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 The 1920s were years of strife for the International Ladies Garment Workers Union.
 Here, union president Morris Sigman visits a picket line - one of many. Photo
 courtesy of the ILGWU Archives.
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 Reds Versus Pinks:
 A Civil War in the International
 Ladies Garment Workers Union

 By STANLEY NADEL

 Communists challenged socialists for control of the garment workers'
 union in a battle which illuminated the goals and tactics of early Commu-
 nist militants and of their democratic socialist opponents. Stanley Nadel is
 a member of the history department at the State University of New York,
 College at Potsdam.

 In Workers the decade Union after (ILGWU) 1919, came the International within a hair's Ladies breadth Garment of be- Workers Union (ILGWU) came within a hair's breadth of be-
 coming the first major Communist labor union in the United States .
 Only a bitter civil war, which cost the union half its membership
 and left it heavily in debt, turned back the Communist advance. As
 with many wars, the history of this one was written by the victors
 and it is essentially their version that is presented every time a new
 book refers to these events. Nor have Communist party historians
 presented a credible alternative interpretation of the civil war -
 perhaps because the Communist campaign in the needle trades was
 led by a faction which opposed the party trade union leadership of
 William Z. Foster and which was expelled from the Party in 1929. 1

 I should like to thank the Y1VO for permission to quote from materials in its archives, and
 the helpful staff members at both YIVO and the Tamiment Institute.

 1. See Bert Cochran, Labor and Communism (Princeton, inj., i v//j, Irving

 Howe, World of Our Fathers (New York, 1976), 330-35; John Laslett, Labor and the Left
 (New York, 1970), 127-29; Irving Howe and Louis Coser, The American Communist Party:
 A Critical History (New York, 1962), 245-52; and Irving Bernstein, The Lean Years: A
 History of the American Worker, 1920-1933 (Boston, 1960), 137-38. All of these accounts
 are essentially based on earlier accounts sponsored by the ILGWU administration or written
 by its friends. These include James O'Neal, A History of Amalgamated Ladies Garment
 Cutters' Union , Local 10 (New York, 1927); Joel Seidman, The Needle Trades (New York,
 1942); Benjamin Stolberg. Tailor's Progress: The Story of a Famous Union and the Men Who
 Made It (Garden City, N.Y., 1944); Melech Epstein, Jewish Labor in U.S.A., 1914-1952,
 2 vols. (New York, 1953); and Max Danish, The World of David Dubinsky (Cleveland,
 1957).

 The most complete left wing coverage of events in the ILGWU is provided by Jack Hardy,

 New York History JANUARY 1985
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 50 NEW YORK HISTORY

 As a result, this important labor conflict has not been the subject of
 a fully satisfactory study that views the conflict from outside the
 polarized ideological frameworks of the Communist party and its
 opponents.2
 The need for such a study has even been expressed by one of the

 participants in the labor war - ex-Communist and retired ILGWU
 vice president Charles (Sasha) Zimmerman, who has said

 Anybody who merely crosses over the internal conflict on the basis that it
 was Communist and Communist directed is not reading history right, he is
 not doing anybody a favor .... There was strong dissatisfaction among the
 opposition groups long before the Communist Party was organized and it
 was merely carried over. And even when the Communist Party was organ-
 ized and left wingers came into the Communist Party, they still carried on
 independent activities and [were] not directed tirom the Communist Party.3

 Zimmerman also recognized the historical unreliability of much of
 the material published by the contending factions: "There were so
 many lies published, you see, on both sides." Nothing that either
 side wrote about the other can be relied upon.4 With this in mind,
 the present-day researcher can avoid the pitfall of biased sources
 and retain an objective point of view. The basic facts of the union's
 early history and the events that led to the civil war can, in any case,
 be presented with confidence.

 The International Ladies Garment Workers Union was formed at

 the turn of the century as one of the few industrial unions in the
 American Federation of Labor. It was a rather weak union in its

 The Clothing Workers (New York, 1935) and William Weinstone, The Case Against David
 Dubinsky (New York, 1946). Both books are hardly credible and tend towards the simplistic,
 but are models of objectivity compared to William Z. Foster's references in From Bryan to
 Stalin (New York, 1937), American Trade Unionism (New York, 1947), and History of the
 Communist Party of the United States (New York, 1952). Weinstone (interview with author,
 February 1973) still maintains that the party was always right on every point. The compre-
 hensive Soviet production, B . Y. Mikhailov's Recent History of the Labor Movement in the
 United States, 1918-1939 (Moscow, 1977), simply ignores these events.

 2. The one recent attempt to provide such a perspective, David Gurowsky's "Factional
 Disputes Within the ILGWU, 1919-1928" (Ph.D. diss., State University of New York at
 Binghamton, 1978), suffers from a failure to deal with some of the issues which might have
 reflected badly on the ILGWU left wing, or on the Party.

 3. Interview, November 1964, YIVO Archives-Oral History Collection, 22.
 4. Zimmerman interview, 52. He refers especially to the Yiddish papers, the Jewish Daily

 Forward (Socialist), and the Freiheit (Communist). The Zimmerman material is especially
 useful because, as a later vice-president of the ILGWU, his testimony cannot be rejected as
 Communist propaganda even though he led the Communist faction in the union. Given the
 tendency of some critics to reject Communist sources as tainted, Zimmerman's later
 reminiscences are sometimes used here instead of contemporary left wing statements to the
 same effect. Of course, Zimmerman's reminiscences tend to put his own actions in the best
 possible light, but they are in close accord with other sources as well.
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 Civil War in the ILGWU 5 1

 early years, but it grew rapidly at the end of the first decade of the
 twentieth century with a series of spectacular mass strikes known
 as the "uprising of the 20,000" and "the great revolt." In 1914, a
 group of Socialists who had built the union in New York City, the
 center of the industry, were elected to lead the International Union.
 By the end of World War I, the ILGWU had over 100,000 members
 and was one of the strongest unions in the United States.5
 The ILGWU was a strange phenomenon among American

 unions. It was a Jewish/Socialist union led by Jews who were part
 of the Socialist íeadership of much of the Jewish community in
 America. The Jewish Socialists not only dominated the Jewish
 unions, they also dominated the fraternal and cultural institutions
 and presided over the cultural renaissance which took place in the
 Yiddish language press.6 The ILGWU membership was predomi-
 nantly composed of Eastern European Jews, who were the natural
 constituency of the Jewish Socialists and who were particularly
 inclined to be favorable towards the Russian Revolution when it

 occurred, both because of their sympathy for socialism and be-
 cause the revolution promised the end of the oppression of their
 people in the lands they had left behind.

 In 1917, the news of a revolution in Russia electrified the mem-
 bers of the ILGWU. Particularly affected was a group of young
 shirtwaist and dressmakers in New York Local 25. These young
 women, who had left Russia in the dark years after the failure of the
 1905 Revolution, were dedicated to the spirit of the revolution.
 They immediately organized a Current Events Committee to
 spread the good news. Relatively well-educated, the members of
 the Current Events Committee were influential in spreading a
 romantic view of the union as a cultural and political organization
 while promoting their radical socialist ideas. As romantics, they
 also tended to perceive the union officials, who had worked so hard
 to improve conditions in the shops, as routinized bureaucrats -
 after all, these officials were not organizing a revolution and they
 even negotiated with the bosses! The committee itself soon evapo-

 5. For the early history of the ILGWU see J. M. Budish and George Soule, The New
 Unionism in the Clothing Industry (New York, 1920); Louis Levine, The Women's Garment
 Workers: A History of the International Ladies Garment Workers' Union (New York, 1924);
 Seidman, Needle Trades; Stolberg, Tailor s Progress ; and Epstein, Jewish Labor.

 6. For Jewish-American Socialism see William Leiserson, History of the Jewish Labor
 Movement in New York City (New York, 1908); Epstein, Jewish Labor ; Aaron Antonovsky,
 The Early Jewish Labor Movement in the United States (New York, 1961); Moses Rischin,
 The Promised City: New York's Jews, 1870-1914 (Cambridge, Mass., 1962); Laslett, Labor,
 98-114; and Howe, World, 287-359.
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 52 NEW YORK HISTORY

 rated, but the opposition movement which crystalized in 1919 was a
 direct outgrowth of its influence.7
 The revolutionary ferment which swept through Europe and

 industrial America at the end of the war touched off a powerful
 response in the ILGWU. The activists of Local 25 moved beyond
 the discussion groups of the Current Events Committee and set up a
 Workers Council in 1919. They opened their program with the
 preamble to the Soviet constitution and modeled their practical
 demands on the British shop stewards movement. The next year, in
 keeping with their real program, they changed the name of their
 organization to the Shop Delegates League. The onset of the post-
 war depression of 1920-1921 led to a series of setbacks for the
 ILGWU and this gained the League a wider audience among rank-
 and-file members throughout the union.8
 The post-war depression only accelerated trends in the ladies

 garment industry which ultimately threatened the veiy existence of
 the union. The garment industry had always been hard to organize
 because of the very large numbers of highly competitive petty
 manufacturers who were attracted by the low capital requirements
 of the industry. Mechanization and the increasing scale of produc-
 tion in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries had,
 however, led to a steady increase in the size and stability of the
 average manufacturing enterprise. These larger and more stable
 manufacturers had, in turn, developed an interest in labor stability
 which worked to the union's advantage.9 The rise of "jobbers" after
 1910 reversed the process.
 Jobbers were merchant manufacturers who developed produc-

 tion models, got orders for large quantities from the stores, and
 then contracted with petty manufacturers to produce the clothing
 from cloth and patterns provided by the jobber. The jobbers,
 unburdened by any significant capital investment in machinery or
 inventory, could respond more quickly than ordinary manufac-
 turers to rapid changes in fashion and found it easier to ride out the

 7. Stolberg, Tailor's Progress, 109-10; Epstein, Jewish Labor, 1:130; and personal
 reminiscences of Ethel Jaffee, a member of the Current Events Committee, Shop Delegates
 League, the left wing and the Local 22 Executive Board.
 8. Leo Wolman, Ebb and Flow in Trade Unionism (New York, 1936), 178; Epstein,

 Jewish Labor ; 2:90-92, 125, 130; Gurowsky, "Factional Disputes," 70-77 .
 9. The average shop size peaked in 1909 at 33.7. By 1927 it had dropped to 20.4

 nationally and to 16.4 in New York City. See Morris Kolchin, "The Ladies Garment
 Industry," American Federationist, December 1949; Levine, Garment Workers; Seidman,
 Needle Trades ; and the New York State Governor's Advisory Commission for the Cloak,
 Suit and Skirt Industry of New York City, Report of an Investigation by John Dickinson and
 Morris Kolchin (New York, 1925), hereafter NYS Governer's AC Report.
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 Civil War in the ILGWU 53

 twice yearly slack period. They also cut their costs by encouraging
 competitive bidding for their business by dependent contractors
 who, in turn, had to cut the one major item of cost under their
 control - labor. The contractors were reduced to dependency, often
 failing to produce any profit and suffering bankruptcy, but the
 jobbers got rich and they slowly expanded their share of the
 industry until they began to dominate it in the 1920s. 10 The union,
 meantime, found it extremely difficult to maintain anything resem-
 bling union standards in the fly-by-night shops of the hard-pressed
 contractors, and internal dissatisfaction in the ILGWU became
 widespread. 11
 The spreading dissension began to disturb the officials of the

 ILGWU, and in 1920 the General Executive Board (GEB) took
 action to isolate the agitators. Believing that the center of radical
 influence was located among the waistmakers, who were members
 of a dying trade, the GEB decided to split off the dressmakers into a
 new local where they would not be so readily accessible to radical
 agitation.12 This was a complete failure. The dressmakers were no
 less radical than their sisters who made shirtwaists, and the new
 local was hardly formed before they set up their own Shop Dele-
 gates League. Now there were two leagues instead of one, and
 "worse" was yet to come.

 The effect of the agitation and propaganda of the women of the
 waist and dress trades was reinforced by the actions of the union
 officials against them. Hie spectacle of the officers pushing the
 "girls" around by breaking up their local against the will of its
 members, was taken by many other members of the ILGWU as
 evidence that the charges of anti-democratic bureaucratization
 were true. The workers formed new Shop Delegates Leagues in
 New York's cloak trade locals and in a few less important locals in
 other trades.

 Some of the leaders of the ILGWU Shop Delegates Leagues of
 1920 and 1921 were already members of America's nascent Com-
 munist party, but this membership had little effect on their trade

 10. Budish and Soule, New Unionism, 34-39; Levine, Garment Workers , 387-410.
 Levine says that more than half the New York City cloakmakers worked for contractors in
 1924, while the jobbers controlled 75 percent of cloak production in the city.

 11. Levine, Garment Workers, 408; and NYS Governor's AC Report, 43.
 12. The administration denied at the time that this was an attempt to isolate the left wing

 (Report of the General Executive Board to the 16th Convention of the International Ladies'
 Garment Workers' Union, 50-52), but even the most pro-administration accounts of later
 years describe it this way. See Epstein, Jewish Labor, 1:131; Seidman, Needle Trades, 159;
 and Stolberg, Tailor's Progress, 113.
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 union activities. The Party, formed in the apocalyptic atmosphere
 of 1919, was too busy preparing for an insurrection to concern itself
 with trade union activities.13 It was only after two years of con-
 fusion that the new Communist revolutionaries got around to
 formulating a labor strategy, and then only on orders from the
 Comintern headquarters in Moscow. Taking their cue from Lenin's
 latest work, "Left-wing Communism" an Infantile Disorder, they
 chose the familiar socialist strategy of "boring from within" -
 working within existing unions to take them over and transform
 them.14 In doing so they allied themselves with the Trade Union
 Educational League (TUEL) of William Z. Foster, leader of the
 great steel strike of 1919.
 The TUEL provided the Communist unionists with an opposi-

 tion program based on militant industrial unionism. In addition to
 calling for militant action in the struggle for higher wages, shorter
 hours and better working conditions, it called for the amalgama-
 tion of craft unions into broader based industrial unions and the

 organization of the vast majority of workers who were still outside
 the union movement. It also called for the formation of an inde-

 pendent labor or farmer-labor political party.15
 The ILGWU, with its industrial organization, socialist ideology,

 radical membership and widespread membership support for the
 Russian Revolution, was (from the Communist point of view) one
 of the two most advanced unions in the United States.16 With the

 added bonus of an ongoing left-wing opposition in the union, the
 ILGWU rapidly became the main focus of TUEL and Communist
 activity.

 The Shop Delegates Leagues of the ILGWU affiliated with the
 TUEL in 1921 and adopted its program. By the spring of 1922,

 13. See Theodore Draper, The Roots of American Communism (New York, 1957), esp.
 245; and Howe and Coser, Communist Party, 73-77 .

 14. They were, of course, "taking their orders from Moscow, but were also adopting the
 familiar Socialist party strategy which was most congenial to those with trade union
 experience. Needless to say, Lenin's instructions for "boring from within" enjoined a new
 and ruthless approach to the traditional strategy. See V. I. Lenin, "Left Wing Communism" :
 An Infantile Disorder (New York, 1934); David Saposs, Left Wing Unionism: A Study of
 Radical Policies and Tactics (New York, 1927); and Draper, American Communism ,
 246-66.

 15. Program of the Trade Union Educational League (Chicago, 1920).
 16. See Benjamin Gitlow, I Confess (New York, 1940), 337. For the battle in the AC W see

 Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America, Documentary History, 1924-1926 (New York,
 1926), General Executive Board Report, 45-90; Charles E. Zaretz, The Amalgamated
 Clothing Workers of America: A Study in Progressive Trades-Unionism (New York, 1934),
 250-55; Epstein, Jewish Labor, 166-68; and Stanley Nadel, "The Communists and the
 Needle Trades, 1920 to 1928" (M.A. thesis, Columbia University, 1973), 45-59.
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 Civil War in the ILGWU 55

 when union election time rolled around, the left wing was ready to
 start placing some of its members in office. Members won seats on
 the executive boards of New York and Philadelphia locals and on
 the Philadelphia and Chicago Joint Boards, the city wide execu-
 tive bodies.

 The ILGWU convention in May, 1922 was the scene of a con-
 frontation between the administration and the left wing. Some
 delegates were seated only after their credentials were challenged
 and others were denied seats - one for having said that the ILGWU
 officers "sold the cloakmakers just like the slaves in Boston were
 being sold in the market place." Then Abraham Cahan, Socialist
 editor of the Jewish Daily Forward, attacked the left wing of the
 ILGWU and all American Communists. The convention went on

 to endorse the Socialist party and to donate money to it over the
 objections of the left. The attack on the left climaxed with a
 resolution expressing the convention's

 wholehearted indignation and resentment against these malicious inter-
 meddlers and disrupters and warns our men and women in our organiza-
 tions against these sinister influences which are not aimed for their benefit,
 which have not their true interests at heart but which are seeking to destroy
 and demolish what has been built up at so much cost and sacrifice.17

 With the battle joined, the Communist leadership of the left
 wing realized that the local branches of the Trade Union Educa-
 tional League needed greater cohesion if they were to become more
 effective. All branches of the Shop Delegates League and other
 opposition groups in the needle trades unions were therefore in-
 vited in November 1922 to join in the creation of a new Needle
 Trades Section of the TUEL.18 The Needle Trades Section pro-
 vided an organizational structure which coordinated the activities
 of an industry-wide left wing. It was headed by a brilliant twenty-
 five-year-old Communist dressmaker named Charles S. Zimmer-
 man ("Sasha" to his friends and "Kid Zimmerman" to his en-
 emies). Zimmerman had been pushed into a leadership role among
 the dressmakers as soon as he entered the trade in 1916 largely
 because he was one of the few male dressmakers. His ability,
 however, kept him in the leadership of the dressmakers through the
 civil war. 19 With Zimmerman as Party whip, and a program specifi-

 17. Proceedings: 16th Convention of the International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union
 (New York, 1922), 25-27, 38-41, 175-76.

 18. Philip S. Foner, The Fur and Leather Workers Union (Newark, 1950), 125.
 19. Epstein, Jewish Labor ; 134-36; and Zimmerman interview, 52. Zimmerman's ability

 led to his being called back to reorganize the dressmakers' union after he had been expelled
 from the Communist party in 1929. From the 1930s to his retirement in the 1960s,
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 56 NEW YORK HISTORY

 cally directed at the problems of the needle trades unions, the left
 wing was now a formidable organization.
 The ILGWU administration opposed the militant rhetoric and

 romantic appeal of the left wing program with a pragmatic union-
 ism based on "real" conditions and designed to win maximum
 benefits for the workers without jeopardizing the security of the
 union organization. They argued that reason and compromise were
 essential to avoid conflicts which might drain the union's re-
 sources, and to keep employers from fleeing to non-union areas.
 Proclaiming the possibility of some cooperation between the
 unions and the employers for their mutual benefit, they viewed the
 left's program of class struggle as a threat, not only to their control
 of the ILGWU, but also to the very survival of the union, a not
 entirely unwarranted fear as it turned out.
 The president of the ILGWU, Benjamin Schlesinger, had been

 threatening to resign for years because of his ill health (and, it was
 said, because he felt insufficiently appreciated).20 As the left grew
 in size and strength he came under increasing pressure from other
 ILGWU officials to embark upon a campaign to destroy it.
 Schlesinger vacillated. He had no stomach for the kind of fight that
 was being urged upon him and he was genuinely upset by the
 invective of the left wingers. In January 1923 he finally resigned
 and was replaced as president by Morris Sigman. Sigman was a
 tough ex-organizer for the IWW and had long been an officer of the
 ILGWU with a reputation as a progressive unionist. "Sasha"
 Zimmerman remembered that Sigman "fought against corruption
 within the union and he fought against some of the bureaucrats
 within the organization, against the bureaucracy within the
 union."21 Sigman was less sophisticated than Schlesinger and less
 troubled by questions of ends justifying means. When involved in a
 fight he took his allies where he could find them and set out to win.
 This was his approach to the left wing opposition.
 In the elections of 1923, the left won a majority on the dress-

 makers' executive board (Local 22) and gained a dominant influ-
 ence over the boards of Locals, 1, 9 and 15. It also took the lead on
 the Philadelphia Joint Board and gained a foothold in Chicago.22
 The new Sigman administration immediately went into action to

 Zimmerman was the manager of the dress department and a vice-president of the ILGWU.
 20. Epstein, Jewish Labor ; 129, 451.
 21. Zimmerman interview, p. 64.
 22. Report of the General Executive Board to the 17th Convention of the International

 Ladies' Garment Workers' Union (New York, 1924), 129.
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 Charles (Sasha) Zimmerman. Photo courtesy of the ILGWU Archives.

 reverse this setback. When the new executive board of Local 22 was

 to be installed in June, the old board refused to step down, claiming
 that the left wing majority of the new board were "members of a
 dual union" (the Trade Union Educational League) and could not
 be eligible to serve. The decision was appealed to the General
 Executive Board, which undertook an investigation. Meanwhile,
 the Chicago Joint Board brought two of its members up on similar
 charges and found them guilty. Called upon to resign from thp
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 Morris Sigman. Photo courtesy of the ILGWU Archives.
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 Civil War irt the ILGWU 59

 TUEL or be removed from office, they refused and were expelled
 from the Joint Board.

 The Chicago decision was the key to the new policy. In August
 the Sigman administration declared the TUEL a dual union. It
 directed all locals and Joint Boards to order their members to desist

 from "all activities in the 'leagues' in any shape or form" and to
 expel members who refused. This was followed by an order for all
 locals to comply or face reorganization. The administration offered
 the left wingers of Local 22 a chance to recant and, when they
 refused to quit the TUEL, expelled them from the executive board
 and barred them from office for five years.23
 Some locals tried to resist the purge. Local 9 held out until

 threatened with reorganization. In Chicago the organizers of the
 resistance were tried and eleven were expelled from the union and
 barred from working in union shops. In Philadelphia two locals
 voted to defy the edict and their charters were revoked. The mem-
 bers were forced to join new locals, under the new rules, or remain
 outside the ILGWU.24 Louis Pankin, business agent of Local 10
 and an administration stalwart, said of these procedures:

 Well, the democracy was a little bit shattered because öf the fighťbetween
 the Communists and the members. We had to sort of stay away from the
 demands of democratic rules. You had to in order to save the union ... . 25

 The left rejected the charge that the Trade Union Educational
 League was a dual union and countered that the actions of the
 General Executive Board and the joint boards were unconstitu-
 tional. They pointed out that Socialist party members were at least
 as active in influencing union affairs as was the TUEL and charged
 that the administration was merely using the dual union charge as
 an excuse for eliminating its opposition.
 It appeared to the left wing that the only way to reverse the

 actions of the General Executive Board was to take the fight to the
 1924 union convention. The left wing ran candidates for delegates
 everywhere they could, though the officers of many locals kept the
 names of known left wingers off the ballot. At the convention, the
 credentials committee corrected the oversight of those officers who
 had neglected to do so. Under the leadership of Joseph Breslaw and
 David Dubinsky they refused to seat any delegate-elect accused of
 being a member of the Trade Union Educational League. The
 convention then voted to have the GEB take over the operation of

 23. Ibid., 134-35, 175-76.
 24. Ibid., 136.
 25. Interview of Louis Pankin by Irving Howe, YIVO Archives, 21.
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 leftist Local 9 and revised the union constitution to make the

 administration's actions of the preceding year constitutional. The
 convention also rejected all resolutions against the purge and
 approved GEB 's actions. It is clear from the record that everyone
 involved was aware that there was no constitutional basis for the

 anti-TUEL actions of the administration before this point.26
 It was a pyrrhic victory. The packing of the convention and the

 juggling of the constitution only provided ammunition for the left
 wing. At the same time conditions in the trades were deteriorating.
 The union had recently lost a long general strike in Philadelphia,
 and the left wing charged sabotage. The attempt to organize the
 Chicago dress market involved a very costly strike which ended in
 failure in June 1924. In New York many members favored a strike,
 but the administration, feeling that a strike was too risky, settled for
 the appointment of a Governor's Commission to study the situa-
 tion. Here, too, the left wing charged collaboration.

 Up to this point the Trade Union Educational League was still
 officially educational in nature, even though it engaged in election
 campaigns. There was no way to continue along that path; the
 league either had to quit or fight for control of the union. There was
 little question as to which way the TUEL would go. Foster made it
 official in September 1924 when he proclaimed in The Labor
 Herald:

 The next task of the Trade Union Educational League is to crack the hard
 shell of official opposition against the progressive movements now surging
 amongst the rank and file. The usurping bureaucrats must not be allowed to
 get away with the present outrageous flouting of the workers' interests. The
 league must bring direct pressure to bear against them and, whenever
 possible, drive them from office, or where this is not achieved, teach them
 obedience . . .

 The era of passing resolutions to have them thrown into the waste basket
 by sneering and stupid officials, is past; the era for action is at hand.27

 The left turned the next elections into referenda on union democ-

 racy. They ran on a platform that stressed militance, but their main
 demands were for the end of barring candidates from the ballot and
 the reinstatement of expelled members. The new constitution re-
 quired all candidates to sign an anti-league loyalty pledge to get on
 the ballot, and the candidates of the left wing went ahead and
 signed. The result was that the left wing won control of the
 executive boards of Locals 2, 9 and 22 in New York (with 70

 26. Proceedings: 17th Convention of the International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union
 (New York, 1924), 75-91, 99-105, 162-71, 183-88, 213-14, 217.

 27. The Labor Herald, September 1924, 150-88.
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 percent of the New York membership), and made major gains
 elsewhere.

 On May 1 , 1925 the three left-led locals in New York held a joint
 May Day rally which was addressed by a leading Communist, the
 editor of the Freiheit. As might be expected on such an occasion,
 there were a number of revolutionary speeches. Then the admin-
 istration filed charges with the New York Joint Board, claiming
 that the meeting had no legitimate purpose, had given aid to
 enemies of the ILGWU, and was a misuse of funds by the local
 officers. It was further charged that the executive board of Local
 22 had acted improperly in allowing bonds owned by the local
 to be used as security for a loan for a left wing summer camp.28
 Hiat same day the Joint Board suspended the executive boards of
 the three locals and appointed a committee to take over their
 operations.

 The supporters of the local executive boards moved to prevent
 the takeover of their locals. The Joint Board committee seized the

 offices of Locals 2 and 9 during the night but found the offices of
 Local 22 occupied and barricaded. Believing that they had enough
 support among the members, the leaders of the left wing had
 decided that this time they would fight.

 The members of the three suspended executive boards formed a
 Joint Action Committee (JAC) to organize the members for the
 battle. It was chaired by Louis Hyman of Local 9, a popular non-
 Communist who was described by Sasha Zimmerman as "a terrific
 platform person, he had the ability to speak to the cloakmakers in
 the language which is cloakmakers' and he was like what they call
 ... a Magid [preacher] ... in the small town in Europe."29 Hyman
 was the spokesman, but Sasha Zimmerman was the real leader
 from his post as JAC secretary.30 The administration seized the
 cash accounts of the three locals, but the JAC sold the bonds owned

 by the locals to finance their fight. The suspensions were portrayed
 as a violation of free speech and the left called on the membership
 to rally to their aid.

 While the administration went through the formalities of a trial,

 28. Report of the General Executive Board to the 18th Convention of the International
 Ladies' Garment Workers Union (New York, 1925), 45-46; and Stolberg, Tailor- s Progress,
 126.

 29. Zimmerman interview, 61; see also Epstein, Jewish Labor, 135.
 30. Epstein, Jewish Labor ; 135, 143; Howe, World, 332; Gitlow (/ Confess, 335-38)

 claims that he, as head of the Needle Trades Committee of the Communist Party Central
 Executive Committee, was himself the power behind the power behind the throne in the
 ILGWU left wing, but there is no evidence that he took a leading role in the JAC fight.
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 the Joint Action Committee took its fight into the shops and
 streets.31 Members were called upon to pay their dues to the JAC
 instead of the union, and the JAC issued membership cards. Taking
 on all the functions of a union, it struck shops where its members
 were discriminated against and then struck shops which allowed
 workers to work without JAC cards:

 ordinary workers actually stayed out for weeks and for months, losing
 jobs - losing good jobs - and yet sacrificing themselves and staying out for
 the . . . Joint Action fight. They were not Communists and they didn't stay
 out because they were protecting the Communist Party or the Communist
 philosophy or the Communist ideology, they stayed out because they were
 dissatisfied with the condition that prevailed at that time and the leaders of

 31. New York Times , 1925: June 18, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28; July 1, 6, 7, 9, 10; Women's Wear
 Daily , 1925: June 18, 19, 25; July 1, 9; Justice, 1925: July 3, 17.

 Communist and moderate factions in confrontation outside Local
 25. From Justice (June 1980).
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 the left wing in the union . . . merely gave expression to this dissatisfaction.
 Of course the Communists were there ... .32

 As a public demonstration of strength the JAC held a mass meeting
 in Yankee Stadium which drew about 40,000 workers and sup-
 porters.33 Then it called a demonstration work stoppage, closing
 the shops two hours early on August 10th. The workers rallied in
 strike halls around the city and it began to look as though the
 ILGWU was going to lose the New York market to a dual union,
 though the JAC leaders were careful to avoid that term and always
 stressed that their goal was reinstatement.

 With the members supporting the Joint Action Committee, and
 the increasing possibility that the ILGWU would not survive fur-
 ther conflict, the administration came under increasing pressure to
 compromise. Morris Hillquit, chairman of the Socialist party,
 strongly urged a settlement, and even the Forward Association (a
 center for anti-Communist agitation) favored one. Unable to hold
 out, the administration agreed to a truce with the JAC. "I am aware
 of the danger lurking in the peace settlement," said Sigman, "but
 what can I do? The Forward is threatening to cut off my support.
 Besides, I do not want people to accuse me later of being the cause
 of the ruin of the ILGWU."34

 The first principle of the settlement was that tolerance of politi-
 cal opinion was now to be instituted and discrimination abolished.
 The General Executive Board was then to review the suspensions in
 accordance with this principle. After the verdict of the New York
 Joint Board was set aside, new elections were to be held by both the
 locals and the Joint Board.

 The issue of proportional representation was -more difficult to
 settle. The union constitution provided for a system of representa-
 tion of locals on joint boards and at conventions, which gave the
 smaller locals a disproportionate voting strength. The left wing
 controlled the largest locals and demanded that they be given a vote
 equal to their strength. This issue was resolved by agreeing to hold
 a special "harmony" convention to deal with the question of
 proportional representation. It was agreed that the convention
 proposals (both majority and minority) would be submitted to the
 membership in a referendum. The administration called this a

 32. Zimmerman interview, 58.
 33. Epstein, Jewish Labor ; 139; Stolberg, Tailor's Progress, 129; New York Times, July

 10, 1925; New York World, July 10, 1925; Justice, July 10, 1925.
 34. Reportedly told to Epstein (Jewish Labor, 141, 451), by Simon Färber, editor of the

 ILGWU Yiddish paper, Gerechtigkeit.
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 "peace without victors or vanquished" but it was a clear victory for
 the left.35 In addition to winning reinstatement, the left wing now
 had an opportunity to gain reforms which might well result in their
 gaining control of the entire ILGWU.
 The "harmony" convention opened in Philadelphia on Novem-

 ber 30, 1925 with both sides ready for the most acrimonious battle
 ever fought at an ILGWU convention. The left wing went into the
 convention with the votes of nearly 70 percent of the membership
 and represented most of the large locals.36 The right wing went into
 the convention with a majority of the delegates, representing the
 small locals. The two groups took their seats on opposite sides of
 the hall, while left wing supporters filled the galleries. In this
 setting, the convention opened with the playing of the Star Span-
 gled Banner, followed by the Internationale.
 After ten days of wrangling over minor issues the two sides got

 down to the Report of the General Executive Board and the
 "Progressive Delegates Declaration" (which was the left wing's
 response). The two presentations, and the debate that followed,
 took four and a half days, then the Report of the GEB was accepted
 by a vote that followed faction lines.37
 On the morning of the fifteenth day, the issue on the floor was the

 proposal of the left wing that representation be proportional to local
 membership. As the debate became heated, the leaders of the left
 wing began to suspect that they were going to be double-crossed.
 They brought up the promise in the truce agreement that the
 convention's decision on representation would be submitted to the
 membership in a referendum. Dubinsky, who was in the chair,
 ruled that the convention was not bound by the Executive Board
 commitment and could vote on that later. Incensed by this apparent
 betrayal of the agreement, Hyman gave a very angry speech which
 ended with a call for all supporters to join him in walking out of the
 convention.

 The walkout, contrary to the charges of the right wing, was
 completely unpremeditated and it threw the left wing forces into
 confusion. The Communist party had been critical of the whole

 35. Justice, September- 25, 1925. The text of the agreement is in the ILGWU Convention
 Report , 1925 (New York, 1925), 53-54.

 36. There were 110 left wing delegates to the convention and nearly half were Commu-
 nists (Workers Monthly , February 1926, 174-75). At that time the total Party membership in
 the ILGWU was 455 ( Daily Worker, January 29, 1926). Zimmerman said, "We merely
 provided leadership .... We were pushed to the forefront and were an expression of these
 masses ..." (interview, 62). The Communists may have done as much pushing as being
 pushed, but there can be no doubt about their popularity.

 37. ILGWU Convention Proceedings (1925), 42-70, 233-300.
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 JAC struggle for being too concerned with holding office and too
 little concerned with agitating for the principles of the TUEL.38
 Now the left wing had walked out of the convention and was again
 faced 'yith the prospect of becoming a dual union.
 Dual unionism, however, was anathema to Party policy before

 1928, and the Party representatives insisted that the left wing return
 to the convention hall immediately. When Louis Hyman refused to
 walk back, Central Committee member William F. Dunne told
 him, "Then you'll crawl back on your belly." Zimmerman went
 back into the convention to feel out the situation. All he could get
 was Sigman's promise to support the referendum proposal person-
 ally when it came before the convention. Nonetheless, the left
 wing delegates were back the next morning. Later the convention
 did vote to place the proposal for proportional representation before
 the membership.39
 The close of the convention was devoted to amnesty. All those

 members deprived of the right to hold office because of mem-
 bership in the TUEL had their rights restored.. All other disciplined
 members had their union memberships restored, but the con-
 vention left any further return of members' rights to the decision of
 union locals. The left wing's demand for the return of all rights to
 all members was rejected.40
 Following the "harmony" convention, the focus of the struggle

 shifted back to New York City. In new elections, the left wing won a
 majority on the New York Joint Board. Hyman was immediately
 elected general manager and Zimmerman was elected manager of
 the dress department. After years of struggle, the left wing was
 finally in a position to show what it could do with power.
 In May 1926 the Governor's Advisory Commission, which had

 been studying the cloak trade since 1924, made its final report. The
 Commission recognized the harm done by the jobbing system and
 recommended that jobbers be limited in the number of contractors
 with whom they could do business, but it failed to suggest that the
 jobbers be held responsible for conditions in their contractors'
 shops. The Commission also recommended somewhat higher
 wages for the inside (regular) shops, while ignoring the demands
 for thirty-six weeks guaranteed employment and a forty-hour week.

 38. New York Times, August 2, 1925, 18; and "Statement on the Needle Trades Situa-
 tion," Central Executive Committee, Workers (Communist) Party, 1925, in the Daniel Bell
 Collection, Box 10, Tamiment Institute.
 39. Epstein, Jewish Labor ; 142-43; Stolberg, Tailor's Progress, 134; Zimmerman inter-

 view, 6¿-67; and ILGWU Convention Proceedings (1925), 308-11, 318-26, 331-34.
 40. Ibid., 339-44.
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 Worst of all, from the workers' point of view, was the recommenda-
 tion that the employers continue to be allowed to replace up to 10
 percent of their workers once a year. This was a powerful weapon
 against union militants which the employers were accustomed to
 using. The recommendations were unanimously rejected by a
 meeting of shop chairmen shortly after the report was issued and
 the new Joint Board began to make preparations for a strike in the
 cloak trade.41

 The Joint Board was able to reach agreement with the contrac-
 tors' association and with many independent manufacturers. It also
 pursued negotiations with the inside shop owners' Industrial Coun-
 cil. The Council, however, insisted on all the provisions of the
 Commission report and refused to compromise. The jobbers sim-
 ply claimed that they were not employers, and refused to negotiate
 with the union altogether.42

 The strike began on July 1 , 1926 and completely closed down the
 industry. The strikers demonstrated their militancy by turning out
 by the thousands for weekly mass picketing demonstrations despite
 mass arrests by the police and employer-sponsored attacks by
 gangsters. Nor were the picketers deterred by the injunctions
 won by the employers in September. Even the union's right wing-
 ers solidly supported the strike in the first few months, though
 they grumbled about not getting the leading role that they felt
 entitled to.43

 After eight weeks of the strike, there was an attempt to negotiate
 a settlement. Hyman and Zimmerman managed to reach an infor-
 mal agreement with some of the large employers of the Industrial
 Council, but they ran into trouble when they sought Party approval.

 41. Justice, May 21, June 11, 1926.
 42. American Labor Yearbook (New York, 1927), 107-08.
 43. On arrests see the Jewish Daily Forward, August 8, 1926 and Justice, July 9, 16, 23,

 August 13, 20, 1926. On violence see the New York Times, July 8, 1926, and the Daily
 Worker, July 10, 1926. On the injunctions see the New York Times, September 12, 14, 17,
 1926.

 After the strike failed, the right wing claimed to have opposed it (O'Neal, History, 361;
 David Dubinsky, "The Struggle for the Revival of Our Union," in "The Story of Progress
 Among the Women's Garment Makers," American Federationist, December 1929; and
 Stolberg, Tailor's Progress, 136), but there is no contemporary evidence of any public
 opposition to the strike and much to the contrary. Sigman ( Justice , July 16, 1926) clearly
 rejected the Governor's Advisory Commission Report and right wing leaders Salvatore
 Ninfo and David Dubinsky led the crucial strike settlement committee ( Justice , June 18,
 1926). Only after the poor settlement in November did the right wing begin to criticize the
 strike publicly. Gitlow (I Confess, 358-60) also tried to evade responsibility for the failed
 strike, blaming it on the Foster faction of the CR Nonetheless, there was nearly unanimous
 public support for a strike by all factions in both the Party and the Union in June 1926 and the
 cloakmakers would have been very displeased with any group that had opposed a strike.
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 Someone carelessly suggested that it might be possible to get a
 little more from the employers and the agreement was scuttled.44
 The strike dragged on.
 After twenty weeks a settlement was arranged with the inside

 manufacturers. The new contract gave the employers, who guaran-
 teed their workers thirty-two weeks of employment, the right to
 replace 10 percent of their workers annually, thus conceding the
 employers' main demand. In return the employers conceded a forty-
 two-hour week foť the first two years and a forty-hour week for the
 last year, and a wage increase of three dollars to nine dollars a
 week. There was also no limitation on the number of contractors a

 manufacturer could deal with.45 The jobbers were still refusing
 to negotiate.

 The settlement was a poor one and provided the opportunity to
 discredit and defeat the left wing. The administration attacked the
 Left in a statement issued on December 1. It accused the strike

 leaders of allowing the Communist party to direct the strike, of
 allowing possible opportunities for a good settlement to pass
 unexplored, and of mismanaging the strike funds.46 The GEB
 further charged that the settlement agreed to was a disaster for the
 workers and that the few gains could have been won without a
 strike. The statement concluded:

 It is the sacred duty of the labor movement to rid itself of this pestilence.
 The Communist leadership of the Cloakmakers Union has all but ruined the
 organization. The great task before the cloakmakers of New York at this
 time is to rid themselves of their irresponsible and ruinous leadership.47

 Those employers who had settled earlier on the union's terms
 were trying to negotiate new terms equivalent to those won by the

 44. No faction was willing to risk supporting an agreement which could be attacked for
 accepting less than maximum gains for the workers. Each later blamed the other for scuttling
 the agreement (Epstein, Jewish Labor ; 144-46; Zimmerman interview, 29-31; and Gitlow, /
 Confess, 361-62), but Zimmerman's conclusion that "there can be no more striking example
 of what Party domination means to a union" is apt either way.

 45. Justice, November 19, 1926.
 46. The issue of strike finances is considered in detail by Gurowsky ("Factional Dis-

 putes," 266-68), who concludes that there is no evidence of widespread misuse of funds.
 The underlying issue was the very high cost of such a lengthy strike and the failure of the
 settlement to justify such a sacrifice. The Forward, November 16, 1926, immediately
 reported mass dissatisfaction with the settlement, while the Freiheit, November 16, 1926,
 charged that there were only the machinations of a small group of right wingers. For more on
 the anti-Communist groups which spearheaded the campaign see the Freiheit, December 2,
 1926, and Howard M. Brown, "Political Factions and the Cloakmakers Strike of 1926"
 (M.A. thesis, Columbia University, 1977). Despite the weakness of the settlement, it was
 ratified by 9,945 to 2,533.

 47. Quoted in the ILGWU Convention Report (1928), 83-89.
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 In later years , the union brought its own brand of activism to new
 causes. Above , a civil rights rally, New York City, in 1960. Photo
 courtesy of the ILGWU Archives.

 inside manufacturers. When the split appeared in the union ranks
 they saw their chance. They began a lockout of their employees on
 December 9.

 The strike committee settled the lockout on December 12 by
 agreeing to arbitration, but it was already too late. On the eleventh,
 Sigman published a scathing denunciation of the left wing in the
 Forward and promised that the General Executive Board would
 intervene. On the thirteenth it declared that it was taking over both
 the strike and the operations of the New York Joint Board along
 with its affiliated cloak trade locals.48

 The left wing responded with a series of street demonstrations
 and called a mass meeting at Madison Square Garden for De-
 cember 18. The Committee to Save the Trade Unions, an anti-
 Communist organization headed by Abraham Beckerman of the

 48. Forward , December 11, 1926; ILGWU Convention Report (1928), 97-101.
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 Amalgamated Clothing Workers, with a reputation for strong-arm
 methods, threatened to take over or break up the meeting. As a
 result, the security at the Garden was so heavy that even those right
 wing leaders who were challenged to come and defend their
 policies were unable to enter. 18,000 workers did get in, and they
 encouraged the left wing leadership to carry on the fight. In order
 to raise money for the struggle they decided to sell bonds with the
 slogan "Save the Cloakmakers' Union."
 The GEB retaliated the next day be revoking the charters of the

 Cloakmakers' Locals 2, 3, 9, 10, 23, 35, 48, and 82. The members
 of these locals were ordered to re-register with the new committees
 set up by the GEB, or be considered out of the union. Three days
 later the GEB decided to make it a clean sweep and did the same to
 Dressmakers' Local 22. The purge of the left wing was extended to
 all the other cities where the ILGWU had branches except Chi-
 cago, where the left wing controlled the Joint Board and was too
 strongly entrenched to be attacked. The Chicago Joint Board was
 later given the same treatment by a joint operation of the GEB and
 the Chicago A.F. of L.49
 The left wing tried to repeat its successful defense of 1925, but

 this time it didn't have a united membership behind it. The mem-
 bers were demoralized and exhausted by the twenty-six-week strike
 and were divided over the administration's charges that the strike
 had been mismanaged. It was clear to even the most devoted
 adherents of the Left, that the strike had been costly and had
 achieved little. The Joint Board tried to retain its control over the

 shops through a series of strikes, but it was too weak to defend its
 members against the new alliance of the ILGWU administration,
 the employers (and their gangsters) and the police. The garment
 makers were forced to register with the new committees to retain
 their jobs, while the administration ignored contract violations in
 order to retain employer support.50

 49. Epstein, Jewish Labor, 2:148-51.
 50. The employers signed agreements with the new committees in January 1927 and then

 refused to employ workers who had not registered with them ( ILGWU Convention Report
 (1928), 108-22). See also the February 4, 1928 letter to William Green from the ILGWU
 moderates' Committee of Fifty (quoted in Foner, Leather Workers Union , 315n) regarding
 the cooperation between the ILGWU administration and the employers. The Committee
 called the new locals "employers' union[s]." Especially noteworthy was the violence of the
 right wing (Socialist) Committee To Save the Trade Unions led by Abraham Beckerman and
 his gangster allies. See Epstein, Jewish Labor, 149-51, 168; and Amalgamated Clothing
 Workers of America, Documentary History, 1930-1934 (New York, 1934), General Execu-
 tive Board Report, 104. Gurowsky, "Factional Disputes," 278-313, gives a valuable sum-
 mary of the maneuvers of the various factions in this period.
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 The left wing continued its bitter struggle to win reinstatement
 for over a year and even won the support of some moderate
 elements of the administration, but many of its supporters dropped
 out of the fight. Finally, in August 1928, the left wing and its
 moderate allies called for a "new cloak and dressmakers union."

 This call paralleled a change in the line of the Communist Interna-
 tional towards the promotion of dual unionism. Zimmerman and
 some of the other ILGWU Communists associated with the Love-

 stone faction in the Party opposed the new Party line, but the move
 towards a new union was what many left wing supporters were
 waiting for. By the end of the year the transition was complete and
 the Needle Trades Workers' Industrial Union was created out of the

 remnants of the ILGWU left wing (about 2,500 strong) and the
 left-controlled Furriers Union.51

 As for the ILGWU, the right wing found that it had regained
 control, but only the wreck of the union remained. The ILGWU
 was down to half, or even a third, of its 1926 membership in New
 York City and most of the ladies garment industry was no longer
 unionized. At that, most of the remaining union shops were only
 unionized on paper. The first attempt to reorganize the ILGWU
 didn't occur until 1929, and the union still had only 40,000
 members just before the New Deal upsurge of 1933. 52

 At the beginning of the 1920s, then, the Communists began their
 union work as a small splinter of the once powerful Socialist party.
 They were committed to working within the structure of the exist-
 ing unions and to turning them into revolutionary mass organiza-
 tions. In the needle trades, they entered unions which had ideal
 memberships for their purposes; many of the members were al-
 ready socialists and most had ethnic ties with Eastern Europe

 51. Freiheit , August 8, 1928; Daily Worker, August 9, 1928; and Women's Wear Daily ,
 December 29, 1928; "Report of the National Organization Committee of the Ladies
 Garment Workers to the First Convention for the Establishment of Our New Union" (New
 York, 1929).

 See Zimmerman interview, 34-35, on the opposition to the new Party line. It should,
 however, be noted that Zimmerman followed the line change and was a member of the
 Needle Trades Workers' Industrial Union Executive Board until he was expelled from the
 Communist party. Epstein ( Jewish Labor, 151-53), says the move to form a new union was
 welcomed by the left wing rank and file.

 52. "Report of the National Organization Committee," 40-42; Committee of Fifty to
 William Green, in Foner, Leather Workers Union, 315n; Women's Wear Daily, March 30,
 1927; New York Times, September 15, 1927; Justice, May 25 and June 8, 1928; Epstein,
 Jewish Labor, 155-56; Seidman, Needle Trades, 167; Stolberg, Tailor's Progress, 150-53;
 Danish, David Dubinsky, 75-82. By May 1934 the ILGWU membership had soared to over
 200,000.
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 which led them to be favorably inclined towards the Russian
 Revolution. Despite these propitious conditions, the Communist
 campaign in the ILGWU was a disaster which left the union in
 ruins and found the remnants of the once powerful left wing
 expelled and operating a dual union by 1928.
 The results of this period would seem to indicate the failure of

 "boring from within" as a revolutionary strategy in American
 unions. This indeed was the conclusion of the Communist party at
 the time - with a little prodding from the international Communist
 headquarters in Moscow. The attempts by the Communists to set up
 independent revolutionary unions in the next five years were even
 more disastrous, however, and a closer look at the events in the
 ILGWU suggests that "boring from within" was not as much of a
 failure as it first appears.
 In the ILGWU, the Communists had taken a small indigenous

 left wing opposition and built it into a mass movement. By the
 middle of 1926, they had won control of the Joint Boards in the
 most important centers of the industry and had the support of more
 than two-thirds of the entire membership. Had the leaders of the
 left wing been more astute in settling the 1926 strike, they might
 have been able to prevent their expulsion - or might have taken
 most of the members with them, as the left wing in the Furriers'
 Union did that same year.53 Here, the Communist party ties which
 had proven so important in building the left wing became the
 millstone which dragged it down. Thus it was a failure of Party
 leadership, and not of strategy, which led to the debacle of 1927.
 Perhaps most striking in these events was the readiness of the

 Socialist leaders of the ILGWU to "sort of stay away from the
 demands of democratic rules." They barred left wing candidates
 from elections and from office, then they suspended them from
 membership in the union. When the left wingers were elected in
 sufficient numbers to control local executive boards, the admin-
 istration suspended local self-government. In the final battle of
 1927, the Socialists allied themselves with employers, the police,
 and even with gangsters to restore their control over the union. In
 the end, they were even prepared to destroy the ILGWU in order to
 "save" it. Perhaps only their perception that they were engaged in a
 struggle for the future of a socialist faith can explain the willingness
 of dedicated democratic socialists to turn inquisitor.
 The organizational failure of the Communists in the ILGWU

 53. See Foner, Leather Workers Union, 220-320.
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 during the 1920s was of considerable importance for the develop-
 ment of the American labor movement. Had they been able to win
 and keep control of the ILGWU, they could have gone into the CIO
 organizing drives of the next decade in complete control of one of
 the major unions behind the CIO.54 As the Communists also
 supplied many of the organizers for the CIO drives, they might
 have been able to parlay a base in the ILGWU into a more central
 role in the new organization, leading to a stronger left wing for the
 CIO and American labor.

 54. The ILGWU was a founding member of the CIO and provided major contributions to
 the early CIO organizing drives before it returned to the AF of L. With a left-wing leadership
 it would have played an even more active role in the new federation.
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