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Recent years have witnessed an upsurge in research on the structure and inter-
action of elites at national levels in a number of societies (Mills, 1956; Guttsman,
1965; Porter, 1965; Zapf, 1966; Lijphart, 1968). In general, however, the ana-
lysis of labor union elites has been a somewhat neglected area in the study of
national elite systems, and insofar as researchers have at all concerned themselves
with labor union elites, they have reached conclusions that have differed rather
remarkably. In the United States, Mills studied labor leaders and concluded some
years later, “Well below the top councils, they are of the middle levels of power”
(1948; 1956: 263). Keller, echoing Mills, classified them as a “segmental”
rather than a “strategic” elite (1963: 306). In Canada, Porter placed them “on
the fringe of the confraternity of power” (1965: 540). Somewhat by contrast,
researchers in Europe have tended to view labor leaders as being more central
to elite processes. In Great Britain, Guttsman saw them as comprising one of
sixteen elite groups but was unable to locate them on a hierarchy of elites (1963:
328, 369). In the Netherlands, Lijphart identified labor leaders as key members
of three of the four elite groups dominating the pillars of Dutch society (1968:
59—68). On the other hand again, Zapf, in constructing an index of “social
distance™ between various institutional elites in Germany, concluded that labor
leaders were farthest removed from the other clite groups and only related to
the socialist party elite (1965: 199).

At least one feature common to the Scandinavian societies makes them par-
ticularly interesting from this research perspective. We refer to the strategic
positions of labor union leaders in the elite structures of these countries. On the
face of things, it appears that labor union leaders in Scandinavia occupy posi-
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tions considerably more powerful than do their counterparts in other Western
societies. Summarizing their role in Sweden, Elvander writes, “That LO is the
organization which has the greatest influence [of all interest organizations] is
beyond all doubt™ (1969: 292).

In this article we present data on the leaders of the Norwegian Federation
of Trade Unions (Landsorganisasjonen i Norge, or LO) which permit a tentative
evaluation of their position in the more general system of elites in Norway. A
more definitive treatment of so large a question is beyond our purposes here,
depending as it does on making similar evaluations of other elite groups in Nor-
wegian society and of how they jointly interact with the labor elite. In this
article we are concerned only with a reconnaissance of the ground that must be
covered as regards the labor elite.

There is good reason to believe that Norwegian labor leaders have great in-
fluence not only on economic affairs, but also on decisions related to education,
social welfare, urbanization, environment, and a host of other questions not
strictly economic in nature. Intertwined with the Labor Party, the LO is part
of a major power system which has had a far-reaching impact on all Norwegian
institutions. From its humble birth in 1899, when it comprised seven small unions
with a total membership of about 5,000, the LO has experienced dramatic
growth and now includes all major blue-collar and many white-collar unions
with a total membership of about 578,000. But membership figures alone do not
explain the stature of LO as a power bloc in Norwegian society. The loyalty and
solidarity of the membership and the cadres, the centralized organizational net-
work, the linkages to other power systems, the legitimacy of LO’s structure and
functions, must all be considered in an evaluation of labor power in Norway.

The institutionalized participation of big economic interests such as labor,
farming, fishing, industry, and shipping in political decision-making is a very
important feature of Norwegian politics. The organizations articulating these
interests are not just pressure groups or parapolitical units on the boundaries of
the political system. On the contrary, they must be regarded as extremely power-
ful actors within the political system so that very few “authoritative allocations
of values” take place without their involvement in one way or other. In Nor-
way’s multi-party politics there i1s ample opportunity for a meshing of these
organizations with the political system. At least three of the five major parties
are connected rather directly with specific economic interests. Of these clearly
the most elaborate connections are between LO and the Labor Party. To a great
extent both units comprise one unified power bloc symbolized by the term Labor
Movement. Nevertheless, the very scope of this bloc, the increasingly differ-
entiated functions of union and party, and the fact that the party is subject to
the caprices of electoral victory or defeat, while LO’s power is stable, makes it
possible to view the two as separate systems. Each has a distinct organization,
leadership group, set of functions, and distinct internal problems.

In defending his research focus on the lower echelons of American political
parties, Eldersveld argued, “The critical action locus of the party structure is at
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its base” (1964: 10). The opposite formulation is the basic rationale for study-
ing leadership groups in Norwegian unions: The critical action locus is at the
top. This is so because of the unique centralization of power in these unions, be-
cause the very success of Norwegian unionism has created rank-and-file apathy
against which the leaders must constantly struggle, and because of a “two-tier”
system of decision-making wherein institutionalized bargaining between leaders
of major organizations and elected officials takes place in a “constitutional
vacuum” quite apart from normal legislative and cabinet processes (Rokkan,
1965: 105 ff.). Thus in LO, goals and strategies are to a large extent set at the
top, and policies are implemented through an extended network of full-time and
part-time officials. In this situation, the composition and training of the leader-
ship element raises problems of fundamental significance.

In spite of the crucial importance of labor power and leadership in Norwe-
gian society, there has been very little systematic research on the structure and
functioning of various parts of the labor movement. True, various surveys have
provided valuable information about the backgrounds and attitudes of labor
voters and union members (Valen & Katz, 1964; Fivelsdal, 1964; Lysgaard,
1965). But the higher echelons of the labor movement have remained a blank
spot on the sociological map of Norwegian society. In what follows we ask a
number of questions about the persons who inhabit some of this unknown re-
gion. Specifically, we ask, (1) Who are they and what are some of their demo-
graphic characteristics? (2) What kinds of social, educational, and occupational
backgrounds do they share in common? (3) What is the nature of the career
system by which they reached leadership positions? (4) As leaders of LO, how
are they linked to the political party system, and especially to the Labor Party?
(5) What are some of the ways in which they participate in national elite pro-
cesses in Norway?

Elite, Apparatus, and Delegates in LO

Successful performance of basic union functions such as bargaining with em-
ployers, organizing, socializing and mobilizing members, and administering the
formidable economic resources of a giant organization such as LO requires an
extensive leadership structure. A complex ordering of cadres comprising elected
and appointed, full- and part-time personnel is a necessity. The starting point
for a study of those persons who guide and direct the labor union movement is
a specification of the size and organizational characteristics of this leadership
structure. (To avoid confusion we want to stress that when we hereafter employ
the terms “LO leaders”, “labor leaders”, or “union leaders” without further
qualification, we will be referring to all the persons situated in the several cate-
gories of this structure which we specify below.)

The basic organizational principle in LO is that of industrial unionism,
introduced in 1923. However, even today there are exceptions to this principle.
One exception is the continuation of half a dozen small craft unions, (e.g. Elec-
tricians Union, Printers Union), organizing about 5 %6 of all LO members. An-
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other exception is groups of white-collar workers who have been permitted
their own unions, (e.g. Policeman’s Union, Office Workers Union). These or-
ganize approximately 10 %o of all members, although many more white-collar
workers are organized in hybrid, mixed-collar unions. At the moment there is
much discussion in LO about a fundamental restructuring of the entire organiza-
tion, and one can expect major changes in the next few years.

Because some readers may be unfamiliar with the current formal organization
of LO, we present in Figure 1 an outline of its principal authoritative bodies and
their relations to one another. Due to space limitations, however, our comments
on this formal structure must be brief in the extreme.!

Fig. 1. Formal Structare of the Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions (LOM

Mati iting
lj:lli?;:lnl LO Congress th:ll;::rll
Dhstrice
Committes LO General Council "‘6#‘”:
P -
Local Lozal J o
. - IO Mriserict
I LO Secretariat ’__f’ Offices
Club ¥ [ T
r AOF NEF I
s e 1.0 Dastrice
Clib LO Administration Organizations
Ecanomic = N
Club Club Lection R:;.l:‘::;g;] Locat Local
Press Legal
Club Section Section Lecal e
Club Local Local

* Adapted from the chart prepared by LO" Committee on Organization, cf. "Debattopplegg om
organisasjonsformene”, Oslo 1969, p. 18, (Our translation.)

Constitutionally, the basic unit in each union is the union branch or local
(avdeling). The locals are composed of clubs (bedriftsklubber) located at work
units within each local’s area of jurisdiction. Locals are themselves aggregated in
district committees (stedlige styrer) set up by each national union. Above these
district committees is only the national union (forbund) itself, presided over by
a union executive committee (forbundstyre) which is elected by the national
convention (landsmete) which each union holds every third, fourth, or fifth
year. The national convention or, in some cases, the membership also elects a
national committee (landsstyre) which has the responsibility of overseeing, usu-
ally on an annual basis, the actions of the union executive committee during the
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years in which there is no national convention. In any case, the union executive
committee, averaging 10.6 members in 1967, is the effective seat of power
within each union. Subordinate to it is the union’s full-time administrative staff.
Comprising an important superstructure above and beside the individual
unions is the LO network, in effect a federal structure tying together the mem-
ber unions. The supreme body in this network is the quadrennial LO Congress,
consisting of 315 voting members. During the long periods between Congresses
the highest authority is the General Council (Representantskapet), consisting of
135 voting members and usually not meeting more than twice a year. Immedi-
ately below the Council is the LO Secretariat, the single most important decision-
making body in the entire system. The Secretariat consists of fifteen members
and nine alternates, all of whom are elected by the Congress under a rotation
system that attempts to give the large unions regular places without entirely ex-
cluding the smaller unions. With but one or two exceptions, the union representa-
tives on the Secretariat are union presidents. They are joined by the president,
vice-president, treasurer, and first secretary of the LO network, with the second
and third secretaries sitting as alternates. All six LO officers, incidentally, are
elected by the Congress. The Secretariat is basically a committee of the leaders
of the major unions. Meeting weekly, it is vested with authority to set dues pay-
ments from the unions to the LO network, to set the broad framework in which
wage demands are made, to speak to the public on behalf of LO, to enter into
negotiations with cooperating or competing interest groups as well as with the
government, and, not least, to supervise the activities of the network’s central
and district administrative offices. Thus the Secretariat is the primary mecha-
nism by which the power of the unions is centralized and brought into play.
These then, very briefly described, are the most important components of
the LO system in Norway. The system has two features that deserve special
attention. The first is that of double centralization. Individual unions in LO are
themselves highly centralized at the national level, For example, nearly all bar-
gaining 1s carried on at the national level and the locals undertake little inde-
pendent action. Beyond this centralization, the individual unions have delegated
considerable power to the LO network, and especially to the Secretariar. This
system of double centralization makes the Norwegian trade union movement,
as one observer puts it, one of the most centralized in the western world (Dorf-
man, 1966: 51). Second, it will be seen that the structure is representative
throughout and has obviously been established to approximate democratic forms
and processes as close as possible. But even our superficial description suggests
that the unwicldy sizes of many of the bodies, the infrequent meetings they hold,
and the absence of expertise their compositions indicate, make day-to-day re-
liance on them an invitation to organizational disaster. It is therefore necessary
to examine the more informal leadership structure of LO in order to better under-
stand 1ts dynamics. However, let us first state that because there is a more in-
formal leadership structure does not mean necessarily that LO is an oligarchy
in disguise. Rather, it means only that the organization is a power unit of great
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scope, and as such it must necessarily have recourse to bureaucratic mechanisms
to be effective.

LO’s bureaucratic mechanisms are not, however, fully rationalized. This be-
comes immediately clear when one asks how many persons are actually involved
in organizational work on something like a full-time basis. In a well-developed
bureaucracy there would be no doubt about the answer, the line between those
inside the bureaucracy and those cutside it being sharply defined. It is thus a
striking reflection of the uneasy coincidence of bureaucratic and representative-
voluntary processes in LO that no one, inside or outside the organization, knows
with any precision the size of its cadres. In a comparison of American and Eu-
ropean union movements, Lipset, using data collected by LO in the early 19607,
estimated the number of paid officials at 240, or one official for every 2,200
members (1967: 217—223). Lipset went on to view this comparatively small
body of paid officials as evidence of the “lay” character of Norwegian unionism.
He speculated that Norwegian unions depend heavily on voluntary, rank-and-
file participation in order to perform organizational tasks. This in turn lessens
the control full-time leaders have, and it implies the presence of many local
activists with a “sense of mission”.

Whatever the merit of Lipset’s speculations, our investigations suggest that
the number of paid officials in the LO system is considerably larger than his
estimate, even allowing for some expansion in size during the half decade sepa-
rating his estimate from our own. In 1966, LO compiled figures showing 256
paid officials at national and district levels as well as 27 officials, including
three union presidents, paid for part-time work at these levels.2 In addition, LO
reported employing 326 paid functionaries, at least 50 of whom performed im-
portant jobs entailing considerable expertise and responsibility.? But these 609
persons are only the top of the organizational iceberg. Below them is a large
network of paid positions in other district offices, in union locals, and on fac-
tory floors, the number of which is known only to the individual unions.* Re-
plies to a questionnaire we circulated in 1969 revealed that in 18 large unions
orgainzing mainly the private sector there were 54 full-time, factory-paid offi-
cials at the local level. In addition, 3 of the 18 unions surveyed said they em-
ployed a total of 10 full-time officials at this level.

To this extensive organization of line and staff personnel must be added an
unknown number of paid officials in the Workers Information Association
(AOF) and in the LO school system. But our aim is not to delimit precisely the
extent of LO’s apparatus, which is a subject for independent study. Rather it is
merely to show that the leadership and bureaucratic components, including cleri-
cal personnel, of the LO system are very sizable indeed. We estimate that they
total upwards of 1,000 paid full-time positions at all levels, and probably a cor-
responding number of paid part-time positions. This easily makes LO the largest
of all bureaucratically organized interest groups in Norway, and it makes LO
one of the 100 or so largest private employers in the economy.

An organization having the size and diversity of LO is necessarily a fusion
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of many hierarchies, and any analysis of the structure and functioning of its
leadership must take this into account. Thus if we are to understand LO’s leaders
as important power wielders in Norwegian unionism and in the society as a
whole, we must first try to understand how power is distributed within LO it-
self. A detailed and comprehensive analysis of this question would, however,
require a union-by-union study of electoral and decision-making processes based
on intimate research access over time to the “corridors of power”. Not having
the data for such an analysis, we confine ourselves here to suggesting a broad
scheme of power which seems to organize plausibly those limited materials we
have obtained.

Sitting at the apex of Norwegian union organization and being primarily
responsible for wielding organizational power internally and externally is a re-
latively small group of persons we shall call the labor elite. At a minimum this
elite group consists of the 6 elected officers who oversee the LO network and
the presidents of LO’s member unions (37 full- and 4 part-time presidents n
1967) plus the union vice-presidents who have full-time status (34 in 1967).5
This group of 81 persons, individually and collectively, possesses the general
attributes of an elite. A third of them constitute regular and alrernare members
of the LO Secretariat. In their individual capacities as presidents and vice-
presidents, members of this group play the major roles in labor-management
negotiating rounds, are frequently appointed to government committees intended
to thrash out questions of national importance, in practice have the authority
to convene or delay meetings of their union executive committees, direct the
administrative staffs of their unions, have a major say in nominating or ap-
pointing lower-ranking officials to higher positions, and are the persons repre-
senting their unions’ points of view to the public at large. They thus meet the
first requirement of elite status: the possession of power.

But there are additional reasons for designating this group elite. Their small
number, their lengthy, very similar careers as union officials, their cohabitation
of the two or three Oslo office buildings in which nearly all unions are head-
quartered, their frequent travels inland and abroad to conferences and various
representative functions, their common membership on innumerable formal and
ad hoc committees inside and outside LO, and their rather uniform membership
in the Labor Party all suggest very considerable cohesiveness as a social group.
There is a fellowship and a sense of belonging among them that transcends mere
similarities in positions. As Porter has noted, social cohesion, coupled with the
possession of power, transforms a simple statistical category into an elite, a
group worthy of study as a unique element in the structure of power (1965: 230).

Situated immediately below the elite in the union hierarchies is a more he-
terogeneous group we designate the union apparatus. The core of this group in
1966 was the 81 other full-time officials who were elected to positions on the
executive committees of the LO unions. Formally distinct from these elected of-
ficials, but in practice combining with them, was another group of 94 officials
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employed by the unions in full-time administrative positions.® These 175 indi-
viduals perform essentially interchangeable jobs extending across the full range
of tasks, from publishing union newspapers to applying and interpreting work
contracts, that are the core functions of the unions.

While our lumping together elected and appointed officials in the apparatus
category might seem a careless mixing of “democracy” and “bureaucracy”, our
investigations suggest that the distinction is exceedingly vague in practice. For
example, the mere fact of holding elective office does not guarantee an official
will be concerned with mainly representative functions. Norwegian unions are
so small that an official, elected or not, must be a jack-of-all-trades, and he will
often be involved in administrative work that in other, larger unions might be
delegated to hired experts. This is presumably why in everyday usage the title
“tillitsmann” or “representative” tends to be applied not just to those who are
elected but to appointed officials as well. Thus we make no distinction between
clected and appointed officials at the middle echelons of union leadership, and
we see both types as performing basically the same tasks. Indeed, several unions
(e.g. the Steelworkers Union, the Office Workers Union) have already abolished
the distinction at the apparatus level, and there is every reason to believe that
this modification will be adopted by other unions in the near future.

Another component of the union apparatus group is the staff of the LO net-
work. Excluding clerical personnel and those engaged in specialized but routine
jobs (e.g. auditing) this part of the apparatus consists of approximately 40 per-
sons. At least 9 of them are experts employed in the legal, economic, press, and
rationalization divisions of LO’s administration, Seventeen others are employed
as full-time district secretaries whose responsibility is to represent LO to union
organizations at local levels, The remainder are persons employed in or elected
to administrative and leadership positions in various subdivisions of the LO net-
work (e.g. the Government Employees Cartel, the Secretary for Women’s Af-
fairs, the Secretary for Organizational Affairs).”

A third important group in LO’s leadership structure is the persons we have
labeled delegates. This group consists, first, of the 284 persons who in 1967 were
sitting as executive committee members of the 41 individual unions, exclusive of
committec members already classified in the elite and apparatus. The over-
whelming majority of these delegates from local union organizations to the exe-
cutive committees occupy a “lay” status, that is, they are unsalaried, part-time
volunteers. We found only 20 of them holding down full-time union jobs at the
local level, although because of incomplete survey response it is possible that
there are a few more full-time delegates.

Among students of unions, considerable importance is attached to the pre-
sence of lay members on union executive committees. Since they often constitute
a voting majority on the boards, it is thought that, at 2 minimum, they comprise
an effective veto group representing membership interests. As Galenson argues,
“. .. These rank-and-file men have strong local backing, and are quite capable
of standing up to the permanent officers... This pattern of lay majority on
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executive boards [committees] is quite common in Scandinavia, and is regarded
as an important contributor to union democracy.” (1961: 74=75).

Unfortunately there is not available any study of the influence of these dele-
gates, and Galenson is unable to furmish data to support his assertion. Quite
possibly in this area we have only “native theory” to rely on. In the absence of
data, we can only say that the roles of delegates are likely to vary considerably
between unions and between individuals. Some obvious variables are the skills
and experience of individual delegates, the size and importance of the locals they
represent, whether there is consensus in their locals, whether there is consensus
among the delegates themselves, and so on, It seems likely that “palace revolu-
tions” go both ways, sometimes resulting in the displacement of full-time offi-
cials by lay persons, and sometimes resulting in the exclusion of delegates who
are regarded by constituted leaders as disruptive. It therefore seems prudent to
treat as an open question that of delegates’ power.

Much the same considerations apply to the other component of the leader-
ship group we call delegates. This is the 66 members of LO’s 115-member Gen-
eral Council we have not already classified in some other leadership category.
Since the General Council is vested with supreme authority in LO during the
four years between sessions of the LO Congress, election to this body is a mark
of considerable recognition. In 1967 at least 13 of the 66 delegate members of the
Council were salaried local union officials, most of the remaining 53 being lay
members. However, because the Council meets but twice a year, it is doubtful
that a position on the Council is itself an important leadership position. Rather,
we expect that its great constitutional authority, in most cases, means that its
elected members are important rank-and-file leaders in other capacities. For this
reason we include them in the delegate category of union leaders.

Our analysis leads us, then, to view labor union leaders as situated in three
relatively well-defined categories: elite, apparatus, and delegates. The basic cri-
terion used to assign persons to one or another of these categories is a combina-
tion of positional rank and membership in formal bodies. Doubtless this clas-
sification is somewhat artificial, but from the standpoint of the ability to in-
fluence decisions both inside and outside the union movement it is likely to be
closer to reality than a classification by formal bodies alone would be.

By our estimate these three groups of leaders, elites, apparatus, and delegates,
numbered approximately 600 persons in 1967.% In order to study their back-
grounds, careers, and present activities on the basis of uniform data, in May 1967,
using a list of names especially compiled by LO, we mailed each leader a lengthy
questionnaire accompanied by a letter of endorsement from the president of LO.
Over the following twelve month period a total of 482 questionnaires were re-
turned, a response rate of 80 %o. However, 10 of these were insufficiently com-
plete for use, thereby requiring that our analysis proceed with data for 472
leaders, or 78 %o of the universe. Response rates differed somewhat for each ca-
tegory with the final rates being 80.2 %o of the elite, 69.1 %o of the apparatus, and
81.7 %o of the delegates.

173



Egil Fivelsdal & John Higley

During the winter and spring of 1969 we supplemented the questionnaire
data with considerable material derived by personal inquiries and by fairly sys-
tematic interviews with 30 union leaders including all of LO’s elected officers
and the presidents of the twenty largest unions. Since these interview data relate
primarily to a larger study of Norwegian elite structure and of elite ideologies in
Norway we make but limited use of them here.

A Statistical Profile of Union Leaders

A statistical profile of LO’s leaders is necessary for a more detailed understand-
ing of who they are and where they come from. The profile presented here con-
centrates on four dimensions: age, sex, residence, and income in 1967.

A key assumption underlying the maintenance of an organizational hierarchy
is that persons at its top will generally be the most experienced and knowledge-
able. As a practical matter this usually means that high leadership position is
directly correlated with advanced age. Table 1, trichotomizing the elite, appara-
tus, and delegate groups by age in 1967, shows LO’s adherence to this general
pattern. More than a third of the elite were born in the first decade of this cen-
tury or earlier while 6 %o were born in the decade or so immediately preceding
the Second World War, By contrast, persons located further down in LO%

Table 1. Ages of Union Leaders in 1967,

40 years 41 to 56 years No.
or less 55 years or more Info. Totals N
Elite 3 56 as 3 100 %/s 65
Apparatus 22 56 21 1 100 Yy 121
Delegates 15 57 27 1 100 %, 286
Totals 16 57 26 1 100 % 472

hierarchy, those in the apparatus, are noticeably younger as a group. Roughly
equal numbers of them (about a fifth in each case) were born in the first and
third decades of the century, The delegate group occupies an intermediate posi-
tion in age distributions, But looking at the three categories in combination we
find that one quarter of all leaders were born in 1911 or earlier. These persons
were socialized into the union movement during the tumultuous labor-manage-
ment conflicts in the 1920’s and *30’s before the processing of those conflicts be-
came pacific. Further, these persons saw first-hand how the political factional-
ism of the 1920°s paralyzed recruitment of new members. It is plausible to infer
that the lessons learned then explain much of the staunchness with which the
principle of movement solidarity is defended even today.

Another question about age distributions is in which unions are the most
elderly leaders located. The answer to this is interesting for two reasons. First,
to the extent that such leaders control the largest and most powerful unions
are they better able to make their conceptions prevail, and their conceptions may
well differ from those of younger leaders who grew up in changed circumstances.
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Second, sociologists have often discussed Michels' hypothesis that the bureaucra-
tization of mass organizations tends to result in an entrenched leadership, one
indication of which will be low turnover resulting in disproportionately ad-
vanced ages of leaders. In the present context this implies that leaders of the large
unions which have the most elaborate bureaucracies will also be the oldest
leaders.

In Table 2 the location of leaders who were 51 years old or more in 1967
is depicted as regards the sizes of their unions. In both elite and delegate cate-

Table 2. Percentage of Leaders 51 Years or More by Size of Union in 1967,
(N = percentage basis)

Large Small LO
Unions () Unions (N} Network (M)
Elite 63 (30) 48 (29) * (4
Apparatus 42 (83) 50 {8) 24 (29)
Delegates 52 (172) 41 {113) —
Torals 51 (285) 43 (150) 27 (33)

* Too few for calculation.

gories, leaders 51 years old or more comprise majorities in large unions (over
10,000 members) while they are minorities in small unions. The concentration of
older leaders is most noticeable at the elite level in large unions where 63 %o were
51 years or more in 1967. Only among apparatus personnel is the frequency of
younger leaders greater in large unions than in small ones. This reflects the more
rapid expansion of the Jarge unions and their policy of deliberately hiring young
persons for apparatus positions. This poelicy is even more in evidence in the
apparatus of the LO network where 78 %o were 50 years or less in 1967.

There is thus substantial support for both propositions about the location
of elderly leaders. First, they tend to be concentrated in the larger and more
influential unions, thereby enjoying an advantage in pressing whatever distinc-
tive views they may have concerning what the union movement should be and
do. Second, the data lend modest support to the hypothesis that the size of union
bureaucracies slows down the advance of young leaders to the top and tends o
relegate control to those persons who are likely to have been around the longest.

In the late 1960’ approximately one quarter of LO’s members were women.
Yet an examination of the compositions of union leadership bodies hardly re-
flects this. Of the 300 delegates attending the 1969 LO Congress, for example,
only 14 were women, Although the Municipal Workers Union counted 33,800
women in its ranks in 1969 (47 %), only one of its 32 delegates was female.
Likewise, with 22,800 women members (56 %/o) the Office Workers Union had
but 3 women among its 18 representatives.®

The infrequent appearance of women in top union positions is dramatically
shown by our data. In 1967 there were no women to be found among the 65 per-
sons we studied as elite.’® Of the 121 apparatus personnel, only 7 were women,
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and of the 286 delegates to union executive committees, only 24 were women.
Still, as far as we can gather there is no evidence that female aspirants to top
positions are deliberately excluded. If such were the case then at a maximum one
would expect to find women leaders only in those unions where the rank-and-
file is predominantly female. In fact, there is but a modest statistical relationship
between the number of female rank-and-file members and the presence of women
leaders in individual unions, For example, 2 of the 4 female union apparatus
leaders, and 10 of the 24 female delegates were located in unions in which less
than 25 % of the membership was female. Thus women seem to enjoy relatively
equal opportunities among themselves for reaching leadership positions. But
beyond this, either the equal opportunities women enjoy among themselves are
uniformly unequal in competition with men, or women more or less consis-
tently choose not to take advantage of the opportunities available to them.!

A third statistical dimension of union leadership is its residential concentra-
tion in Oslo, Three-fifths of all leaders, about triple the corresponding percent-
age of the work force, resided in Oslo or its surrounding county, Akershus, in
1967. But the proportions of elite and apparatus leaders living in QOslo were
greater still: 94 %/o of the elite and 79 %b of the apparatus. By contrast, somewhat
less than half the delegates (47 %/o) resided in the capital district, and it was only
among delegates that leaders were found to be located in significant numbers in
all major geographic regions of the country.

This marked concentration of union leaders in and around Oslo is of con-
siderable importance for the structure and effectiveness of LO. Residential
proximity facilitates ease of communication and daily interaction. Meetings can
be frequent and impromptu, differing points of view can be thrashed out spon-
taneously, and organizational unity can be cemented in friendship and fellow-
ship. In a word, there is good reason to believe that residential concentration
in the capital significantly enhances the cohesiveness of the leadership group.
This observation is further supported by ocur finding that not only do the great
majority of top leaders live in Oslo but they also tend to reside in particular
areas of the city. Thus, plotting the residential addresses of all full-time leaders
on a city map, we found that with few exceptions they resided in the eastern
sections of Oslo, close to or east of the Akers River.

But the organizational benefits flowing from residential proximity also en-
tail organizational costs. One of these is likely to be, from the rank-and-file
standpoint, the image of a remote, somewhat inaccessible “Oslo Establishment”.
Of course, the system in which delegates from outlying districts are elected to
union executive committees is designed to counter this problem. But the fact that
close to a majority of all delegates themselves live in Oslo, plus the fact that
another 12 % live within commuting distance of the capital in the counties
touching the Oslofjord, seem to limit considerably the effectiveness of this sys-
tem. Whereas the concentration of elite and apparatus personnel in Oslo is ex-
plained by the functional need for coordination, the same location of large num-
bers of delegates is probably due to finances. The frequency of committee meet-
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ings requires that lay members be able to attend without incurring major trans-
portation expenses and loss of wages. One other organizational cost of the resi-
dential concentration described here, this time from the standpoint of the leaders,
is the necessity to travel to distant local organizations with wearying frequency
in order to maintain lines of communication. As Table 3 shows, to be a union
official often means to be “on the road” two or more months each year, a task
that no doubt diminishes the attractiveness of full-time positions.

Table 3. Number of Days Leaders Traveled on Union Business in 1966.

30 days Mw 66 days No

None or less 65 days  or more Info. Totals N
Elite — 20 34 37 9 100 65
Apparatus 3 22 19 46 10 100 121
Delegates 4 26 6 2 62" 100 286

*» Many delegates did not complete the questionnaire on this point, and we are inclined to inter-
pret this as meaning no significant travel during 1966,

A final dimension in the profile of union leaders sketched here is their in-
comes. As with any bureaucracy, LO has found it necessary to establish a system
of income differentials to reward incumbents for their burdens and responsibili-
ties. However, this recognition of the fact of hierarchy contradicts somewhat
the strong egalitarian traditions and values of the union movement. LO has
sought a compromise in this dilemma by using the graduated salary scale de-
veloped by the state to pay civil servants. Different union positions are pegged
at various points along this scale, and union officials receive salary increments
generally in accordance with the rules applied by the state to its own employees.
Application of the state’s salary plan does not appear to be uniform across all
unions, however, and there is a measure of variation between similar positions.

Table 4. Incomes of Union Leaders in 1967, {In Norwegian Kroner)

30,000 30,000 to 40,000 to More than No.

or less 40,000 50,000 50,000 Info. Totals N
Elite —_ 43 51 5 1 100 65
Apparatus 6 50 38 4 2 100 121
Delegates® 60 27 6 1 6 100 256
Totals 37 346 21 2 4 100 472

» 20 delegates paid full-time by unions are excluded.

Table 4 shows the 1967 incomes of the leaders we studied in four brackets,
The resulting distributions show that within the ranks of full-time paid officials
the positional hierarchy is reflected by an income hierarchy. Among elite leaders
56 9/p earned more than 40,000 Crowns compared with 42 %o of the apparatus
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leaders. Further analysis reveals that the advanced ages and seniority of some of
the latter apparently make their incomes roughly comparable to elite incomes,
although the variable of age operates only to a limited extent. Perhaps the most
striking distinction shown in Table 4, however, is that between salaried union
officials in the elite and apparatus categories and the part-time delegates whose
incomes come from non-union sources. There is an income differential in the
range of 10,000 Crowns separating part-time and full-time union leaders. There
can be little doubt that the greater monetary rewards of full-time union posi-
tions contribute to generating competition for these jobs. This datum is of im-
portance for the analysis of the career system in LO, and we will return to it
later. Here we may conclude that the income differentials shown by our data
rather effectively distinguish the three categories of leaders on which we are
focussing. But they do so by describing an income continuum extending from
delegates to elite persons, the upper extreme of which is still sufficiently modest
to indicate that monetary rewards obtained from union leadership are quite
limited. Our data show that officials earn a middle class income, but there can
be no doubt that union leaders’ incomes are far below those of the employers
with whom they bargain. We may say then that income differentials in LO
moderate somewhat the egalitarian values of the movement, but they are far
from flatly contradicting those values.

Social Backgrounds of LO Leaders

Research on social backgrounds and recruitment is a major part of the literature
on elites. This research is based on the arguable assumption that one can infer
from patterns in background and recruitment data a good deal about the atti-
tudes and behavior of elites (Edinger and Searing, 1967: 430; Dahrendorf, 1967:
217—279). As they have concerned the social backgrounds and recruitment of
labor leaders much research and discussion have been dominated by the associated
phenomena of the “labor aristocrat” and the “affluent worker”. Specifically,
the role played by that stratum of the working class consisting of craftsmen,
foremen, and other skilled workers in shaping the direction of labor movements
has been and is still a controversial question (Hobsbawn, 1964: 273 ff.; Porter,
1965: 344—346; Goldthorpe, et al., 1968: 116—117; Butler and Rose, 1960:
15-16).

Enjoying greater security derived from possession of scarce and marketable
skills, better conditions of work, a strong sense of occupational identification
transmitted from father to son, and prospects for upward social mobility, this
privileged stratum of the working class was seen by Marx and Engels as an
essentially conservative clement (Goldthorpe, et al., ibid.). Expounding this point
of view, Michels saw “a veritable class distinction” between skilled and unskilled
workers, and concluded that, “The aristocratic element of the working class, the

best paid, those who approximate most closely to the bourgeoisie, pursue tactics
of their own” (1962: 272—273).
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This focus on the role of labor aristocrats in working class movements pro-
vides a perspective from which we may examine the social backgrounds of labor
leaders in Norway. For we take it as fact that after a brief revolutionary period
in the 1920%, LO has consistently been reformist (i.e. Social Democratic) in
its social and political stance. Whether the persons who brought about this
strongly reformist orientation were labor aristocrats is an historical question we
cannot take up here. Few if any of the leaders we studied in 1967 were old enough
in those years to have significantly influenced this change in orientations. All we
can say is that today’s leaders inherited a reform-oriented union movement,
and they have steadfastly adhered to this orientation. What interests us,
rather, is the question of whether there are empirical grounds for the proposi-
tion that one reason why today’s leaders have so consistently been reformist is
that they share a common background in the labor aristocracy from which, ac-
cording to theory, they obtained a basic disposition toward reformist stra-
tegies.'? To ascertain whether this special stratum of the work force did in
fact contribute disproportionately to the ranks of LO leaders, we turn next to
some of our data bearing on their social class origins.

Probably the best single indicator of social class origins is the occupation of
a person’s father. Table 5 presents this datum for the fathers of all labor leaders
in our study. In the table the social class origins of the three leadership groups

Table 5. Class Origins of Labor Leaders by Leadership Category (Percentage),

Father’s Occupation Elite Appararus Delegares Total
Manwal

Waorker, semi-skilled, unskilled, sailor 40 a5 31 33

Crafrsman, skilled worker 23 32 28 29

Total manual 63 67 59 62
Farm 6 7 10 9
Non-manual

White-collar 24 22 22 22

Self-employed 4 3 4 4

Total non-manual 28 25 26 26
Toral 100 100 100 100
No information 3 1 5 3
N 65 121 286 472

are seen to be quite similar. Slightly more than three fifths of all leaders had
fathers who were manual laborers, the component of the work force which
today supplies approximately 75 %o of LO’s membership. But within this manual
labor group there is a close division between those fathers who were in the craft
and skilled stratum (47 %) and those in the unskilled or semi-skilled stratum
(53 %). However, only 18 %o of the former possessed the prestigious “craft
certificate” (svennepreve) indicating attainment of the highest craft status.
Table 5 also shows that a quarter of all leaders had fathers who were em-
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ployed in the non-manual component of the work force. Of these only a small
proportion were independently employed, all others being salaried white-collar
employees. The number of leaders with origins in the non-manual stratum con-
stitutes a significant exception to the expectation that a working class move-
ment will be led by persens from the working class. Nor can this exception be
explained away by the recruitment of leaders from white-collar families to
white-collar unions. Thirty-seven percent of the leaders whose fathers were in
non-manual occupations went on to leadership positions in blue-collar unions.
Instead, the anomalous movement of white-collar sons into blue-collar leader-
ship positions is explained by the relatively low status rank of the occupational
group we have labeled “white-collar”. Being, in the main, government em-
ployees such as policemen, military personnel, and municipal civil servants of
various sorts, fathers classified here were members of the lowest echelon of the
then emergent middle class. Their status proximity to skilled and craft cate-
gories of the manual labor component was probably considerable and warrants
viewing them as an extension of the labor aristocracy.1?

Taken together, the persons whose fathers were skilled workers or low-
ranking white-collar employees comprise 54 %o of all union leaders. But the fact
that only a tenth of all fathers had formal education beyond grammar school
and that only slightly more than one-third had specialized occupational train-
ing reminds us that the opportunities and higher statuses available to them were
limited. Broadly speaking then, LO’s leaders have working class origins. These
appear to be more or less evenly divided between an upper, “aristocratic” stra-
tum and a lower, less differentiated one. Certainly the contribution of sons to
union leadership roles by fathers situated in the upper echelons of the working
class is impressive numerically. But the labor aristocracy was far from being the
only source of recruitment. Qur data suggest that today’s labor leaders ap-
proximate a cross-section of the working class with the lower, unskilled elements
having considerable representation, particularly at the elite level.

If the recruitment base for labor leaders does not lie clearly in a specific
social stratum it seems likely that there are influences which cut across strata to
propel persons with diverse backgrounds toward union leadership. The extent to
which particular family milieux, irrespective of their locations in the status order,
contain strong commitments to unionism as a social movement might be one such
influence. Our study provides data with which we can examine the strength of
this aspect of the socialization process through which labor leaders passed.

We asked union leaders to tell us if members of their families were organized
in LO when the respondents were growing up. Three-quarters of all leaders indi-
cated that either their fathers, their mothers, or both parents were members of
LO at that time. Nor, apparently, did the unionized fathers comprise a random
combination of active and passive union members. When asked to recall the ex-
tent to which their fathers were active in the union movement, the 352 leaders
to whom the question was applicable classified their fathers’ activities as fol-
lows:

180



The Labor Union Elite in Norway

9o N
“Very active in the union movement” 34 119
“Pretty active in the union movement” 28 98
“Rather inactive in the union movement” 22 77
“Largely passive in the union movement” 13 48
No information 3 10

Totals 100 352

These distributions do not differ significantly between the three leadership cate-
gories, and, bearing in mind the obvious limitations of these recall data, we can
conclude that at least three-fifths of today’s union leaders had fathers who were
themselves active union members.

Family emphasis on unionism as a social movement may also be manifested
by the intensity of parents’ political participation, allegiances, and discussions.
Examining this aspect of labor leaders’ family milieux, we have first the finding
that fully 22 % of their fathers held elective municipal office at some point in
their lives. Another 5% were appointed to various official committees and
boards in their communes while 3 %0 held political positions at the national level,
three of them as members of Parliament. In addition to these forms of political
participation it is reasonable to assume that an unknown but substantial number
of parents also held positions in party organizations. More generally, we asked
labor leaders to classify for us the degree to which their fathers were interested
in politics. Their classifications are as follows:

% N

“Very interested in politics” 40 187
“Pretty interested in politics” 34 162
“Rather uninterested in politics” 17 78
“Largely uninterested in politics” 4 19
No information 5 26
Totals 100 472

Subject again to the reliability of recall, these data, in combination with those
on political participation, demonstrate rather convincingly that large numbers
of union leaders grew up in highly politicized family milieux.

If the classifications of fathers’ activities in unions and interests in politics
are cross-tabulated, the resulting combinations in Table 6 indicate an extraordi-
narily strong commitment to unionism as a social movement in the family mi-
lieux of union leaders. For us it is a fair assumption that much more than 15 %
of the working class would, in a similar classification, be placed in the lower
right-hand corner of the table, and we interpret these distributions as quite un-
representative of the broader mass of working-class fathers. One question raised
is whether the distributions in Table 6 are related to the skilled and unskilled

occupational statuses of the fathers. But when a control for occupation is in-
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Table 6. Fathers' Activities in the Union Movement and Interests in Politics Combined.®
(Percentage)

Very/Pretry Rather/Largely
Fathers Were: Interested in Uninterested

Polirics in Polirics
Very/Pretty Active in Union Movement 59 5
RatherfLargely Inactive in Union Movement 21 15

* Percentage basis is 342. Fathers not unionized and those for whom no information was given
on one or both dimensions are excluded.

troduced there is only a small tendency for skilled fathers to be more consistently
active in the union movement and interested in politics. We are therefore in-
clined to conclude that specific union and political norms which labor leaders
probably internalized through socialization in their families are critical in an
explanation of why these leaders are where they are, and that such norms have
not been the attribute of any one segment of the Norwegian working class.

Labor unions are preeminently urban phenomena. It is the commonly experi-
enced grievances of large numbers of persons situated in close proximity to each
other that provide organizing potential for unions and give them their power
base. Accordingly, union leaders are in the normal case products of urban en-
vironments, persons who are especially sensitive to the harshness of working
class life in urban society. It is thus one of the real curiosities of the union move-
ment in Norway that a study of the geographic origins of its leaders uncovers
substantial rural influence.

Table 7 shows the urban-rural backgrounds of union leaders in the elite,
apparatus, and delegate categories. The data indicate that persons with urban
backgrounds have a better chance of reaching elite positions than do those with
rural backgrounds. This accords with the foregoing observation that unions are
urban organizations and thus, not unexpectedly, more often have leaders with

Table 7. Urban/Rural Backgrounds of Elite, Apparatus, and Delegate Leaders, 1967,
{Percentage)

MNumber of Persons

in Place Where Elite Apparatus  Delegates Total
Leader Grew Up

Thinly populated Rural District (Landsbygd) 12 21 29 25
Rural village (Tettbygd) 17 21 22 21
Town (up to 10,000) (Smiby) 14 11 8 10
Ciry (10—40,000) (By) 14 10 ) 10
Large city (Oslo, Bergen, Trondheim,

Stavanger only) 43 37 K} 34
Mo information —_ — 1 -
Totals 100 100 100 100
N 65 121 286 472
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urban backgrounds. But besides showing a steady relation between urban back-
grounds and high leadership position, table 7 also shows that large numbers
of LO leaders grew up in rural areas of Norway. Thus if the table is dichot-
omized so that leaders from other than “thinly populated rural districts” and
“rural villages” are classified as growing up in an urban environment, we find
that 29 % of the elite, 42 % of the apparatus, and 51 %o of the delegates grew
up in rural areas.

‘The combination of urban and rural backgrounds among LO leaders raises
the further question of their regional origins. Regional identities have always
been strong in Norway, and it is interesting to examine the extent to which
various regions are represented among union leaders, Table 8 classifies the coun-
ties in which these persons grew up by region. The table shows that slightly less
than a majority grew up in Oslo or around the Oslofjord. The regional back-
grounds of all other leaders are quite diverse with no single region contributing
a clearly disproportionate number. This regional diversity demonstrates again
the substantial rural influence in union leadership ranks. More particularly, and
remembering that today almost all full-time leaders and half the part-time
leaders reside in Oslo, these data on regional origins indicate the substantial
geographical mobility that careers leading to top union positions imply. They
also reflect the comparatively late industrialization and urbanization of Norwe-
gian society, and they show that immigrants to the cities have not been excluded
from the union movement. A final implication of these data is that a substan-
tial number of powerful persons in the unions have had first-hand experience
with the problems and needs of the rural sector. This experience probably facili-
tates appeals to, and negotiations with, agricultural and rural interest groups.
Indeed, the Norwegian labor movement has been comparatively successful in
maintaining political support in the rural areas of the society. More generally,
the rural backgrounds of so many union leaders may contribute to the cultural
rapport between town and country Eckstein believes to be a key stabilizing
factor in Norwegian political life (1966: 121—128).

The last aspect of labor leaders’ social backgrounds we will examine here
is their formal education. Access to formal education is everywhere shaped by

Talble 8. Regions in which Labor Leaders Grew Up.

Region and Counties fa N
Capital region (Osle, Akershus) 35 165
Oslofjord region (@stfold, Vestfold) 12 59
South Central region (Hedmark, Oppland, Buskerud, Telemark) 15 73
Southern region (Aust-Agder, Vest-Agder) 4 19
Western region (Rogaland, Hordaland, Bergen, Sogn og Fjordane) 11 51
Trendelag region {(Mere og Romsdal, Ser-Trendelag, Nord-Trendelag) i1 50
Morthern region (MNordland, Troms, Finnmark) 8 36
Ma information 4 19
Torals 100 472
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differential class opportunities. The amounts of education various groups are
able to obtain, therefore, can serve as indicators of their points of origin in the
status order. Moreover, one of the key features of elite groups in modern societies
is their possession of superior education. Superior education serves as a prime
means of legitimizing power and is often instrumentally necessary to effective
wielding of authority within and between the complex institutions of modern
societies.

The formal education of Norwegian trade union leaders has, in the past,
been a two-step process. The first step was that of general education in the pub-
lic school system at several levels. During the early decades of this century, the
period in which most leaders obtained their general schooling, seven years of
attendance at grammar school were required of all children. Table 9 shows that
nearly half of all leaders terminated their general education upon completing
this requirement. Another quarter continued for one or two years, while those
going on to further secondary, ‘gymnasium’, or university educations comprised
a final quarter of the group. It is to be noted that apparatus leaders depart sig-
nificantly from the general pattern, having attained as a group considerably
more education. This is explained by two facvors, first, that they are younger
and have enjoyed the benefits of greater affluence and a more open education
system in the postwar years. Second, this group includes all the full-time pro-
fessionals and specialists staffing the union bureaucracies. The presence of these
persons pushes the group’s education profile up.

Table 8. General Educational Backgrounds of Union Leaders. (Percentage)

Highest

Education Elite Apparatus Delegates Total
Obtained

Only grammar school 51 34 54 48
Limited secondary education 29 25 23 24
Further secondary education® 12 22 14 16
Gymnasium diploma 6 10 6 7
University? 2 7 i 3
No information - 2 2 2
Total 100 100 100 100
N 65 121 286 472

! Framhaldskole, folkehegskole, middel- realskole withour completing,
* Completed middel- realskole, gymnasium withour completing.
3 Either “some years at the university” or completed university degree.

Although most LO leaders had access to very limited general education, it
is important to ask about the extent to which this was 2 common experience
across different types of unions. Table 10 classifies all leaders studied by the
type of union to which they belong and the highest education they obtained.
Differences in the amounts of education obtained by the several groups are
striking. Close to two-thirds of the blue-collar leaders obtained only the mini-
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Table 10. General Educational Backgrounds of Union Leaders by Type of Union* (Percentage)

Highest

Education Blue-Collar Mixed-Collar White-Collar © LO Net- Total
Obtained Leaders Leaders Leaders work

Only grammar school 64 36 26 23 48
Limited secondary education 26 28 19 15 24
Further secondary education 7 26 24 32 16
Gymnasium diploma 1 7 24 9 8
University 1 2 4 15 2
No information 1 1 3 6 2
Total 100 100 140 100 100
N 252 112 74 34 472

* Educational categories are those used in Table 9.

mum education required by law while this was the case with but one-quarter of
the white-collar leaders. Similarly, less than one-tenth of the former had access
to further secondary, ‘gymnasium’, or university education compared with more
than half the latter. It is interesting to note that the education profile of the LO
network group much more closely approximates that of the white-collar than
that of the blue-collar leaders. This probably reflects the greater educational
requirements for jobs in the LO network than in the unions.

On their face these data provide a perspective from which to view differing
union interests and political activities, as well as differing conceptions about the
role of LO in the society, which sometimes distinguish the blue- and white-collar
branches of the union movement. But it is easy to exaggerate whatever divisive
effects aggregate differences in education may have. That is, other variables such
as age, size of union, experience, and, not least, the fact of genuinely divergent
interests on some issues, are likely to be of equal or greater importance.!4

In any case, the foregoing analysis shows that with relatively few exceptions
labor leaders on the whole have had limited general education. But it has been
observed in studies of labor leaders in other societies that although they hardly
differ from large numbers of persons where general education is concerned, they
may often have highly skilled and technical occupational training in addition.
Two measures of occupational training are the extent to which labor leaders are
educated in specialized trade and technical schools and the frequency with which
they possess official certification of high skill status.

We found that at least 334 of the 472 leaders studied (71 %) had some oc-
cupational training beyond their general education. One might suspect that it
was into this sort of training many of the persons with only grammar school
education went, thereby reducing some of the differences noted above in gen-
eral education. However, the facts are somewhat to the contrary. Two-fifths
of the 229 leaders who reported having only grammar school education also
reported having had no occupational training. Thus 92 leaders apparently had
no formal education of any sort beyond the legal minimum. More than 70 %/ of
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these persons were delegates and over half of these delegates were employed pri-
vately as unskilled or semi-skilled laborers.

Be that as it may, substantial numbers of leaders did couple occupational
training to their general education. In many cases this training appears to have
been extensive. For example, if the longest occupational training program of each
leader for whom detailed information is available is measured (107 leaders par-
ticipated in two such programs and 58 did so in three or more) data show that
8 %/p attended one such program for at least three years, 16 %o for two to three
years, 22 %/ for one to two years, and 54 % for a period lasting less than a year.
The highest achievement in many of these programs is the receipt of a craft certi-
ficate, normally after three to four years of organized study and apprenticeship.
In 1967, 20 %/o of all blue-collar leaders and 6 %% of all mixed-collar leaders held
these certificates.

On the basis of these data then, it appears that occupational training is a
fairly standard feature of most leaders’ educational backgrounds. Keeping in
mind the group of 92 leaders to whom they do not apply, the data on occupa-
tional training indicate that today’s labor leaders have been recruited from sev-
eral echelons in the generally skilled component of the manual labor force.
Evidence of fairly extensive occupational training reinforces the more general
observation that this skilled component contributed leaders to the union move-
ment in numbers probably disproportionate to its size, On the initial assump-
tions that reformist orientations are most characteristic of this stratum of the
working class, our description of the substantial anchoring LO’s leaders have in
the skilled stratum suggests one reason for the maintenance of LO¥s reformism
in the postwar period.

However, we are less impressed by this interpretation of our data than we
are by the alternate view that data on social origins really describe a coalition
of leaders with very different backgrounds. Rather than concluding, for instance,
that LO has been reformist becanse so many leaders come from the skilled stra-
tum, we think its more significant to say that LO has been reformist even though
nearly half its leaders come from lower levels of the working class. We notice
again the intensity of fathers’ commitments to the union movement across all
levels of that class. This datum suggests a uniformity in socialization that seems
to counteract intra-class differentiation, substantial urban-rual dichotomiza-
tion, and equally substantial blue-collar versus white-collar differences in
education. Thus LO’s leadership is broadly representative of a number of diver-
gent interests and background patterns. It is best described as a more or less open
coalition rather than a cooptive monopoly by one stratum. We may now ask
how this leadership coalition functions and is maintained. This requires struc-
tural analysis and we therefore turn to an exploration of the career system in LO.

LO Leaders’ Careers
The concept of career is closely linked to the social mobility of individuals

within and between hierarchical structures, and in popular parlance it is linked
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to the notion of promotion or success. Social mobility presupposes relatively
stable hierarchies as regards selected values such as prestige, power, income, skill,
and so on. The more unstable, incongruent, or diffuse hierarchies are, the more
difficult it is to apply the concepts of mobility and career in empirical research.
This is a major problem in the study of careers within political and union or-
ganizations where status systems are strongly crystallized at only a few points,
these points being surrounded by rather diffuse networks of elective and ap-
pointive positions. This organizational pattern is best viewed as a functional
compromise between the conflicting demands of “bureaucracy” and “democracy”
in mass organizations, the former necessary to organizational effectiveness and
the latter necessary to organizational morale and support. Thus the diffuseness
characteristic of union and political organizations gives to them an egalitarian
appearance that serves to activate rank-and-file members toward part-time ser-
vice. Hierarchy is hidden behind this egalitarianism and is of necessity weakly
articulated and somewhat informal, crystallizing around personalities as well as
positions.

What is required from a research standpoint, therefore, are intensive studies
of the stratification systems of unions and parties. Such studies do not exist
for Norwegian unions, and without them we cannot present more than a crude
analysis of the career patterns of union cadres and top leaders. It is of some con-
solation to note that we are not alone in this predicament for Porter seems to
have come to the same conclusion in his monumental study of Canadian elites.
He tried to analyze the career stages of union leaders, but remarked that “such
confusing data are difficult to put into any kind of order”, and then fell back
on the assertion that “obviously the top men select those who are appointed”
(Porter, 1965: 357).

To be organizationally significant a career system must be fairly well aru-
culated. At least some people must perceive it as one of several ways in which
they could conceivably move. The Norwegian union career system meets this
criterion, but only to a limited degree. The complexity and diffuseness of the
union system, especially in the larger unions, make it difficult for a young wor-
ker to “plan on” or “choose” a union career. Mostly in contact with part-time,
unpaid officials, the routes from the periphery to the center of the union system,
from voluntary to salaried work, are likely to appear labyrinthine and, possibly,
accidental to such a person. Moreover, even if the route to the lower rungs of
the career ladder is apparent, the individual will have difficulties seeing any
mechanism by which he can be reasonably certain that once he moves ahead he
will not quickly fall back again. This is because, at least at the local level, ad-
vancement largely depends upon elective and representative processes, an emi-
nently insecure basis on which to chart one’s future. Indeed, estimating that there
are approximately 500 full-time, non-clerical jobs in the LO system that might
attract members, we can quickly see that on an absolute basis only one of every
925 male members can be absorbed into the full-time structure. By contrast, it
has been calculated that about one of every 10 Norwegian workers experiences
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some upward mobility along one or another occupational route (e.g. promotion
to foreman or establishing one’s own business) (Aubert, 1968). What Schlesinger
has called the “structure of opportunities”, the number of offices available and
the frequency with which new men attain them, is in Norwegian unions both
difficult to perceive and sharply limited in size (1966: 11-—-21).

In one sense the typical leader’s career begins at the time he is first gainfully
employed. Given their limited formal education it comes as no surprise to find that
two-thirds of all leaders were working full-time by the age of 16. These first
jobs were usually of an unskilled or apprentice type, and an examination of them
suggests no particular patterns. We do know that approximately one-fifth of
those in manual occupations obtained craft certificates at some point, and this
may be taken as an indicator of some intra-generational mobility. If we shift
our attention to a classification of their occupational statuses at the time they
went over to paid union positions, we can make a few inferences about mobility
patterns.

Table 11. Occupation when became Full-Time Official, by Leadership Category. (Percentage)

Occupation Elite Apparatus
Manual
Worker, semi-skilled, unskilled, sailor 29 21
Crafr, skilled 29 21
{Toral manual) {58) {42)
Non-Manual
Lower white-collar 28 27
Higher white-collar 9 26
Self-employed —_ 1
{Total non-manual) (37} (52)
No information 5 4
Total 100 100
N 65 121

Table 11 enables us to compare the highest occupational statuses attained by
our respondents and those of their fathers (Table 5). Persons in the elite category
had basically the same occupational patterns their fathers had. Insofar as elite
members have experienced upward mobility as a group, union jobs have them-
selves been the operative mechanism. By contrast, a comparison of Table 11 and
Table 5 shows that many members of the apparatus category must have ex-
perienced upward mobility before they entered a full-time union position. These
occupational data require one more comment, namely, that with very great
frequency labor leaders are recruited from the skilled and white-collar com-
ponents of the work-force. Thus, our data describe a labor leadership whose im-
mediate occupational backgrounds are very clearly within the stratum we earlier
called the “labor aristocracy”.
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Table 12, Sector of Employment when became Full-Time Official, by Leadership Categories.
(Percentage)

Government Private  Coop. Organizations
National Municipal Associ- LO  Other No N
ations Lab. M. Info,
Elite 31 3 54 —_ 3 1 3 5 65
Apparatus 22 15 37 6 2 8 5 5 121
Total 25 11 43 4 2 6 4 5 186

Turning next to the economic sectors from which paid union officials are
recruited, we learn from Table 12 that more than a third were employed by
government, 43 %o by private enterprise, and 16 %o by various organizations (in-
cluding co-operatives). It is remarkable that capitalist productive units, historic-
ally the well-springs of unionism, now contribute in direct fashion less than half
the professional union leaders. The typical union leader in the late 1960, in a
movement whose rank-and-file is still predominantly employed in the private
sector, is recruited from the public or organizational sector. Certainly this re-
cruitment pattern reflects the major inroads and successes LO has achieved in
organizing the public sector in recent years. But we suspect there is an additional
explanation why so many union leaders have not recently, at least, had much
first-hand experience with private enterprise. We refer to the tendency of elite
groups to recruit from their “doorsteps™ partly because, as Marvick argues, “only
in that way can they apply their own judgment of the man or use the judgment
of familiar and trusted associates” (1968: 280). The Labor Party’s long-lasting
majority in national politics and even longer majorities in many municipalities’
politics have probably given LO unions unusually good familiarity with and
access to governmental personnel. The Labor Movement has to some extent
“colonized” the governmental sector, so that government units may tend to be-
come “doorstep organizations” for the recruitment of union leaders.

Table 12 also reveals a certain amount of internal recruitment in the LO.
6 /o of the full-time union officials earlier held paid clerical or other specialized
positions within the union movement. Another 4 %/ were employed in other areas
of the Labor Movement, for instance in the Workers Information Office or in
the labor newspapers, prior to moving to full-time union jobs.

Parallel with their occupational careers persons who eventually become pro-
fessional union leaders get involved in part-time, voluntary union activities at
an early date. On the average, elite members joined unions at the age of 19 while
apparatus members joined at the age of 20. Nearly two-fifths (38 %) of the elite
reported they were unionized by the age of 17 compared to 30 %o of the appa-
ratus and 27 %o of the delegates,

Although our data do not permit a specification of how and when leaders
first became active in their unions, the data show clearly that most of them had
extensive experience in elective positions at the local level before becoming full-
time officials. Without exception (and excluding 16 % who gave incomplete
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answers) leaders in the elite category report they had at least one local position,
and 70 %o of them were at one time or other President or Vice-Presidents.
Further analysis of the data showed that 82 % of the elite and 77 %o of the
apparatus held two or more local elective positions, and more than 50 % in both
categories held three or more positions. These figures are based on incomplete
reporting and are therefore conservative, but they still indicate very strongly
the intensive involvement in local union activities which precedes leaders’ entries
into full-time union work.

But how long do promising leaders stay at the local level before they shift
into full-time work? Tables 13 and 14 supply answers to this question.

Table 13. Age when obtained First Full-Time Union Position, by Leadership Category.
{Percentage)

Age
21-28  29-32  33-36  37-40 41-44 45+ No Info. Total N
Elite 6 14 21 20 23 9 7 100 %o 65
Apparatus 12 12 21 14 11 25 5 100 % 121

Table 14. Number of Years Unionized before became Full-Time Official, by Leadership
Category. (Percentage)

Years Unionized

0-4 5-8 912  13-16 17-20 21-24 25up MNo Info. Total N
Elite — & 14 18 22 14 1% 2 100 %/a 65
Apparatus 2 8 13 16 15 15 23 8 100 %o 121

The latter shows that a very large majority has been unionized 9 years or more
before assuming a full-time position, and that about one-third has been un-
ionized for 21 years and more before achieving a full-time position. This pattern
is reflected in Table 13 from which we learn that a majority of the leadership
(78 %o of the elite and 58 %o of the apparatus) were in their thirties and early
forties when they assumed full-time jobs.

To summarize, it is evident that those portions of careers spent in part-time,
voluntary union activities at the local level are lengthy. The sudden rise of a
person to full-time status is definitely an exception to the rule. The typical
leader serves in part-time, usually unpaid positions for many years before shift-
ing to a full-time job. Without doubt Norwegian unions follow the same rules
as British unions, which “not only insist that candidates for leadership should
be drawn from the ranks of the workers they organize but also that they should
have a detailed knowledge of trade-union machinery and should, therefore, pass
through the various levels of trade-union activity” (Allen, 1954: 195—196).

For the young and ambitious worker, union activity does not offer a quick
path to power and prestige in the society. While effectively discouraging and
probably excluding persons with excessively personal and short-term motives,
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the requirement of long and fairly unrewarding service prior to a full-time career
probably costs the union movement a certain number of talented persons who go
elsewhere in search of more promising careers. In addition, it should be men-
tioned that unions in many cases have helped workers in launching company
careers by making talented people visible to management or by giving them
training and experience which qualified them for promotion within the enter-
prise. It is reasonable to assume that those leaders who do persevere through the
many years of minor positions required by the system must do so for reasons
other than immediate personal reward. In the process, they acquire an intimate
knowledge of the problems of union organization at the local level and an
understanding of rank-and-file sentiments.

We argue, however, that local involvement and local experience are neces-
sary, but not sufficient conditions for successful work in full-time leadership
positions. The local perspective is too narrow a framework for effective role-
performance at the top level where different interests must be aggregated within
a framework of national union administration. The competence developed at
local levels must be supplemented by formal training and various relevant ex-
periences (e.g. political office-holding).

The union school system, which has expanded significantly during the last
twenty years, provides a more formal introduction to union problems and to
national economic and political problems. This schooling is an integral part of
the typical union career. It is one of several ways in which a prospective leader
may increase his visibility within the union and demonstrate his commitment to
the goals of Norwegian unions, In addition, the union educational system prob-
ably contributes in a central way to the development of social cohesion within
the union system by knitting together the cadres and top leaders through the
various activities organized for the students.

The union school system gives unions a high degree of control over the sup-
ply of recruits to the category of “trained activists”, but neither union locals
nor national headquarters can guarantee that a candidate they would like to see
elected to a local position will gain support among his co-workers. Union mem-
bers apply for stipends to go to the union boarding school close to Oslo, and we
assume that local leaders have considerable influence on the selection of students.
These local leaders are in a better position to evaluate the candidates’ potential
for union work and to know their political attitudes. We take it that at this
early point many left-wing extremists meet a closed door.

We may summarize by saying that in general the chances for election or
appointment to a full-time, higher-level union position are better the more visible
and politically acceptable a man is. Visibility at the rank-and-file level flows
from Labor Party activity, election to an inter-union municipal council, partici-
pation in union courses, election to delegate status for national conventions, and,
perhaps most important, successful work in a big local in Oslo or its vicinity.,
Presidents of big locals, for example, will often be noticed and respected for the
votes they can influence, and this, we think, is an important power basis for an
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aspiring leader that also tends to structure his ambitions toward the attainment
of a permanent higher-level position in the national union hierarchy.

So far our analysis has been concentrated on the shift from part-time to full-
time status. Moving into a full-time job, usually in the apparatus category, is
for a large number of officials the final promotion: they remain union secre-
taries, editors, and other sorts of specialists for the rest of their working lives.
Elite positions are scarce and demanding, and those apparatus personnel promp-
ted to compete for them must do so not only among themselves but also against
part-time officials who may already be lay members of the national executive
committee with substantial local support.

But if promotion opportunities within one union are limited, cannot a man
compete for top-level positions in other unions? Union constitutions stipulate
that at least the top officials (President, Vice-President, and Treasurer or First
Secretary) must be elected by the union’s national convention. In general there
is no explicit rule that they must be recruited from the particular union’s mem-
bership, but such a rule is implied in practice and puts an effective barrier on
cross-union careers at the higher levels. Movements between unions may take
place, but at a rather low level in the hierarchy. And as soon as a person has
started a full-time career he is generally expected to stay in “his” union. This is
clearly demonstrated by Table 15. Unions do not raid each other for personnel,
and there are very few career opportunities in other branches of the union sys-
tem. LO headquarters has some positions at the district level, but yearly vacan-
cies are few.

Table 15, Correspondence between Union where Leader bad First Full-Time Position and Union
in 1967, (Percentage)

Same Merging Moved to Stable on No. Total N
Union Unions LO Network LO MNetwork Info.
Elite %0 5 5 - = 100 %o 65
Apparatus 72 2.5 3.5 19 3 10094 121
Total 79 3 4 12 2 100 % 136

This implies that the single union constitutes a closed promotion sphere. The
mobility potential within the whole system is highly limited, and this makes it
extremely important for a newcomer to get along with his superiors and fit into
the team. We asked twenty top leaders, for example, what they mean when they
describe someone as “an effective union leader” (en dyktig tillitsmann). Responses
were varied, but those most frequently voiced were “human qualities” and
“ability to understand and get along with others”. These eminently subjective
attributes were valued above “leadership capabilities” and “organizational capa-
bilities», the two characteristics which received second most frequent mention.
Still less frequently mentioned were functional skills such as bargaining capa-
bility and social-political involvement, while strictly instrumental language,

192



The Labor Union Elite in Norway

writing, and speaking skills were rarely singled out. Explaining why they value
personality characteristics over instrumental abilities, some of our respondents
stressed that the circle of officials within each union is so small that it it very
important that a man be emotionally stable and display a cooperative attitude.

We have no data bearing directly on turn-over in Norwegian unions, but
various indicators suggest that in top positions it is extremely slow and results
mostly from natural causes (age, illness, and death). Table 16, for example, shows
that among persons occupying elite positions in 1967, 54 %o had been full-time
officials for 13 years or more. The corresponding figure for apparatus personnel

Table 16. Total Number of Years as Full-Time Official. {Percentage)

04 58 9-12 13-16 17-20 21-24 25up No Info. Total N
Elite g 15 17 15 18 15 6 6  100% 65
Apparatus 28 22 19 16 4 6 2 3 100% 121
Total 21 20 18 16 9 9 3 4 100% 186

was 28 %/o. It appears that once admission to full-time status is obtained that
status is reliably self-perpetuating. In this respect Norwegian unions conform
to a pattern common to union movements in most industrialized countries (Allen,
1954; Porter, 1965; Zapf, 1965). Often such stability in leadership positions is
interpreted as a clear sign of “oligarchy”, that the leaders are “following a logic
of self-interest, of exploiting the masses to maintain or extend their own pri-
vilege and power” (Lipset’s preface to Michels, 1962: 35). In Norwegian unions,
however, several factors militate against abuse of power. First, union constitu-
tions limit the power of the top leaders; second, the union system is pervaded by
egalitarian norms; and third, the long period of local training creates in the
leader a commitment and responsibility toward the membership.

In interviewing union leaders, we did not feel that the problems of re-
election were tabooed issues. Quite a few of the leaders maintained that they
felt some discomfort about elections and other informants suggested that before
elections there are tendencies toward alliance-building and jockeying for posi-
tions. But election results indicate that there is little ground for apprehension.
In nearly all cases it seems that the top incumbencies are permanent and that
elections, therefore, tend to have a ceremonial character.

There are several reasons for this. The most obvious reason is that there is
no general opposition within unions. Without institutionalized competition for
top positions incumbents may feel safe so long as they do “a good job” in their
office and do not violate elementary rules of the union game. Elections, then,
become occasions for delegates to express their approval of the top leaders, an
occasion for the affirmation of legitimacy. But there is a sharp edge to all elec-
tions, and in our interviews we were told that they may be used as instruments
of warning (“skudd for baugen”) to incumbents who pursue unpopular policies
or who have slackened in their efforts. Nevertheless votes are carefully cal-
culated so that incumbents are not suddenly thrown out of office. Why this
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cautiousness? Several of our respondents expressed the view that there are very
strong norms against throwing out an elected officer so long as he does a mod-
erately good job. Such an official has a moral claim to re-election. Many union
members are familiar with the problems of job insecurity, and this may be a
reason why they tend to be relatively lenient toward their leaders. As one union
president said to us, “Our National Convention is no worse than private em-
ployers in general”.

But the analogy of the employment relationship should not be carried too
far. There are other important, non-rational elements in leader-member relation-
ships which may account for the longevity of incumbents. In his analysis of
British trade unions, Allen stressed that a top leader symbolizes his organization,
s0 that “to admit that its senior official 1s incompetent is a grave reflection on
a trade union which it wants 1o avoid for as long as possible, even at the expense
of keeping the incompetent person in office or creating a figurehead post for him
to which he can retire with honour” (1954: 233). Allen further observed that
union members may engage in hero-worship which makes them blind to the de-
fects of their leaders. In analyzing political parties, Michels speculated that “the
mass is sincerely grateful to its leaders, regarding gratitude as a sacred duty. As
a rule, this sentiment of gratitude is displayed in the continual re-election of the
leaders who have deserved well of the party, so that leadership commonly be-
comes perpetual” (1962: 92).

LO Leaders as Political Actors
The Norwegian Labor Movement is often described as a unitary movement with
political and union branches. The unitary character of the movement is reflected
in ceremonies such as parades and speeches on the First of May, in regular meet-
ings of party and union leaders, in the presentation of joint legislative proposals,
and in electoral contests when the two branches tend to fuse into one mobiliza-
tion system directed toward the single purpose of achieving a labor majority in
parliamentary and municipal elections. But despite these unitary features, a clear
division of labor separates the two branches. Numerous formal links between
them indicate that coordination is not automatic, rather it is planned and con-
trolled at all levels. Unfortunately, there are no systematic studies of the various
linkages or of the exchanges which occur between the branches. Such studies
are essential to an understanding of the integrative as well as divisive forces
within the Labor Movement. In this section we examine some aspects of labor
leaders’ political activities. It is common knowledge that these leaders generally
support the Labor Party, but we are here presenting for the first time some data
on their differential involvement at various levels of the political system.
Norwegian political parties are “mass parties” in the sense proposed by
Duverger. That is, recruitment of members is a fundamental activity, members
pay dues to the party, and there is a distinct organizational apparatus “central-
ized and firmly knit” (Duverger, 1963: 62—71). This type of party organiza-
tion has an impact on political culture, and within the Norwegian political cul-
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ture party membership is regarded as a role having rather strong claims on a
person’s energy and loyalty, Ideally, an adult party member is expected to be
deeply interested in, and well informed, about political matters so that he
identifies strongly with his party and is able to defend its policies on all impor-
tant issues. There is a feeling that it is a member’s duty to devote time and
energy to the promotion of the party. Moreover, there are norms opposing
changes in party allegiance. Such changes are regarded as signs of ideological
instability and a certain lack of moral consistency. Thus there are strong bound-
ary maintenance drives within the political system, and various surveys indicate
that party membership is a very reliable predictor of political attitudes (Fivels-
dal, 1965; Valen & Katz, 1964). Union leaders in Norway share these norms of
the political culture and play an important role in maintaining them.

Table 17. Party Membership of 472 Union Leaders, 1967. (Percentage)

MNon-Socialist Labour  Left-Wing Not MNo
Parties Party Socialists*  Memb. Info. Total N
Elite —_— 85 — 15 — 100 65
Apparatus —_ 93 — 6 1 100 121
Delegates 3 72 2 21 2 100 286
Toral 2 79 1 16 2 100 472

#* Communists or Socialist People’s Party (SF).

Table 17 not only confirms the common knowledge that LO leaders support
the Labor Party but also shows that the party enjoys a virtual monopoly in their
ranks. In the elite and apparatus categories there is not a single member of any
other party. Among delegates the Labor Party has very strong support with
72 %o members and only 5 %o members of other parties, It is of topical interest
to note that the left-wing socialists are weakly represented. SF (The Socialist
People’s Party) has directed much of its propaganda toward union members, but
the table shows that the party has been quite unsuccessful in penetrating the
union leadership.

Table 17 accords with other studies demonstrating that the Labor Party is
strongly entrenched in LO cadres. A national survey of the lower and middle
strata of the white-collar population showed that among males holding elective
positions within union locals 28 %o were Labor Party members, an additional
41 %o were classified as strong Labor identifiers, while 9 % were classified as
weak identifiers. Only 2% were left-wing socialists (SF or NKP) (Fivelsdal,
1965: 116). We may conclude, then, that in moving from lower to higher echelons
within LO one finds a rapidly increasing proportion of Labor Party members,
while non-socialists, left-wing socialists, and non-members appear as insignifi-
cant groups of deviates. Within the elite and apparatus it seems that the only
political deviation tolerated is that of being politically uncommitted with regard
to actual party membership.

This finding of near uniformity among union leaders is particularly inter-
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esting when confronted with electoral data showing that Labor Party support
among blue- and white-collar workers, although of majority proportions, is far
from uniform. It seems likely that leadership uniformity does not result from
random political choices, therefore, but is the consequence of selective control
and recruitment processes. These processes are probably not supervised in detail
from LO headquarters, however, but are carried out by loyal cadres at the local
level. We have no systematic data bearing on this question, but it is our impres-
sion that left-wing socialists are barred from higher-level positions. As far .as
non-socialists are concerned, there are no indications that they constitute any
serious problem for LO. We may speculate that they are few and are generally
less ideologically motivated toward leadership positions than left-wing socialists
who see it as their essential mission to “reinvigorate a complacent movement”.
We also speculate that, given Labor Party majorities among local cadres and
rank-and-file members, non-socialist aspirants are perceived as class deviates, a
perception sufficient to trigger automatic boundary maintenance mechanisms.
Left-wing socialists, on the other hand, can more easily be perceived as arti-
culating working-class interests, and because of this it is necessary for the Labor
Party and LO leadership to denounce them as “false prophets”, and prevent
them from infiltrating the higher echelons.

One problem remains. How can we account for the presence of non-parti-
sans who comprise 16 % of all union leaders? Are the non-partisans randomly
distributed, or can they be located in certain areas of the union movement where
Labor Party dominance is weaker? One hypothesis would be that partisanship is
less accentuated in white-collar unions, many of which have a non-partisan tra-
dition and have joined LO only during the last decade or two, In Table 18 we
have collapsed the categories of elite and apparatus in order to ensure an ade-
quate basis for calculating percentages. We have also isolated respondents be-
longing to the LO network. At elite and apparatus levels the table shows a cor-
respondence between type of union and partisanship. Blue-collar unions have
very high proportions of Labor Party members while white-collar unions have
relatively fewer Labor partisans. Mixed unions are in an intermediate position.

Table 18. Party Membership and Type of Union, by Leadership Category. (Percentage)

Parry
Non-Soc. Labour P, Left-Wing WNon-P. No Info. Total N
Elite and Apparatus
Blue-collar - 95 —_ 4 l 100 )|
Mixed — 89 — 11 - 100 3
White-collar — 64 — 36 - 100 25
Delegates
Blue-collar —_ 80 3 15 2 100 161
Mixed 5 63 2 27 3 100 25
White-collar 8 59 — 1 2 100 49
LO Network - 100 — — — 100 M
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Party membership among the LO headquarters and district officials we studied
is, however, 100 %o, The distribution of delegates’ political affiliations also
shows that political nonconformity is related to type of union. In blue-collar
unions there are only deviates to the left of the Labor Party (apart from the
non-partisans). In mixed unions there are followers of both left-wing and non-
socialist parties, But in pure white-collar unions deviation is exclusively to the
right (and to non-partisanship) and tends to reflect inchoately the political af-
filiations of white-collar rank-and-file members.

We have no data on the extent to which nonconformists and nonpartisans
among the delegates act as organized factions at meetings, nor have we any data
on the extent to which they form alliances with their brethren in the elite and
apparatus groups. But there is every reason to suspect that such high propor-
tions of nonconformists and nonpartisans among the delegates of some unions
are a factor influencing their general policies. Other data indicate that white-
collar unions affiliated with LO are generally very cautious not to take open
political stands (Fivelsdal and Dahl Jacobsen, 1962). In several of the white-
collar and mixed unions affiliation with LO has been criticized on political
grounds, and white-collar leaders within the LO system have tended to describe
their unions as nonpartisan, But in spite of this distancing from the Labor
Party, recent surveys show that white-collar members still perceive their unions
as being heavily involved in party politics and party support (Fivelsdal, 1965,
1969).

Party membership is a ticket to the periphery of the political arena. But how
many union leaders use their ticket only to watch the game of politics at a closer
distance than is possible for non-partisans, and how many have at some time
or other actually participated in local and/or national politics? Our use of a
mail questionnaire did not permit an extensive series of questions on past and
present political activities so we focused on a few salient areas: the holding of
elective political positions, the length of party membership, the holding of elec-
tive positions within the party, and having had a position on the party slate.

As mentioned previously, party activity may be important for a man’s
union career. A position in the local party or government can make a man more
visible to the rank-and-file as well as to higher union cadres. Participation in
Labor Party politics, especially office-holding, may serve to groom a man for
a union job, Some people, then, may climb two ladders in their careers, that is,
they have one foot on the union ladder and one on the party ladder.

QOur data show that a large majority of union leaders joined the Labor Party

Table 19. Average Age at which Leaders Join Union and Labor Party.

Average Age Joined

Union Labor Party
Elite 19.0 239
Apparatus 20.2 22.5
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in their early twenties after they had been unionized. Table 19 shows a lag in
the average ages at which future union leaders were recruited to union and party
membership. This may be interpreted in various ways, but we think the data in-
dicate the more deeply embedded position unions have at the workplace level
compared with party organizations, Strong pressures on newcomers to join the
union are an integral part of the workplace culture whereas, given the serious-
ness with which party membership is defined in Norwegian political culture,
the individual is permitted more leeway in deciding whether to join the party.
Because unions are generally closely linked to the Labor Party, then, they may
serve as communication networks and instruments of political socialization for
the party. When we recall that the leaders we are studying came out of highly
politicized family milieux in a majority of cases, and when we now see that,
even 5o, two to three years elapsed between joining the union and joining the

party, the important socializing impact of the unions seems even more firmly
established.

Table 20. Political Positions Held by Union Leaders 1967 and Earlier. Labor Party Members
Only, (Percentages)*

Municipal Council Labor Party Storting**

1967 Past Total Delegate  Distr. Earlier Past

Only Only  Nomin- Party Pos. Distriet and
ated Convention 1967 Position Present N
Elite 9 44 55 38 5 a5 15 55
Appar, 15 34 57 28 26 42 5 113
Deleg. 31 18 55 23 21 25 6 205
Total 23 26 55 27 20 32 7 373

* Each percentage represents the total number of persons in the leadership category who have

held the particular positien under which they are listed. Therefore the percentages do not add
to 100,

** Storting is the Norwegian Parliament. The figures include representatives as well as alter-
nates, In 1967 none of the elite reported Storeing positions (representative or alternate) while
3 members of the appararus and 6 delegates did so.

Turning to the question of union leaders’ political activities, we learn from
Table 20 that close to one half of all respondents hold or have held an elective
municipal position (kommunestyre). Further, a substantial number in all leader-
ship categories have at one time or other served as delegates to the Labor Party’s
biennial national conventions and have held elective positions in the party at
the local level. Only a few, however, have been or are now representatives (or
alternates) to the Storting.

The fact that approximately half of the union leadership has had more or
less extensive political experience within local government may be of great sig-
nificance for understanding not only union-party relations, but also the ethos of
union leaders. First, we assume that the pattern of overlapping leadership or
multiple office-holding in union and party is a very strong integrative mecha-
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nism on the structural level. Second, experience in politics may serve to inte-
grate the LO unions on a cultural level by giving prospective leaders common
experiences beyond their specific workplaces and locals, and by insiilling politi-
cal values which reach beyond bread-and-butter union concerns. We may also
speculate that participation in local politics with its pragmatic problems such as
the logistics of municipal administration serves to develop in leaders the incre-
mentalist orientation towards political problem-solving we discussed earlier.
Third, we assume that having themselves worked as politicians makes it easier for
leaders to understand and cooperate with party people in later stages of their
careers.

The occupancy of various elective positions within the Labor Party probably
also serves to familiarize union leaders with the complexities of the politician’s
role, and Table 20 shows that a fair number hold or have held district positions
in the party. Such positions are often combined with elective municipal positions.

An interesting aspect of the table is the pattern of political activity among
members of the labor elite. Apparently these persons were more active in earlier
periods than in 1967, but it would be wrong to interpret this as indicating a
withdrawal from politics. We must not forget that the table covers mainly lower
levels of the political system while elite activity can be expected to occur at the
highest levels.

At the elite apex, for that matter, it is difficult to distinguish between union
and political activities. Members of the labor elite assume important political
roles as members of the powerful National Executive Committee of the Labor
Party, and many elite leaders perform political functions as members of the
party’s various standing committees. A special so-called Cooperative Com-
mittee of the Labor Party and LO is maintained to achieve peak coordination of
forces, and in 1967—68 this committee consisted of the party chairman, vice-
chairman, and general secretary, plus the LO president, vice-president, and one
union president, the last three elected to the committee by the LO Secretariat.

Wtihout doubt LO and party connections are well established at the top, btu
why do so few union leaders hold elective positions within the Storting or the
municipalities? Our interviews with union leaders gave us the impression that
there exists an informal rule that union work should have top priority, and a
feeling that work as a political representative will take too much time and
energy from union responsibilities. If a leader is away from his office frequently
his absence tends to interrupt his personal communication network and disrupt
his union’s administrative processes. Being away too often may also result in a
loss of contact with day-to-day union problems and finally endanger a leader’s
prospects for re-election.

The Labor Elite in the Mational Elite System

Elite persons are those who hold major power roles in the central institutional
orders of society. A special aspect of such roles is the necessity to make decisions
with an eye to their impact on other, usually competing elites and institutional
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orders. “What distinguishes elite decisions from decisions along the ‘line’,” Por-
ter writes, “is that the former have to take rival bureaucracies into considera-
tion. In other words elite decisions are involved in all the decision-making and
coordinating functions that lead to conflicts and accommodations between com-
peting bureaucracies” (1965: 223—24). Both the definition and subsequent ana-
lysis of elites from this standpoint entail extensive special research on how single
elites participate in the national elite system, research on who is involved with
whom, when, where, and how. The assumption is that interaction with leaders in
other societal areas is sufficiently frequent and intensive so as to make such ac-
tivity a distinctive feature of all elite roles. Etzioni formulates this assumption
rather sharply when he writes that, “National elites devote most of their time
and energy to dealing with organized collectivities and their elites and only a
small part of their resources to direct appeals to ‘the people™ (1968: 433).

But Etzioni’s criterion for defining national elite status (devoting most of
one’s time and energy to dealing with organized collectivities and their elites)
is too restrictive. It implies 2 boundary between those who do little else than
interact with other elites and those who only infrequently or never do this. There
is in reality no such boundary, only a complex continuum. Moreover, persons
clearly at the “elite” end of this continuum, we think, are so few in number as
probably not to comprise a distinct group. Speaking descriptively, the time and
energy most persons, classifiable as elite on other plausible dimensions, devote
to inter-elite affairs are lesser portions of their total work efforts. At least, this
seems to be the situation with regard to the Norwegian labor elite. Whether the
labor elite is in this respect representative of other Norwegian elites, and whether
the Norwegian elite system as a whole is similar to that of other societies are of
course empirical questions about which we can only speculate here.

We supplied all full-time officials with a list of ten groups with which they
normally have contact, and we asked them to rank the four groups requiring
the most time under normal work conditions. A comparison of elite and ap-
paratus responses is presented in Table 21. It shows first that groups inside the
union movement make by far the largest demands on leaders’ time. Looking at
those groups which receive the first and second greatest amounts of time, we see
that elite persons are more involved with other leaders in their own unions and
less involved with union members in general than are apparatus officials. This
presumably indicates the elite’s constant involvement with and direction of lower
level cadres in the unions, and, accordingly, a reduced opportunity to give top
priorities to problems raised directly by rank-and-file members. The greater in-
volvement of apparatus officials with the latter problems and persons is a part
of the service function performed by the bureaucratic echelons. Neither the elite
nor the apparatus are seen in Table 21 to be intensively or differentially in-
volved with union leaders outside their own unions, although the elite naturally
devotes more time to Secretariat affairs than does the apparatus. This finding
reminds us that although the LO system, viewed comparatively, is highly cent-
ralized, it is still a federation of unions which individually possess consider-
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Table 21. Ranking of Groups by Demands on Elite and Apparatus Leaders’ Time. (Percentage)

Elite (N = 65) Apparatus (N = 121)
1st 2nd 3rd 4th 15t 2nd  3rd 4th

Usnion Groups

LO Secretariat 5 3 9 6 3 2 1 2
Leaders in Other Unions 1 14 14 17 7 8 18 9
Leaders in Qwn Union 62 15 & 5 44 17 7 4
Rank-and-File Members 20 23 23 14 37 39 11 1

(83) (55) (52) (42) (?1)  (66) (37) (16)
Non-union Groups

Employers® Associations 1 20 23 11 — 8 18 16
Local Employers —_ 2 9 14 1 7 16 16
Civil Servants 3 12 8 6 2 7 6 5

Elected Political Leaders
{National and Local) — — = 9 — 2 5 7

Journalists from Socialist Press - 2 - 1 1 —_ 2 9
Labor Leaders in Non-LO

Organizations 1 — —_ 2 —_ —_ 1 1

Orher 2 1 —_ - 2 2 5 7

No Information 5 8 8 15 2 8 10 23

(12) ¢5) (8) (58 (&) (4) (63) (84)

Totals 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

able autonomy. Insofar as leaders’ energies are given over to groups internal to
the union movement, clearly the greatest part of these energies go to groups
within their own unions.

Looking now at groups ostside the union movement which require the first
and second greatest amounts of time, we find that members of the labor union
elite devote more time to employers’ associations and less time to individual local
employers than do members of the apparatus, a reflection of the institutionalized
system of collective bargaining between those who control the major economic
resources in Norway. Requiring only slightly less time than employers’ groups
are civil servants. The extensive administrative power held by these persons
makes them desirable partners for large power blocs such as LO, and our data
indicate that labor leaders at both elite and apparatus levels interact fairly ex-
tensively with government officials. More surprising is the relative lack of in-
teraction, insofar as our data measure it, with politicians. We suspect that we
see here a consequence of the division of labor between LO and the Labor Party
wherein the party’s leaders both inside and outside parliament have the responsi-
bility of communicating LO’s policies and goals to fellow politicians. Indeed,
the data cause us to speculate that LO leaders are probably careful not to estab-
lish direct lines of communication with non-socialist political leaders lest they
upset the delicate and complicated relations with the Labor Party while simul-
taneously opening themselves to charges of ideological deviance. So long as the
Labor Party is able to protect and further the unions’ political goals, LO is con-
tent to let direct contacts with other parties lie dormant.
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Norwegian union leaders often speak about two “roads” on which issues are
carried toward solutions, the road of industrial bargaining (forbandlingsveien)
and the road of legislation (lovveien). Generally, they seem to prefer the former
road, but when this leads to a dead end they may turn to the party and the
legislative road. But besides these two roads there exists another, less conspicuous
but still very important road in the political landscape which carries a con-
tinuous traffic of big and small issues. This is the road through the Norwegian
system of government created committees, boards, and councils.

The development of the committee system is clearly related to the insti-
tutionalization of organized interests in Norwegian society. It gives interest
organizations direct access to administration and policy-making at the national
level, and it provides higher government officials with good opportunities to
sound out the big interests on controversial issues. Generally, the committee
system serves as an input channel to the state, as an arena for non-public arti-
culation and aggregation of interests, and as a mechanism for coordinating the
major institutional sectors of Norwegian society. Since the system provides
direct access to policy- and decision-making in the state administration, organi-
zations regard committee representation as a valuable asset, Therefore, struggles
for representation may erupt when new committees are being appointed and
when various organizations feel that a given committee’s jurisdiction impinges
on their interests. How representatives are appointed, has not been studied in
detail. So far as we are able to ascertain, the normal procedure is that the
Ministry contacts the large organizations which have interests at stake in the
area covered by the committee, and asks them to nominate one or more repre-
sentatives with alternates. To ensure status equilibration within the com-
mittee, the Ministry may provide informal guidelines as to the hierarchical level
at which the committee is supposed to function. All committees are obviously
not of equal importance, and many of them deal with fairly routine problems,
while others work on problems of top-level planning and policy-making. Com-
mittees, then, draw upon personnel from various levels of the bureaucracies in-
volved, and we expect that the representatives’ ranks are related to the “grade”
of the committee.

Table 22 confirms our expectation that labor elite members as well as bu-
reaucratic personnel serve as committee representatives. But we also note striking
differences in the frequency of appointments to committees (including alter-
nates): 72 %o of the elite is represented compared to 39 % of the apparatus group
and only 16 % of the delegates. Elite persons hold on the average 1.9 committee
positions, apparatus personnel 0.9, and delegates 0.2. A closer analysis of the
official listing of all committees and their members in 1967 reveals that the top
6 elected officials of the LO network held an average of 5 positions each, and
the professional leaders of the four administrative sections in national head-
quarters held an identical number. It is evident that these professionals are often
appointed to committees of specialists or appear on committees as advisers to
elite members. Based on the criterion of participation in the committee system
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alone, then, the top experts in the LO system obviously qualify as members of
the national elite system, while several of the members of our elite category
(mainly leaders of smaller unions) are disqualified from elite status on this ac-
count.

Table 22. Memberships in Official Committees 1966—67, by Leadership Category. {Percentage)

Number of Memberships

Mone 1 2 3 4 5up Total N
Elite 28 35 11 9 8 9 100 65
Apparatus 61 18 B 3 & 4 100 121
Delegates B4 14 2 —_ —_ = 100 286

% Source of membership data: Ot.uneld, nr. 3 (1967—68). We also include alternates.

Finally, LO leaders may be viewed as interacting with elites and collectivities
external to the union movement when they participate as leaders, and, in a few
cases, members of certain non-union voluntary associations. In these capacities
they may be able to influence such associations, or, where interests are already
compatible, their participation can further cooperation and solidarity between
the unions and the association. Table 23 presents data showing the extent to
which LO leaders participated in a fairly wide variety of voluntary associations
in 1967.

Table 23. Participation of Union Leaders in Non-Union Voluntary Associations, 1967,
{Absolute figures)

Type of Voluntary Elite Apparatus Delegates

Association M LP NP M LP NP M LP NP Totals
Youth 2 - = 1 1 —_ 2 5 — 11
Sports 8 _ — 10 3 2 56 24 1 104
Hobby 8 - - 18 1 — 33 11 _— 71
Language —_ — —_ 2 —_— —_ 1 1 -— 4
Religious 1 —_ - 1 —_ —_ 2 2 — (]
Temperance 2 e 2 1 1 1 6 3 1 17
Humanirarian}

Public Service 5 — — [ —_ 3 36 1 - 51
Foreign Policy - = 2 9 1 1 9 1 — 23
Other 5 _— 1 B 4 — 7 5 — 30
Torals 3 — 5 56 11 7 152 53 2 3z

“M" = Member only; “LP" = Local Position; “NP" = National Position

The most striking feature of the table, however, is the relatively low fre-
quency with which labor leaders actually are involved in non-union associations.
Leaders in the elite category held but five positions of national leadership in
such associations and no local positions. The larger apparatus and delegate
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groups held proportionately even fewer national positions, although they were
somewhat more active at the local level. Moreover, if the comparatively less
important youth, sports, and hobby associations are held separate, membership
in the remaining associations is sparse and infrequent. If the 317 member and
leadership positions shown in Table 23 are viewed as a proportion of all union
leaders studied we find 0.67 positions per leader.

There are probably a number of reasons why non-union activities are 5o in-
frequent. Certainly limited time is a major factor, particularly at the elite Jevel
where working hours can often extend into evenings and over weekends. Then
too, it can be surmised that LO officials have less unfettered resources to con-
tribute to voluntary associations than businessmen or politicians. LO’s funds are
tightly controlled and cannot be committed by any one official, and this may
make the deliberate recruitment of union officials to leadership positions in non-
union associations less attractive, Further, it seems probable that the ethos of a
solidary, independent labor movement having boundaries beyond which one
should not go is a factor limiting cross-cutting memberships for union leaders.
In any case, we conclude from these data that LO leaders do not significantly
extend their power roles and their social prominence by participation in interest
groups and associations outside the sphere of the labor movement.

The foregoing conclusion lends support to a generalized image of LO leaders
as comprising a relatively closed corporate structure in Norwegian society. Their
social backgrounds effectively distinguish them from other key elites such as
business, civil servants, non-socialist politicians, academicians, and so on. They
reach power positions in the LO system through long and complicated career
patterns and mechanisms which ensure experienced, politically seasoned “in-
siders” and which effectively train and screen aspiring “outsiders”. Their power
is in part wielded through a closely allied Labor Party in which many of them
have much experience and considerable influence, Insofar as they exercise power
outside the channels of party politics they do so through direct contacts with
their counterparts in the business and civil service elites. These contacts occur
within more or less formal contexts of job performance and the extensive sys-
tem of government-sponsored committees to which they are named with con-
derable frequency at the uppermost levels.

It would be premature to infer from this analysis of the labor elite any hard
and fast conclusions about the larger system of elites in Norway. At best our
research merely raises questions worthy of further investigation, The material
in this article essentially depicts the labor elite as located at the top of one or-
ganizational pillar in the society. Its members have virtually unchallenged con-
trol of an organizational network whose boundaries are more or less coterminous
with those of a major social collectivity, the old working class and its con-
temporary extensions in the lower echelons of the non-manual component of
the work force. Are other elites in Norway similarly situated atop corresponding
organizational pillars? If such is the case, as we suspect it is, then what are the

204



The Labor Union Elite in Norway

consequences for the society and its adaptability to change? Dahrendorf has sug-
gested two possibilities. The first is a kind of cartel of elites, a situation in which
groups in control of the various social pillars act defensively to “reduce risk and
maintain the status quo”. They in effect enter into “an agreement not to hurt one
another, but to administer public affairs together” (1967: 255). The other possi-
bility is that through interaction and shared wvalues, elites are able to transcend
their strictly defensive interests to form a cohesive, dynamic stratum able to
process problems and proposals that imply structural change. The search for
empirical referrents of these and similar models in Norway and other modern
societies is a primary task for future research.
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NOTES

! For further information on labor union structure and problems in Norway, see Galenson
{1949), Dorfman (1966), Bull (1968), Fivelsdal (1964, 1965, 1969), Lysgaard (1965), and Leiser-
son (1959). There is currently a discussion on the reorganization of the whole LO system, cf.
the following LO publications: Fagbevegelsen og framtida: Referat fra LO-offensivens stare-
konferanse 24, september 1968 and Debattopplegz om organisasjonsformene (1969, See
further Labor Party Secretary Ronald Bye's pamphlet, Nyt syn pd faghevegelsen (Oslo:
AUEF, 1968).

® These figures were made available to us by the LO administration. So far as we can estab-
lish, Lipset used a comparable set of figures in making his estimate.

¥ 25 specialists and experts in LO"s central offices; 17 districe secretaries employed by LO;
an unknown number of specialists in the headquarters of member unions (e.g. 4 in the Municipal
Union). Moreover, the 326 paid functionaries were exclusive of service personnel, of whom 63
were employed in 1966,

4 For example, in the LO figures cited The Building Trades Union is reported as having 11
elected and 3 appointed full-time officials. It is also reported to employ 25 functionaries. How-
ever, these figures do not include approximately & Full-time district officials, an unknown
number of functionaries staffing the offices of various district committees and union locals,
and a national system of paid “measurers”, which together number approximately 200 per-
sons, See Engstad and Harm (1957).

5 The number of unions refers to 1966—1967, the time our study was initiated. Censolida-
tions of a number of the smaller unions in LO have been reducing the total number of unions
rapidly over the past few years. Accordingly, the size of the labor elite as it is positionally de-
fined here has been decreasing and now stands at about 75 persons. Of course, exact numerical
specifications of analytical categories such as “elite” are always to be treated skeptically. In
our specification, for example, we include presidents of some very small unions who certainly
have but limited power.

® The figure of 94 administrative officials is somewhat inflated due to the inclusion of 40
employees of the Sailors Union who man thar union’s offices in the ports of the world, These
persons are obviously too removed and specialized to play significant leadership roles in the
MNorwegian union movement per se.
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7 It seems clear that in practice a number of individuals we have classified in the apparatus
category possess power and influence commensurate with an elite position. This is, for example,
likely to be the case with several of the elected officials in the larger unions who are the
*third men” in their respective hierarchies after the presidents and vice-presidents whom we have
called elite. The same consideration probably applies to a few of LO’s central office personnel.
But in the absence of a detailed study there is no uniform method for singling out such indivi-
duals. We have therefore chosen to make a distinction between elite and apparatus that no
doubt cuts artificially across the fluid continuum of power acr these upper levels of union
leadership.

8 This figure excludes the 40 employees of the Sailors Union whom we discussed earlier.

v Arbeiderbladet, May 21, 1969, p. 5.

® However, by what is apparently a special arrangement, the third-ranking official of the
Clothing Workers Union in 1967, a woman, held a permanent seat on the LO Secretariat instead
of the president of that union.

1t The female President of the Danish Tobacco Worker's Union (with a majority of female
members) said in an interview in 196%: “Women lack self-confidence, and therefore they don't
have much confidence in each other. When I was nominated for the position as Union Presi-
denr, many of the members felt uncertain about female leadership. They came close to feeling it
was a little shameful.” Berlingske Tidende, January 19, 1969

2 Of course there are many reasons for the reformist character of labor movements in
MNorthern Europe. One such reason, particularly applicable to Norway, is the relative open-
ness of the political system to newly mobilized groups. See T. H. Marshall, “Citizenship and
Social Class” in Marshall (1964).

13 We may observe here that the exact boundaries of the labor aristocracy must be adjusted
to take into account particular features of stratification patterns in different societies. One such
feature in Norway was the absence of a sharp discontinuity between skilled laborers and minor
functionaries, probably as a consequence of the pervasive egalicarianism of Norwegian culture,
This further suggests one reason why LO has been so successful in organizing white-collar
workers compared with continental labor movements, Cf. Fivelsdal, 1965: 82—85.

4 For further analysis of problems related to the blue-collar/white-collar cleavage, cf.
Fivelsdal and Dahl Jacobsen, 1962, and Fivelsdal, 1965.
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consequences for the society and its adaptability to change? Dahrendorf has sug-
gested two possibilities. The first is a kind of cartel of elites, a situation in which
groups in control of the various social pillars act defensively to “reduce risk and
maintain the status quo”. They in effect enter into “an agreement not to hurt one
another, but to administer public affairs together” (1967: 255). The other possi-
bility is that through interaction and shared wvalues, elites are able to transcend
their strictly defensive interests to form a cohesive, dynamic stratum able to
process problems and proposals that imply structural change. The search for
empirical referrents of these and similar models in Norway and other modern
societies is a primary task for future research.
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AUEF, 1968).

® These figures were made available to us by the LO administration. So far as we can estab-
lish, Lipset used a comparable set of figures in making his estimate.

¥ 25 specialists and experts in LO"s central offices; 17 districe secretaries employed by LO;
an unknown number of specialists in the headquarters of member unions (e.g. 4 in the Municipal
Union). Moreover, the 326 paid functionaries were exclusive of service personnel, of whom 63
were employed in 1966,

4 For example, in the LO figures cited The Building Trades Union is reported as having 11
elected and 3 appointed full-time officials. It is also reported to employ 25 functionaries. How-
ever, these figures do not include approximately & Full-time district officials, an unknown
number of functionaries staffing the offices of various district committees and union locals,
and a national system of paid “measurers”, which together number approximately 200 per-
sons, See Engstad and Harm (1957).

5 The number of unions refers to 1966—1967, the time our study was initiated. Censolida-
tions of a number of the smaller unions in LO have been reducing the total number of unions
rapidly over the past few years. Accordingly, the size of the labor elite as it is positionally de-
fined here has been decreasing and now stands at about 75 persons. Of course, exact numerical
specifications of analytical categories such as “elite” are always to be treated skeptically. In
our specification, for example, we include presidents of some very small unions who certainly
have but limited power.

® The figure of 94 administrative officials is somewhat inflated due to the inclusion of 40
employees of the Sailors Union who man thar union’s offices in the ports of the world, These
persons are obviously too removed and specialized to play significant leadership roles in the
MNorwegian union movement per se.
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