to the labor movement including institutional leaders, politicians, and the business community.  Don was very effective in getting things done and securing critical support.  He was honest, trustworthy, and easy to assist.  CLCR enjoyed a productive relationship with him.   
The High Road Labor Leadership Network:  In addition to our work with formal unions, we have established working relationships with community-based organizations that are organizing low-wage immigrant workers.  Over the last three years, we have been developing our work particularly with the Chicago Worker’s Center (CWC).  This relationship began with research we provided on conditions in local sweatshops but evolved into a fuller working relationship.  CWC is an independent organization that primarily works with and on behalf of low-wage Latino workers.  They have been engaged in successful campaigns that won wage settlements for full-time workers who worked in sweatshop conditions.  They have organized on behalf of workers in the day-labor industry.  They have been advocates on behalf of immigrants facing legal action by employers and the government.  They have also worked on behalf of workers where unions have been discriminatory in their representation.  In a couple of situations workers decertified the union and formed their own union or affiliated with another union with CWC assistance.  This activism has placed the CWC in periodic conflict with traditional labor leadership, including the CFL from time to time.  A large portion of their campaigns have been focused on companies in the food sector.  The CWC was very interested in our strategic approach and we have been very interested in their work among Latino workers.  We have now formed a partnership.  CLCR has provided organizational development assistance to CWC and education for its members.  Both organizations are now active with four other organizations in a newly organized Day Labor Collaboration.  

CLCR continues building on the strengths of the various relationships we had in the regional labor movement.  In a manner consistent with our “development model of organizing”
 we increased our work with local leaders in labor who were supportive of our strategic vision and wanted to work together in building an effective and stronger labor movement in the region.  We have convened a formal network of local leadership from the Teamsters, the BCTGM Union, and United Food and Commercial Workers, as well as leaders from the CWC, and a local community organization that is expanding its labor work.  We see this as a network of emerging leaders (recognized and not) in Chicago’s labor movement who can become increasingly effective in their work in organizing, in representation, and in influencing their international unions, the Chicago Federation of Labor, the State Federation of Labor and other institutions.  We formed around the following principles:

1. Labor leading in the development of the industries and companies where we work;

2. Building the unity between labor and community;

3. Organizing the unorganized;

4. Seeking union diversity in leadership, representation, and servicing that reflects the diversity of membership; and

5. Building solidarity with and learning from the international experience.

This network is now beginning a focus on addressing the conditions and role of temporary workers and day-labor agencies in the food sector.  These Low Road practices are dramatically expanding and undermining the conditions in the companies and the strength of organized labor.  For example, Klaus Jacobs, the owner of Brach, also owns one of the largest temporary agencies in the world—Addeco.  We expect in the coming years to develop this network through common work, mutual support, and common education.  We will provide training opportunities for emerging leaders that aren’t available in their unions or elsewhere.  We expect this network to be influential in shaping the character of the regional and state labor movement.

Food Union Network for Education and Training (FUNET):  CLCR through Food Chicago will continue to develop FUNET to expand our workforce development efforts in Chicago’s food industry, to represent labor leadership in implementing the recommendations of our MWDP report, and to be active in the national discussions and exchange within the labor movement on workforce development and related issues.  In May, we held a meeting of FUNET and had Larry Atkins, the Secretary-Treasurer of BCTGM Local 3 in New York City and the founder of the Artisan Baking Center in Queens make a presentation.  He also formally presented their model at the regional Workforce Board’s Manufacturing Summit.  Through this network, we will actively work with local unions to bring funding and training to the companies where they represent the employees as we have done with Teamster Local 738 and BCGM Local 1.  We will encourage and assist in the development of labor/management partnerships to promote High Road practices in the respective companies.  And we will involve these unions in other aspects of Food Chicago.

Objectives with Labor:  Building the interest and capacity of the labor movement to drive the retention and development of productive capacity in the food sector is critical to the success of Food Chicago.  In the next five years, we will:

· Continue to build the capacity and influence of the High Road Leadership Network in increase the support within labor in general, and in labor in the food sector in particular for our shared strategic objectives;

· Expand FUNET and labor/management initiatives in workforce development and improving productive capacity in local companies as demonstrations of the benefit of High Road partnerships;

· Assist in the development of new labor initiatives in the food sector such as the new initiative by the Teamsters in food processing;

· Look for opportunities to promote employee ownership of local companies;

· Increase the linkage between labor and community-based organizations.

B.  The Business Community
Until our involvement with Brach and the candy industry, CLCR’s work to provide assistance to businesses had generally been confined to our work with employee-owned companies, companies facing succession problems and possible targets for employee purchase as well as providing some limited technical assistance to companies on a case-by-case basis.  Our work had become entrepreneurial.  We had created Chicago Focus—a for-profit subsidiary of CLCR to help arrange the acquisition of companies.  But we hadn’t systematically reached out in a broad fashion to companies. With the Brach campaign and our subsequent work in the food sector, our work with companies and business leaders as allies significantly expanded and increased our commitment to develop this area of work.  

The most influential discussion and engagement was with Peter Rogers, the ex-CEO of Brach.  We met Rogers within weeks after being the fifth CEO to be discharged by Jacobs.  Rogers had also been the President of RJR/Nabisco, the CEO of Curtis Candy Company, of Planters Peanuts, and several other food companies.  He was recognized by many as one of the leading turnaround managers in the food industry. He had developed effective relations with the Bakery and Confectionary Workers Union while at RJR/Nabisco.  One of his first tasks in taking over management of Brach in 1990 was to bring an end to an effort to break the union.  In fact, our first meeting with the top officer of Teamster Local 738 was arranged by Rogers.  He was an early leader in recognizing the importance of training and education, and reflected a deep respect for workers.  He had come from a working-class background in England, still identified with labor in many respects despite his personal income and position, and had a deep commitment to fairness and human development as well as entrepreneurial and business drive.  

Rogers gave us full information on the character of the company and the costly failures of Jacob’s approach to management.  He gave us confidence that the company was, in fact, viable and could be sustained for decades with proper management.  In discussions with him, we developed what we thought would be the most likely approach to succeed in retaining the company in Chicago—an employee/management buyout.  Through him, we developed direct contacts with other top managers in the company that would join our efforts if we could secure ownership of the company.   Through extensive discussions with him, we developed a foundation of knowledge about the industry and its dynamics.  His knowledge and willingness to work openly with us in what could have been a $300 million acquisition of a major asset in Chicago transformed our understanding of what was possible—not only at Brach but in other major companies facing similar Low Road pressures.  Through the effort to buy Brach, we became immersed in the details of production, finance, and management for a major company. He also dramatically increased our legitimacy in the eyes of others in the business and civic community in Chicago.  Rogers became and remains one of our key advisors and partners in our work in the Candy and Food Sectors assisting in advancing our High Road alternatives as well as now actively serving as Chairperson and organizer of our business advisory board.  Rogers also became curious and supportive of our emerging strategic vision.  He read one of the early drafts of Building the Bridge to the High Road and supported its perspective.  He agreed to write the preface for the published version and sent issues to a number of his friends in the business and political community.

As described earlier, Jacobs rejected our offer to buy the company and took the Low Road with zeal resulting in the successful campaign to Block the Low Road and win a decent union contract.  Even though we had been unsuccessful in buying the company, we had been successful in blocking Klaus Jacobs from implementing his Low Road plans for Brach Candy Company reflected in the four year contract that did not include his demands for concessions and did include several key reforms advanced by the union.  Up to this point, most analysts saw the collapse at Brach as a matter of time.  If Jacob’s proposals had been accepted, the decline of this company would have accelerated.  This was confirmed by Kevin Martin, Brach CEO from 1995 to 2001.  This represented an extraordinarily important victory for the union, the Coalition, and CLCR as a test of our strategic approach.  Militant labor had been successful in sustaining a relatively long-term alliance with community organizations, and sections of management and the business community in a fight with a very wealthy and powerful owner over the future of a large company.  We had successfully reversed a process in the local economy that most saw as inevitable.  

This victory had been achieved for several key reasons:

· We had framed what was typically viewed by the larger community as a fight between labor and management over their respective narrow interests into a competition between a good business approach and a bad business approach to an important asset in the community;

· Labor had demonstrated its ability to create a strong alliance with competent management and to advance a High Road strategy for wealth creation at Brach including significant reforms in the way labor engaged issues of production.  In addition to a serious effort to buy the company, the Teamsters proposed reducing job descriptions from 240 to 6 as a way to improve production flexibility and efficiency;

· Labor and the Coalition had offered a comprehensive positive alternative for the company rather than just opposition;

· Labor and community had built a coalition that been sustained through a relatively long campaign (and it is still sustained).  This was even more remarkable considering the initial character of the union local.  Both union and community leaders demonstrated creativity and commitment in building this coalition.  The union leadership advanced demands on behalf of the community in its contract negotiations that were unprecedented and sustained the partnership even despite relatively effective efforts by management to frighten and divide plant workers; and

· The Coalition identified the significance of the confectionary sector in the City (The Candy Capital of the World) that hadn’t been recognized up to that point and advanced a sectoral strategy and organizational form (The Candy Institute) for its development.

Shortly following the victory, Jacobs sued Swinney, CLCR, and the Coalition in what is called a SLAPP
 suit—frivolous legal action designed to bury an organization with legal costs.  We were provided with complete legal backing by the Teamsters Union.  The first suit was dismissed by a judge, and the company sued again.  After nine months, all charges were dropped.  We made a strategic decision not to be provoked into an ongoing public battle with Jacobs by the legal attack.  Rather, we chose to build on the momentum we had gained in the campaign to reach out to the business community.  By this time, we saw the Candy Institute as a critical step in retaining the industry, demonstrating the potential of winning over important tactical and strategic allies in the business community, and in sustaining the momentum of our victory over the Low Road policies of Klaus Jacobs.  We defended ourselves quietly, and concentrated on organizing the positive alternative to the Low Road in the broader confectionary industry.

Building the Candy Institute:  The Candy Institute was inspired by the Garment Industry Development Corporation (GIDC) in New York.  During our initial negotiations with Brach management when the idea for the Institute was first advanced, we were in regular contact with Bruce Herman, then Executive Director of GIDC.  Herman shipped us materials that we shared with Brach management as well as with our Coalition partners.  Training and education were at the heart of GIDC’s program so we assumed that we could build the Candy Institute on that basis.  With early support from the MacArthur Foundation’s educational program, we began the Candy Institute.
  It didn’t take too long to realize that a successful educational program had to have established links with companies so education could be shaped by actual needs of the companies and their input, and education could result in placement.  Advancing a High Road strategy for business in a campaign against the Low Road at Brach was important, but not sufficient to build a sectoral intermediary.

We had to build broader business support and engagement with the Candy Institute to complement the support we had from labor and community.  We turned to Peter Rogers, and assumed that he could easily recruit his colleagues—other executives and owners, typically of larger companies, in the local candy industry.  He, and Adele Simmons of the MacArthur Foundation knew Ellen Gordon, the owner and CEO of Tootsie Roll—a major, unionized Chicago company.   Rogers knew   Sal Ferrara of Ferrara Pan Company, the owner of Groelitz (producers of Jelly Bellies) and others major Chicago-area executives.  We tried to initiate discussions with these companies and to attract them to the Candy Institute.  What we found were large companies that perceived the rest of the sector simply as competitors.  A senior executive at Wrigley Gum was amazed to find out that there were so many confectionary companies in Chicago despite being a leader in the sector for decades.  As large companies, they didn’t feel they really needed public support or assistance, or the scrutiny that could possibly follow.  Both the organized as well as the unorganized firms were skeptical of working with labor—unconvinced that such engagement would be to their advantage.  A tour of Groelitz’s Jelly Belly factory in North Chicago had the condition that no union representatives could be part of the group.  Clearly, we didn’t have a ready-made constituency for the Candy Institute in the larger firms.  These discussions were taking place and this reality was setting in as we tried to organize these “potential supporters” for a site visit by the Rockefeller Foundation that was interested in our work.

It was clear to us that we had to build our base in the small and medium-sized firms in the industry.  We began a series of meetings with Rogers, Harvey Lyons—a CLCR Board member with a business background and who had been very active and influential in the Brach Campaign, and other business consultants from the industry to construct a program to build a base among smaller firms in the sector.  We began to explore the potential of a joint purchasing relationship between small companies.  Aggregating demand for sugar and other additives could lower price and improve the bottom line.  We developed the concept, formed a partnership with a leading commodities firm with experience in ingredient purchasing, and tried to sell it as our program, and failed; although a few of the companies we discussed this with took their own initiatives in joint purchasing—a program that still continues today.  

Through our national contacts, we had developed a working relationship with Dan Luria of the Michigan Manufacturing Technology Center—a national consulting firm specializing in modernization of small and medium sized companies.  The foundation for his work was a benchmarking survey on all aspects of performance that could provide specific comparisons and point the way to steps to improve productivity and efficiency.  We negotiated an agreement with Dan and his agency to provide this service for a reduced rate through the Candy Institute and made an effort to market this approach.  As with the joint purchasing approach, we increased our own knowledge, made a few good contacts, increased our visibility but couldn’t attract enough support to launch the program.

Friederika Kaider, now the Director of the Candy Institute, began a persistent process of getting to know the industry in greater depth through networking and taking advantage of opportunities to help, make connections, and promote the industry among its various stakeholders.  The specifics were always different but the constant theme was strengthening the engagement between the private and public sector.  

Although major business assistance programs such as shared purchasing have not come about, the Candy Institute has been able to provide meaningful assistance to smaller firms in the areas of marketing, contract acquisition, distribution, packaging, employee recruiting, and entry into new retail outlets.   Medium sized firms have taken advantage of the Candy Institute’s workforce development programs.  The CI has been able to leverage public money to assist these firms with the costs of training.  More importantly, the CI has implemented a rigorous process to select training providers and individual instructors; assists in curriculum design that is built around specific goals; and monitors quality and measures outcomes.  The results for workers, communities and firms have been outstanding.  For example: 

· A candy manufacturer increased productivity of workers by 30%.  “We participated in English as a Second Language and Lean Manufacturing training with the Candy Institute and their partners. The result has been a 30% improvement in productivity and a more skilled and efficient workforce. Before these improvements we contemplated moving out of the county.”  Jim Martuarno, World Class Manufacturing Director, American Licorice

· A cheesecake company reduced rejects from 4% to 1% resulting in savings of $500,000.  “Training has very effectively made us more efficient. This past year of training facilitated by the Candy Institute has resulted in approximately $500,000 in savings.” Jolene Worthington, V.P. of Operations, Eli’s Cheesecake Co.

These results are especially gratifying because they are quite unusual in Chicago where workforce development programs most often perform poorly.

Through tireless networking, the provision of quality research about and for the industry, advocacy of positions that are seen to benefit the industry and the provision of some services, the Candy Institute has slowly become to be seen by the industry as a legitimate voice of the industry.  It has happened more slowly than we expected, largely because the industry did not perceive itself to be under the same kind of threat that the garment industry in New York perceived.  These stronger relationships with companies have happened in parallel with, not at the expense of, relationships with unions and government.  Recent positive work on the development of a joint labor management project is illustrative.
Earlier in our discussions with out community partners in the Brach Campaign, the question was raised of why we only worked to retain existing companies and didn’t try to start our own companies.  CLCR had also been deeply influenced by the cooperative network experience in Mondragon Spain.  During the Brach Campaign, we showed the 1970s BBC documentary on Mondragon several times to community networks in Austin and it always generated a very positive response and an interest by leaders and activists in start-up business activity that they controled.   We developed a relationship with CLCR Board member Connie Evans and her Women’s Self-Employment Project (WSEP).  Through these discussions, we came to understand the needs of very small companies in the food sector.  WSEP had several micro-enterprises in the specialty food sector.  Through our national networking, we became familiar with June Holley and the Food Kitchen in Athens, Ohio organized by ACENet.  We recruited June to CLCR’s Board of Directors, sent our staff to visit her center in Athens and began an initiative to create a similar kitchen in Chicago.  In this intersection of various issues, relationships, and pressures, CLCR did what has now become a pattern—we developed a program that borrowed from all of the influences and began to focus on the creation of the Chicago Cooperative Kitchen.  This would be a CLCR program that would directly work with a community partner to form and support businesses that would be successful in the market, generate a return for investors and employment for residents, and reflect High Road values.  We could demonstrate competence in wealth creation, and grow a network of entrepreneurs with High Road values.

In the course of our discussions and debates with WSEP, we more sharply defined the character of the Kitchen we wanted to create.  Rather than be a service program for micro enterprises as advocated by WSEP, we wanted to create a center that would: 

· Recruit and develop undervalued and under-recognized entrepreneurs (women, people of color, immigrants, workers, etc.) and have the talent and drive to build businesses that could grow and generate wealth and employment;

· Create a network of entrepreneurs that would articulate and represent High Road approaches to wealth creation;

· Consist of manufacturing companies, appropriately and effectively using advanced technology, and aggressive and successful in marketing;

· Constitute a network of companies within a sector that would demonstrate the material benefit of flexible networks; and

· Be anchored in a community that has experienced de-industrialization and poverty, serving as a symbol of effective community-driven development.

The Cooperative Kitchen emerged as a distinct project of the Candy Institute.  One of CLCR’s Board members, Roberto Maldonado, became a Cook County Commissioner.  Through his offices, we leveraged the support of the County’s Department of Economic Development.  With them as co-partners, we were able to secure support from the U.S. Economic Development Agency that provided grant support for developing a feasibility study, and pledged up to $2 million for the physical construction of the site for the Kitchen.  Over time, we received support from the Grand Victoria Foundation and others that permitted hiring full-time staff to develop this project.  What we needed was a site and a community partner.   

Over the next three to four years, we searched through Chicago to find a partner organization in an inner-city community to join us in this effort.  This partner needed to be involved in community development, share our general strategic objectives, and be able to deliver their side of the partnership.  What we typically found in talking with five or six organizations in various communities was excitement about the possibility of business development, but an inability to focus on the details of the particular project, and an inability to secure the resources to take their involvement to the next stage.  In all the circumstances, the intentions were the best.  The organizations were overextended, inexperienced in going beyond basic business services, and incapable of successfully navigating the bureaucratic maze of City government.

Last year, we found what seems to be the exception.  The Lawndale Local and Business Development Corporation (LLBDC) was founded in 1985 and serves a classic, Westside African American community that has deep poverty and has experienced extensive de-industrialization over the last 25 years.  LLBDC has new leadership with Executive Director Eric Strickland, broad support, and a partnership with the Jewish Council for Urban Affairs that has committed funding and consulting support for their development initiatives.  LLBDC has a site—a 40,000 square foot vacant armory with surrounding land in a perfect location for the Cooperative Kitchen.   LLBDC has also established a partnership with Chicago Community Ventures (CCV) led by Steven Maduli-Williams.  Williams has a background in micro and small businesses, international development experience, and financial experience.  CCV is developing both a loan and equity fund.  Over last six months, we have negotiated a Memorandum of Understanding outlining our joint strategic, financial, and business objectives.  We have met with the US EDA, the City Department of Planning and Development, the Empowerment Zone, and the State—all who have expressed interest and support for this project.  

Now the development phase is well underway.  We have a concept paper focused on the site and partnership as well as the general business concept.   The Center for Business Innovation and Training (now the name of the Cooperative Kitchen) will:

· Serve as an incubator and a shared resource for a number of small manufacturing businesses in the specialty food sector;

· Assist businesses to grow in generating revenues and expanding employment, and locate in the surrounding community;

· Provide technical and consulting services to the regional food sector in marketing, technology, production, and training;

· Promote the development of primary and secondary cooperatives;

· Promote education and discussion on development options for Lawndale and encourage greater civic and citizen involvement in these initiatives; and 

· Give Lawndale a competitive advantage in attracting companies in the food sector while providing career paths and employment opportunities for local residents in the regional food industry.

We anticipate financial support from the Jewish Council for Urban Affairs and others to support the development phase.  We have hired a development consultant with appropriate experience. Of course, we know there may still be fatal obstacles for this partnership and project, but we think that the potential for success is far greater and we are two to three years away from what will be a significant model and symbol of community-driven development in the inner city consistent with our strategic vision.  This project will represent a tangible intersection between our community and business stakeholders in the food sector.

C.  Community-based organizations
Our work in the Food Sector began with the request of community-based organizations (CBOs) in the Austin/Garfield Park communities on Chicago’s West Side to assist them in retaining assets in their local economy.  As with labor, our work with CBOs has been a complex mix with flows and ebbs that both challenged and stimulated the development of our strategic vision, our program, and the character of our organization.

From the founding of CLCR, we always defined “labor” as organized and unorganized, and defined our interests in the context of the whole working class and poor community.  Unions represented one aspect of the organized sector of working class communities.  And a whole range of other organizations represented other aspects of the organized sector of communities including churches, civic associations, political networks, and CBOs.  We had an interest from the start in working with all those organizations in both shaping a vision for going forward as well as reaching out to the individuals in workplaces and in the broader community who were unorganized and disengaged.  A signature feature of our work from the beginning was creating what have been called “labor-community coalitions” in any place where it was possible and appropriate.  In this context “labor” meant organized labor and “community” referred to other working and unemployed people.  Labor-community strategies were a constant theme in Labor Research Review beginning with the first issue that featured a labor/community coalition in a successful fight against a plant closing.  Our work with the Harold Washington Administration required and encouraged every effort to increase the connection between community organizations and organized labor.   One of our early research products, which remain one of our best sellers, is “social-cost/benefit analyses” that utilize a sophisticated input-output model to demonstrate the specific, quantified effects of a specific investment or dis-investment activity.  For example, this model shows how a negative development such as a plant reduction in force will ripple through other segments of the community.  A closing at one company will result in job losses at other manufacturing and service companies, a decline in retail dollars, a loss of tax revenue, etc.—all defining in material ways the potential allies for labor if they chose to fight for their interests.  Equally, these studies showed to the broader community that may be isolated from organized labor the mutuality of their concerns.  “Community” has always included the civic infrastructure, but also a potential political base in the city that finally will be decisive in bringing about systemic change.

West Side Community-based Organizations:  As described earlier, our first substantial contact with the food sector started with a request for assistance from local community organizations on Chicago’s Westside.  They were familiar with a labor/community coalition that we helped build around another large campaign against the closing of Stewart Warner on Chicago’s North Side.  They had started to hear from their members that trouble was brewing at Brach and gave CLCR a call.  

In addition to the details previously described, there were a number of distinctive issues that went with what became a sustained multi-year partnership with these organizations including:

· The strengths and weaknesses of their organizing tradition;

· Their inexperience in development;

· Their strength and determination to mobilize; and

· The difficulties associated with and overcoming their fragmentation.

Our work began with a core of organizations—the Northwest Austin Council, the South Austin Community Coalition, and the Northeast Austin Organization and several local churches affiliated with the organizations including two Catholic parishes, a Methodist Church, and a Unitarian Church.  The community organizations were smaller neighborhood components of what had once been the Organization of Better Austin (OBA).  OBA was a classic and once powerful Alinsky-style organization that had been disrupted by a government agent in the 1970s and had fragmented into a number of smaller neighborhood parts including the three key organizations we worked with.  

These were all small but good organizations with seasoned, committed leadership that had relatively strong and diverse bases of support within their specific communities.  They were typical Chicago CBOs.  They were skilled in activism, in building and using political ties, and in surviving.  They had all been, to some degree, active in earlier and smaller campaigns initiated by CLCR and knew and respected us, meaning we hit the ground running with the early warning signs at Brach.

They immediately understood the importance of meeting with and working with labor, although there was considerable unevenness within their respective organizations in understanding the character and dynamics of organized labor.  Typically the organizations had older African American leaders who had positive experience with labor in the 40s and 50s, and knew and were respectful of the positive traditions of organized labor, and said so.  Some were politically active and had positive impressions from labor leaders who were active in politics in the City.  Others in their organizations had a great deal of skepticism about labor because of negative experience with the building trades in relation to building local housing and seeing discriminatory practices in the unions.  Others had direct experience in dealing with the bureaucracy and corruption in many Chicago unions, both, as workers or as community leaders.

We arranged a meeting between the community leaders and the leaders of Teamster Local 738.  The first meeting was a classic.  There was a sharp contrast in the cultures that both represented.  But the meeting and relationship moved forward with labor leaders, often accompanied by towering body guards, attending a community rally; and community leaders persistently and respectively meeting with labor leadership and working through the issues.  There was recognition on both sides of the importance of this possible alliance.  The labor leaders were certainly skeptical of the character of the community organizations but respectful and did what was required to sustain the relationship and the same was true of the community leaders in relation to the Teamsters.

As the Brach project evolved into a more complex campaign, the richness of the relationship became greater and more apparent.  The first phase of the campaign was focused on an acquisition.  As the union discussed and planned for an employee/management buyout, it was always recognized that the community would remain central to the business and the effort and had to be formally as well as informally linked to the company, if the acquisition was successful.  The details weren’t fully worked out, but it was always assumed that the community organizations would be part of the deal.

The second phase was the organizing campaign against the Low Road proposals by Jacobs to cut wages and benefits of new employees in half, and other proposals that would have broken the integrity of the union and weakened the company.  The focus of the campaign was support for the union in a fight for a decent contract.  In recognition of the key role of the community in the effort to save jobs at Brach, the union included unprecedented issues in their contract negotiations related to the community.  These included:

· Community and union participation on the Board of Directors;

· First source hiring from the immediate community, the establishment of job training programs for community residents, and services for dislocated workers; and

· First source purchase of goods and services from the immediate community.

The CBOs were superb in this campaign—recruiting other organizations and churches from the West Side as well as throughout the city, turning out for meetings in the community, and at the union hall, participating in press events, and genuinely demonstrating the strength of their activist tradition.   There were a couple notable exceptions involving community development corporations (CDCs) —one in particular.  The largest CDC in the area had worked with CLCR in an earlier campaign around a plant closing, and had received considerable City funding and philanthropic support for “community development.”   This CDC had been trying to recruit Brach as a member for 15 or so years without success.  Literally, the day after the first press conference by the CBOs and local political leaders including now Congressman Danny Davis, and now Lieutenant Governor Pat Quinn, Brach sent the CDC a check for $1,600 for dues and asked to be a member.  We explained to the Executive Director the role of Brach in destroying the productive capacity of the community and its Low Road approaches that were the antithesis of development, and the importance of those in the business community with High Road values joining with the growing community campaign, but to no avail.  The CDC accepted Brach as a member and became silent and absent from a campaign—a relief to Brach and other Low Road companies involved with this particular CDC.  This kind of conscious complicity with Low Road business practices gives definition to the Low Road in the field of community development.

Many members of the union came from the communities represented by the CBOs, so the participation of the CBOs and churches increased the enthusiasm within the union for the fight.  This linkage and the growing profile of the campaign also revealed the contradictions inside the union between the membership and the leadership.  Members had long been critical and frustrated with the lack of democracy inside the union and other features, and these issues emerged.

The company recognized the power of this partnership and did everything it could to disrupt it.  They tried to discredit the campaign as an effort by the community to take over the union, citing the proposals for the community in the union demands.  They attacked community leaders and CLCR in notices on the bulletin board, and accused the campaign of being responsible for the increasing loss of jobs.  This coincided with divisions within the union between the old guard and new leadership, with the old guard also trying to accuse the new leadership of ceding too much to the community, to the wrong people in the community, etc.  This made for complex and fiery meetings, but generally union and community leadership were skillful and determined not to let these divisions mature.  The union held large mass meetings and invited community and campaign leaders to speak.

The culmination of the activist campaign was the Brach Christmas Parade in November 1995.  This tradition, going back many years, was Brach Candy’s big annual public relations event launching a season of enormous importance to the commodity candy industry.  Brach would spend hundreds of thousands of dollars on floats, public relations, personalities, marching bands, and free samples with a big parade during the Thanksgiving Holiday.  At this parade, hundreds of community residents and community clergy entered the parade with leaflets depicting Jacobs as the Grinch who stole Christmas.  Many were wearing Klaus Jacobs masks with a cartoon character of the Grinch.  Two blocks away in the Methodist Temple, a thousand Teamsters from Local 738 voted to strike.  Four days later, Jacobs signed a four-year contract with the Teamsters that did not include his demands and included many of the key provisions advanced by the Teamsters—although not the community-related demands.

Within a few months, the company sued Dan Swinney as an individual, CLCR, and the Coalition with a classic SLAPP suit that sought to destroy the defendants through the legal costs of their defense.  In solidarity, the Teamster Union (not one of the defendants) provided counsel for everyone.  After more than a year, with the case being thrown out, only to be re-submitted, the legal defense was successful.

At Brach, life returned to relative normality.  The Low Road had been blocked.  Kevin Martin, the CEO focused on building the company and trying to recover from earlier losses.  Kevin had led the fight against the Coalition and had taken the legal action against CLCR and the Coalition.  He pursued a Low Road strategy with zeal, determination and sophistication.  But once the fight was over, he returned to managing the core business with some success.  The union was respected, labor/management relations improved, and employment remained stable.  The Coalition disbanded, yet the core organizations sustained their joint work and CLCR sustained its work with them.

Building Local Coalitions:  During the campaign, and continuing after the settlement the various organizations and CLCR worked to improve the coordination and strength of the CBOs and churches that were active in the campaign from the Austin and Garfield Park communities.  The Garfield/Austin Interfaith Action Network (GAIN) was created as an organization of organizations.  Rev. Lloyd Davis, a local associate Baptist minister became the Executive Director.  GAIN secured funding and had a small staff.  GAIN was the leading coalition in the Brach Campaign.   It was committed to the labor/community coalition and the determined effort to retain jobs and to promote development that would increase employment and stability in this community hit hard by de-industrialization.

CBOs, including those with which we have worked, have deeper problems beyond the common issue of funding, resources and capacity.  There was a genuine predictable interest in fighting against plant closings, looking at new approaches to development including the purchase or start-up of companies, getting into relatively new and complicated issues of development finance, and exploring new alliances with mainstream unions and sections of the business community.  On the other hand, there was an organizing tradition that all of these organizations emerged out of that was anchored in the militant fight for redistribution of wealth, a relatively narrow focus on the “self-interest”, a certain leadership style that placed little emphasis on strategic training for emerging community leaders, a focus on action around the lowest common denominator and little attention to comprehensive solutions, etc.  The strongest influence in this culture of organizing is the Alinsky tradition.  This is a powerful and influential tradition in American urban politics, the labor movement, and community organizing.  It has enormous strengths that some organizations have mastered.  But in large part, it emerged and was most powerful in the context of an expanding post World War II economy, when there was a large and expanding pool of wealth that needed to be more equitably and democratically distributed, and a social contract that deemed this to be a good thing.  This tradition has real weaknesses in the context of the current economy and the current social contract, when productive capacity is being cast aside.  The “squeaky wheel” no longer gets the grease, and often gets the shaft.  Within CLCR and with leaders of our coalitions and community organizations, we reflected on these issues and wrote a paper advancing a different model of organizing.  The Development Model of Organizing
 called for a clearer mission around sustainable development, a greater emphasis on leadership recruitment and development, and a stronger and more accountable role for leaders and organizers.

Brach Again:  And, as we have now come to expect, Brach emerged as an organizing issue again.  In 2000, CLCR received a call from Kevin Martin—the CEO of Brach Candy from 1994 to 2000.  He had left the company because of Jacobs determination to move the company offshore.  Martin knew from experience that the company was viable in Chicago, and turned to us, despite being on the other side of the table and the leader of the Low Road in the previous campaign, to now join to block the Low Road approach by Jacobs.  The Coalition was convened again with the union, now with broader support from organizations such as the Chicago Federation of Labor, and the core community organizations from the West Side.  But now new allies in the business community including traditionally conservative organizations such as the Civic Committee of the Commercial Club and World Business Chicago joined CLCR, the Candy Institute, and the Coalition to find a way to prevent the closing of Brach.  City government had not supported the effort by the Coalition in the early 1990s, now extended its support to the initiative to keep the company open and prevent Jacobs from destroying what was now recognized as a viable asset.  Now the coalition included both of the CEO’s who had successfully managed the company for eight years, the labor movement, the mainstream business community, and the activist CBOs.

But the world had changed.  What was now a slam-dunk coalition was now faced with a reality that didn’t exist in 1989—the existence of international companies that could produce candy that could meet the standards and tastes of the US market yet pay an “unprotected”
 price for sugar and pay lower costs for wages.  Arcor, an Argentinean company that was a small regional confectionary supplier, was now a $4 billion modern company with enormous productive capacity.  Companies in Mexico were now emerging in the international confectionary sector as efficient and sophisticated enterprises that could produce for an American market.  Inside information revealed that Jacobs planned to seek a merger with Arcor and develop a new company in Mexico, and finally close the Chicago facility.  This time, the threat to move was real.  A three-pronged strategy was launched to again save the threatened company:  another effort to see if the company could be purchased, an effort to end the US subsidy to the sugar industry to lower the benefit to moving off-shore, and a campaign to frustrate Jacobs’ partnerships.

The acquisition strategy again came to end with the problem of an unwilling seller, as well as the business concerns of the viability of a company that was deteriorating, and facing the competitive disadvantages of high sugar costs and international competition.  The campaign against the US sugar lobby gained some momentum, culminating in Mayor Daley sending his lobbyist to Washington to argue on behalf of food producers and their need for lower sugar prices.  This was a complex issue that requires greater attention, more research, and greater intellectual scrutiny than we were able to provide.  Protected high sugar prices created a disadvantage for US companies as well as global sugar producers.  From another perspective, important potential allies in the movement for sustainable development are small family farmers who produce sugar beets in the Midwest, depend on this form of protectionism for survival—or so we heard from an organization we deeply respect—the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy in Minneapolis.  It was also unclear where the line was between a genuine problem that must be solved or an issue that was used as a means to mask the use of Low Road business practices.   In these discussions, the Candy Institute and the CBOs worked to manage the pressure of sustaining our relationship with new and important allies from government and the business community, while sorting out the more complicated trade and policy issues in a way that wasn’t simply a narrow and expedient defense of self-interest at the expense of principles of solidarity and sustainability.  This tension remains unresolved.  But it was clear that a campaign initiated by CBOs in coalition with labor against Low Road business had gained important strength and legitimacy.  Influence, access, relationships and leverage that were inconceivable for a variety of reasons in 1990 were now completely possible in 2000 and opened up the possibility of winning significant conflicts with the Low Road, if not in the Brach case.  The possibilities strengthened the confidence in our strategic course.

The efforts to frustrate Jacobs’ partnerships were more interesting and fruitful.  Our new contact with top management at Brach gave us information regarding Jacobs’ desires and intention to merge Brach with Arcor in Argentina.  Some quick research revealed some interesting information.  Arcor takes great pride at being a socially responsible company and participates in the South American version of Businesses for Social Responsibility.  We knew when Jacobs and senior officers were going to Buenos Aires to make their pitch, so we assembled a delegation of Don Turner, President of the Chicago Federation of Labor; Elce Redmond, community organizer and leader of the Coalition to Save Brach; and Carin Zelenko, head of the office for Strategic Campaigns at the Teamsters.  With support and assistance from the International Office of the AFL-CIO and the Solidarity Center, the delegation traveled to Argentina and had important and influential meetings with the two major labor federations that represented workers at Arcor, and through the contacts with labor, met with the CFO of Arcor and other senior officers.  

Typically, the American labor movement will expand its campaigns to the international community but the purpose is to protect American jobs, wages, and benefits.  This is a short step away from the common protectionist policy of the American labor movement.  CLCR briefed the delegation on how to best present the case to both labor and management in Argentina.  They, of course, wanted jobs and investment in their developing country.  So do we.  We believe in international development and think there’s an obligation by those in the developed world to encourage a transfer of wealth and technology to the developing world.  The key issue is, “On what terms?”  Our position in these discussions reflected our commitment to a vision of sustainable development that was international in its scope.    The perspective advanced by the delegation was certainly part of an effort to retain the jobs in Chicago, but it was done on the basis of distinguishing Jacobs as a Low Road business leader.  The delegation went to great lengths to educate the Argentineans on the quirky, destructive, and arrogant characteristics of Jacobs.  The message was “This is not the kind of partner that you want. He will make his return at the expense of your society.”  To Arcor, we said, “If you want to be on the High Road, the Teamsters and Chicago can be allies of yours in reaching into the American market.  If you want to go the Low Road, we will do everything we can to block your entry.”  From our understanding, the discussions had an impact.  Arcor did agree to be a private label supplier for Brach, but refused the merger proposal.  

Since that time, the union, its community partners, and CLCR have persisted in finding any possible way to block Jacobs’ plans to close the company and move production to Mexico and Argentina.  We have reached out to the trade union movement in Mexico.  We have had one of our union leaders apply for job in the Mexican plant to get a better idea of exactly what is going on.  We have reached out to the labor movement in the Ivory Coast—the source of cocoa for Brach.  There is some suspicion that Jacobs and the cacao company that he has 69% of the stock—Barry Callebut—is engaged in child slavery and vulnerable to exposure.

In July of this year, Brach announced its plans to close its doors by December 31, 2003.  It will move remaining production to Mexico, and Jacobs sold Brach for $1 to Barry Callebut.   The end of Brach is at hand.  We are now engaged in a coalition with Bethel New Life—a major development organization on the West Side as well as our traditional community partners in an effort to ensure that the 30 acres site is used for manufacturing, and to encourage Jacobs to leave on the High Road by providing $10 million--$5 million for local community organizations for their assistance to community residents impacted by the closing, $2 million to the workers who are losing their jobs for training and other programs to assist them in a transition, and $3 million to fund the development of the site.  We are again mobilizing and this time have the support of the Chamber of Commerce, World Business Chicago, the Chicago Manufacturing Institute, and the City as well as the union and others.  

A New Focus for Blocking the Low Road in the Food Industry:  As this one long-term community battle against the Low Road in the food sector seems to wind down, other opportunities are emerging for building the community component of our work.  Two years ago, CLCR did a research report on sweatshops in Chicago for a local coalition of organizations exposing conditions in area worksites, and assisting workers to file complaints against the illegal conditions they faced.  This relationship has now evolved into a much closer working relationship with one of the key organizations—the Chicago Workers Center (CWC)—that works with low-wage Latino workers in temporary and permanent positions.  CWC has successfully assisted unorganized workers to secure important victories against abuse such as a $20,000 settlement at a small food company that was not paying overtime.  CWC has also been an advocate for workers in organized companies when unions have failed to represent their interests, leading to de-certifications and new affiliations in a few cases.  Through this relationship, CLCR has also become an active member of the new Day Labor Collaboration that includes other day-labor activist organizations and a local, influential church.  One of the leading organizations in the Brach campaign—the South Austin Community Coalition—is a member of the Collaboration and is addressing the conditions of temporary workers in the African American community.

Temporary labor is emerging as a significant issue in the food sector. A growing number of companies are turning to temporary workers and contracting out as a way to lower labor costs and weaken unions in organized shops.  Leaders from the BCTGM, Teamsters, and UFCW identify this issue as the most important challenge they face.  CLCR is combining our work with several unions and the workers centers to focus on the temporary workforce trend in the food sector as what will become Food Chicago’s visible fight against the Low Road in the industry. We will sustain this campaign against the Low Road in the industry as we advance various High Road programs for the industry including education and training, labor/management programs to improve productivity, and joint efforts to encourage policy support.  From a strategic perspective, this on-going link in our work between blocking the Low Road as we advance the High Road is critical.  Both are essential for a genuine paradigm shift.  All of the stakeholders need to embrace this dual objective.  Typically organizations or stakeholders are focused on one or the other.  CLCR’s ability to do both has been critical in our work with each of the stakeholders.

In our work with the City in the recruitment and placement effort at the Ford Supplier Park, we were introduced to an environmental justice organization, People for Community Recovery (PCR), in Altgeld Gardens, a housing development project on Chicago’s far South Side.  This is a very poor African American community whose residents used to be employed in the steel sector in Chicago—a sector now dramatically reduced.  PCR leadership is eager to expand its program to employment and training.  Their initial focus was to secure low-skilled positions for area residents in the Ford Supplier Park.  From our experience, we know that the gap between the skill and experience of PCR constituents and what will be required at the Supplier Park is substantial.  We identified a significant food sector in the immediate area.  We know that the gap between the labor needs of those companies won’t be as wide, and we are now in the beginning stages with PCR to bridge that gap in a specific Food Chicago Project.  Our objective is to meet with the companies, identify the particular employment opportunities and career paths associated with this sector, identify the specific jobs and the competencies needed to succeed in these positions, and establish a recruiting and training program in partnership with PCR.

Our determination to work with community organizations, particularly in low-income communities of color, is a matter of strategic principle.  The work has always been particularly complex and had its flows and ebbs.  On one hand there is a strong tradition of activism in Chicago CBOs that is a predictable reserve when engaged in a campaign against a plant closing.  On the other hand, CBOs are increasingly strapped for resources, under enormous pressure in the changing economy and political culture of the country, and come from a tradition that has its weaknesses.  

D.  Local Government

A key stakeholder in a sectoral strategy is local government.  CLCR began with relatively strong ties with local government, but unfortunately, at a time that was very early in our learning curve.  In 1984, we began to work under contract with Chicago’s Department of Economic Development of the Harold Washington Administration, giving us capacity and access.  We learned an enormous amount, but weren’t in a position to take full advantage of the opportunity.  

With the election of Richard M. Daley, our relationship ebbed as city policies shifted to more traditional approaches, particularly in economic development.  Because of the Brach campaign the City incorrectly perceived us as an anti-business organization.  Through our persistent work in creating the Candy Institute, and the aggressive organizing style of our Director in this work—Friederika Kaider -- we began to re-establish a strong relationship with the City Administration.  Mayor Daley’s first public statement opposing the movement of manufacturing jobs from the city came when Marshall Field’s decided to outsource its candy making operations—Frango Mints--to a firm in Pennsylvania.  Daley launched his concern for the candy industry with a breakfast that the Mayor hosted for the industry, in partnership with the Candy Institute.  As a result, we have gradually been able to increase our joint work and coordination with the City as seen in our efforts around workforce development, the later chapter of the Brach Campaign, the work to build the Chicago Cooperative Kitchen, and other efforts.  While we have become recognized as a creative and respected voice, we are some way from having the influence and predictable leverage we need.  A dominant development policy of the City has been to promote gentrification at enormous cost to the manufacturing economy of the city—including the food sector--and to residents that depended on manufacturing jobs and reasonable rents.  Yet the influence we do have in the City as in other sectors is incrementally gaining strength.  We are providing research to the city and have operated some training programs that have had exceptionally good results for firms and workers.  In the meantime, we constantly define the public and private interests in both policy and program in building a High Road trend within the food sector.

E.  Regional and International Networks

CLCR has been deeply influenced in its thinking and work by other international and domestic experience.  From our beginning, we have participated in efforts to create larger networks and coalitions with those who share our core values and approach.  In these networks, we had the opportunity to compare our work to others, find partners for joint work, and engage in critical discussion and debate around strategic issues in a way that more sharply defined what we believed in or what we opposed.  

In the late 1980s, CLCR played a leading role in creating the Federation for Industrial Retention and Renewal (FIRR).  FIRR became a national network with staffing and an active membership from the organizations that had emerged from the campaigns against plant closings.  In the discussions on local program, alliances, and aspirations it became clear to us that the dominant trend within the plant closing organizations was a relatively purist, reactive, and marginal kind of vision.  In the mid 1990s, FIRR began to face the limits of its capacity and to go beyond the fight against plant closings and started to decline

CLCR again played a leading role in the creation of Sustainable America (SA)—a coalition that was broader than FIRR with a broader agenda as its name suggests.  After 4-5 years, SA also reached a point of development it couldn’t transcend and came to an end.  In the context of building SA, we were introduced to an ambitious vision that had scale and sophistication, and overlapped with many of our interests best articulated by Joel Rogers.  Rogers had enormous energy, ambition, intelligence, and vision.  He was the founder of what has become one of the strongest and most influential labor-based projects in workforce development, the Milwaukee Regional Training Partnership.  He introduced us to the High Road/Low Road formulation-although a much narrower concept than we have come to support, and a sophisticated view of education and training, technology, and the possible role for local government.  The real benefit of networks like SA was the opportunity to engage other strategic thinking in depth and to go beyond the superficial.  At least at that stage of his development, Rogers’ sophisticated vision was zero-sum rather than transformative.  It really was about urban and unionized firms gaining a competitive advantage through a partnership with the public sector, and winning the competition with rural and non-union firms rather than a broader vision of sustainable development that promoted urban and rural development, domestic and international development.  It lacked a commitment to new kinds of entrepreneurial activity in the market place, and finally relies on a relatively traditional social democratic vision of the state.  And it was a lot about personality and relatively narrow and conventional political partnerships rather than a deep commitment to building a broader and deeper movement.  From our perspective, Rogers’ vision lacked the depth and creativity that could really build the kind of movement for which objective conditions have created the space.  Within SA, there was also other contrasting philosophical currents very similar to those in FIRR, and that were utopian and oppositional—unwilling to build define and build alliances with sections of the business community, and to deal with the complexity of development--finding comfort in marginality.

Our experience with these networks was similar to our local experience with GAIN and the NCC.  Participation was very valuable for our development.  We could learn from other experiences, join in common work, and grapple with the strategic issues and questions that our movement was being forced to confront.  A lot of our thinking matured in the context of the relationships—positive and negative—that we experienced in this work.  

As our programmatic work and strategic vision has matured, we are again being asked to join as well as initiating networks.  In each of these situations, we find opportunity to contribute and learn, as well as find potential partners for projects.  On an international level, we are active in two networks—the Work and Labour Network headquartered in Bologna, and the Intercontinental Network for the Solidarity Economy headquartered in Dakar, Senegal.
  These are networks that share our commitment to a new vision of development that is sustainable, with labor and community playing a central role, and with a common agenda and common projects that unite the North and South.  In both networks, we have also found, as we usually do, a strong interest in food production.  Members of the Work and Labour Network are part of a EU-funded learning community on organic food production and would like us to be involved, but we have yet to find the funding to support this activity.  The Solidarity Economy network has led to a potential CLCR-led project to arrange an employee buyout of a peanut oil company in Senegal that is in its earliest development stages.

Closer to home, we are in the early stages of creating a regional network particularly around the food sector in the Midwest.  As described earlier in the paper, we became involved in an effort to challenge the US price support for the sugar industry.  In the middle of the campaign, we were challenged on our position by Mark Ritchie of the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP) in Minneapolis.  We had worked with IATP in Sustainable America and share basic views on development.  IATP has enormous experience in both international trade policy as well as working with rural communities and farmers—both obviously critical parts of the supply chain in food.  IATP has also been very interested in the development of the Candy Institute and Food Chicago.  We both saw the necessity to combine our efforts to create a Midwest network on food and food policy that will provide a framework for common program and partnerships among those who seek to create a High Road future in this sector, as well as a place to reconcile our policy initiatives such as the one on sugar.  In this network and partnership, we see a fuller and more sophisticated framework than emerged in earlier networks like FIRR and SA that seeks a concrete linkage between urban and rural, between domestic and international, and in ways that seek new possibilities in the market place as well as in governmental policy.  As stated in the Concept Paper for an Upper Midwest Food System Policy Project:
These are exciting times for food producers and consumers here in the United States. Almost every day there are announcements of important new innovations and new initiatives throughout the food chain – especially in the broadly defined arena of local food systems.  Small to medium-sized producers are connecting with imaginative food processors and retailers, chefs, and even directly with consumers in exciting new ways. 

As New York University Food Policy Department Chair Marion Nestle puts it – “There is a revolutionary new food movement underway in this country. Hold onto you knives and forks folks- this is going to be exciting.”

4.  Conclusion
Our work in the food sector has been and remains a rich and complex experience for CLCR and our partners.  It is in this context that we have worked through strategic and programmatic problems for almost 15 years.  The experience has clearly shaped us and contributed significantly to the way we think and how we operate in this and other sectors and cities.  It has been the work that has had the biggest impact in attracting the interest of others.

In the coming years, we will continue to focus on Chicago’s huge food sector establishing a model for a High Road sectoral initiative.  In addition to the development of our particular programs for our stakeholders, we will give particular attention to the following to strengthen the strategic character:

· Involve our key leaders from the key stakeholder groups in reflection and discussion on the strategic character of our joint work both to insure that we are working from the same assumptions, and that we have their full input in shaping the direction of the project;

· Provide organizational development training, particularly to emerging community and labor leaders.  We have found this to be essential for any organization going through a shift in strategic direction; and

· Continue to develop our learning and partner networks.  This work is complicated and experimental and we need as much help, input, and critical thinking as we can get.  We need more venues for critical reflection and debate among friends who share important assumptions and values.

� Building the Bridge to the High Road is available on CLCR’s web site at � HYPERLINK "http://www.clcr.org" ��www.clcr.org�





� Our strategy is described more fully in Building the Bridge to the High Road, available on our web site � HYPERLINK "http://www.clcr.org" ��www.clcr.org� as is the definition of High and Low Road practices.





� The campaign is summarized in greater detail in two reports prepared by CLCR for IBT Local 738—Misadventures in Candyland 1 & 2.  These reports are available on our web site.


� This is a systematic a proactive approach to gathering public and private information on companies in a particular geographical area using traditional research as well as information gathered by employees, unions, customers, residents, service providers and others as a basis to identify problems in a company when they can still be solved rather than waiting for a crisis.  A more detailed description can be found on CLCR’s web site in the article, “Early Warning Systems:  A Proactive Tool for Labor in the Regional Economy” by Dan Swinney.


� This reality was confronted by the Teamsters International Union that placed the local under trusteeship, removed from the union those officers suspected of corruption, allowed for new elections, and supported the development of new and legitimate leaders in the union—a good example of an organization keeping its house in order.


� This phase of the campaign was summarized and evaluated in “Strategic Lessons For Labor From Candyland” by Dan Swinney, New Labor Forum, Fall/Winter 1999, pp. 68-77.


� The final report of the project, Creating a Manufacturing Career Path System in Cook County, is available on CLCR’s web site:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.clcr.org" ��www.clcr.org�  


� See pps. 31-33 MWDP report on CLCR’s Web site, www.clcr.org


� This model places emphasis on careful recruiting and training of labor and community leaders in strategic and organizational issues as the basis for increasing effectiveness in building mass campaigns and organizations.  It’s offered in contrast to more traditional models of organizing and is explained in greater detail in a paper,  “The Development Model of Organizing” on CLCR’s web site www.clcr.org.


� SLAPP stands for Strategic Litigation Against Public Participation.


� The MacArthur Foundation had been an important supporter of the Brach Campaign providing general support for CLCR, funding Kartempquin Film Company of “Hoop Dreams” fame to document the campaign, and assisting us in identifying sources of investment capital for the possible acquisition of Brach.


� The Development Model of Organizing by Dan Swinney is on CLCR’s web site:  www.clcr.org


� US companies pay a premium for sugar because of provisions in the US Farm Bill.  Typically, US companies pay 14 cents a pound more than their international competitors.


� A report on the Senegal network is on CLCR’s web site, as well as a link to the Work and Labour Network web site.
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