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INTRODUCTION

Since the late 1970s or early 1980s and for the third time in the past 100 years,
the world has witnessed a major wave of economic “globalization"—of trade,
production, and financen an ever-widening debate, many scholars have argued
that globalization both constrains sovereign states from pursuing autonomous
national economic policies and thwarts resistance by domestic actors to the
adverse consequences of globalizafion.

One such allegedly constraining process is the globalization of trade. First, the
expansion of world trade is said to undermine popular support for and thus the
option of protectionism by raising the aggregate efficiency, price, and employ
ment costs of market closure and retaliatory trade wars, especially for countries
with relatively small and relatively open economies.

Second, the globalization of trade is said to have shifted the balance of domes
tic interest group forces against protectionism and toward support for free trade.
On one hand, the growth of trade has structurally strengthened the economic posi
tion and therefore also the political influence of trade-dependent, pro-free-trade
business interests, including exporters, importers, intermediate goods users, and
multinational corporations (MNC$)YOn the other hand, globalization, especially
if accompanied for whatever reasons by initial steps toward trade liberalization,
eventually either erodes the position of import-competing sectors of business and
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labor or forces them to abandon protectionism in favor of strategies of industrial
restructuring, the outsourcing of supply, and the offshoring of produttion.

These globalization-induced domestic political changes have in turn-facili
tated global institutions—the “internationalization” or “hollowing out” of the
national state—intended to liberalize, and thus further expand, the growth of
world trade. At the regional level, the past fifteen years have seen the initiation of
Europe’s Single Market program, the negotiation and approval of the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and the formation of the Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation forum (APEC). Atthe global level, the Uruguay Round of
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was concluded with an
agreement that created the new World Trade Organization (WTO).

Contesting Globalization

While “hyper-globalist” scholars see the logic of globalization and its-con
straints as inexorable, other “anti-globalist” analysts insist both that the extent of
globalization has been exaggerated and that considerable policy autonomy and
space for opposition remain available to national governments and domestic
political actors, especially in nations such as the United States with relatively
large and relatively closed economies.

Analysts of this persuasion believe that the aggregate welfare costs to the
United States of a limited dose of protectionism or the opportunity costs of a fail-
ure to further liberalize trade are likely to be rather small. Similarly, the structur-
ally conditioned balance of strength between trade-dependent and import-
sensitive interests is thought likely to evolve slowly enough such that strategically
resourceful economic nationalist forces—perhaps more predisposed toward col-
lective action than globalization’s “winners” and especially if aided by sympa
thetic allies—may be able to win protection or at least block or slow the further
progress of trade liberalization.

In fact, there has been substantial resistance in the United States—on the Left
from the labor and environmental movements and their Democratic supporters
and on the Right from conservative Republican nationalists—to both economic
globalization and the formation and strengthening of international institutions
intended to manage global economic processes. Such resistance has been most
significant in the sphere of trade policy, where the Clinton administration had to
overcome stiff congressional opposition to pass the NAFTA agreement and, to a
lesser extent, the GATT accord.

The 1997 and 1998 Fast-Track Fights

It is true that as pitched as the NAFTA and GATT battles may have been, the
supporters of globalization eventually prevailed. Yetin 1997 and 1998, globaliza
tion critics won two major battles on a trade policy issue of high priority for eco
nomic and political internationalists that should give pause to those who insist that
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the logic of globalization is an inevitable one. In November 1997, opponents
defeated Bill Clinton’s business-backed attempt to regain “fast-track” trade nego
tiating authority, which requires that trade liberalization agreements be awarded
quick up-or-down votes in Congress without amendments that can unhinge such
pacts and which Clinton needed to begin negotiating new free-trade agreements
with developing nations in Latin America and Asia. And ten months later, in Sep
tember 1998, fast-track opponents won a second, albeit less significant, victory
when they beat back yet another proposal, this one Republican sponsored. The
1997 outcome was unprecedented; it was the first time that a president had been
denied such negotiating authority since the advent of the fast-track procedure in
1974. In fact, this was the first time that a trade liberalization proposal had been
rejected in the entire post—World War Il era.

How can we explain why globalization skeptics, having failed to defeat
NAFTA, were able to win the 1997 and 1998 struggles over fast track, especially
at a time when the structurally determined balance of political forces appeared
still to be shifting against them? To answer this question, | will first analyze the
fight over NAFTA. I will then contrast this with the 1997 fast-track battle. Finally,

I will conclude the narrative with a much briefer discussion of the 1998 fast-track
fight.

Analytically, | will argue that a number of factors together explain the contrast
between NAFTA's approval and the defeat of the 1997 and 1998 fast-track propos-
als, including a shift in public and to a lesser extent expert opinion, weaker and
less effective business and presidential efforts on behalf of fast track, and growing
Republican doubts about free trade. Most important, though, was rising Demo-
cratic opposition to further trade liberalization, which in turn was due mainly to
the improved ability of the leading free-trade opponent and a core Democratic
constituency—organized labor—to marshal and mobilize its human and financial
resources. Capitalizing on its successes in the 1996 elections, labor effectively
used “inside” and “outside” lobbying tactics—that is, Washington lobbying, coa
lition building, issue advertising, grassroots mobilization, and so on—to pressure
reelection-minded congressmembers, especially Democrats, to oppose fast track.
Particularly important in the 1997 fight, however, was a shift in the structure of
campaign finance following the 1994 congressional elections, which rendered the
Democrats relatively more dependent on labor for campaign funds, a dependence
that labor was effectively able to exploit during the fast-track battle. In the 1998
fast-track fight, however, labor’s grassroots organizing around both the issue itself
and the fast-approaching midterm elections appears to have played a more impor
tantrole than did union money in sending the Republican proposal down to defeat.

In short, | will argue that globalization proponents who were surprised by the
defeat of the 1997 and 1998 fast-track proposals underestimated labor’s political
strength by focusing too heavily on the secular structural changes that have
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undoubtedly eroded labor’s social weight while neglecting the heightened effec
tiveness of labor’s structurally enabled agency and strategies.

I will end with a brief discussion of the likely contours of future trade conflicts
in the wake of the recent “battle in Seattle,” and the collapse in that city of the
WTO meeting intended to launch a new round of international trade negotiations.
Despite the Seattle events, | will suggest that there are reasons to think that labor
may well not be able to simply block any and all new trade liberalization proposals
and, beyond this, that labor should not try to stop all such proposals. Rather, new
“counterhegemonic” strategies of accommodation and compromise with the
forces of globalization and liberalization are in order.

THE NAFTA BATTLE®

Inearly 1991, responding to a proposal from Mexican president Carlos Salinas
de Gortari and pursuing a nhumber of economic and political goals of his own,
President George Bush notified Congress of his intent to negotiate a regional
free-trade agreementwith Mexico and Canada. To facilitate these negotiations, on
March 1, Bush sent arequest for a two-year extension of his fast-track authority to
Congress.

The battle lines that emerged that spring over Bush’s fast-track request had
actually been forming for some month®n the pro-NAFTA side first were com-
petitive agricultural exporters and high-technology and other manufacturing
exporters seeking to realize economies of stalee strongest business propo-
nents of fast track and an eventual deal, however, were U.S.-based multinational
corporations that, more than trade liberalization, sought the liberalization of
Mexico’s investment rules. These firms anticipated that NAFTA would enable
them to more easily tap Mexico’s vast pool of cheap labor to improve their interna
tional competitiveness vis-a-vis their European and especially their Japanese
rivals’ At the same time, corporations could use the increased threat of flight to
Mexico to force workers in their American plants to make wage and work rule
concessions, still further reducing their costs and boosting their competitiveness
and profits?’

On the anti-NAFTA side, various labor-intensive, import-competing agricul
tural and industrial interests strongly opposed an agreement, fearing a wave of
cheap imports.

The most concerted opposition to a regional trade pact, however, was mounted
by the American labor movement. For labor, as for U.S. multinational business
interests, NAFTA was more an investment than a trade issue. Industrial unions
were worried that by liberalizing not just trade but also investment rules, such an
agreement would intensify both the actual and threatened flight of manufacturing
capital to Mexico in search of cheap labor, thus eliminating U.S. jobs and-under
cutting American workers’ bargaining power and wafjes.
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Initially joining labor in its opposition to an agreement were environmentalists
who worried that pollution-intensive firms would also relocate manufacturing
operations to northern Mexico to take advantage of that country’s weakly
enforced environmental laws, thus both exacerbating pollution problems along
the border and eroding U.S. environmental standards.

To defuse opposition to the proposed pact, on May 1, Bush produced an “action
plan” committing himself to an agreement that cushioned workers and upheld
environmental standards. While the plan was not sufficient to change labor's posi
tion on fast track, it did help him win the support of key environmental groups as
well as the endorsement of the congressional Democratic leadership. With this
new support in hand, White House and business lobbyists were able to outgun
their labor adversaries. In mid-May, both the House and Senate defeated resolu
tions to disallow fast-track authority.

The Main Event

NAFTA was completed in August 1992, in time for George Bush to try to use
the treaty during the general election phase of the presidential campaign to woo
Hispanic voters and business interests in Texas and California. His opponent, Bill
Clinton, was a free-trading “New Democrat” who sought to reconstitute his par-
ty’s coalition to include the expanding suburbanized middle class and internation-
ally oriented business interests but who also hoped to avoid alienating organized
labor, a core Democratic constituency. Thus, Clinton straddled the NAFTA issue
until early October, when in an effort to bridge the divide within his party, he
finally endorsed the pact under the condition that side agreements be negotiated to
deal with labor standards—including laws on worker health and safety, child
labor, the rights of unions to organize, and so on—the environment, and the threat
of sudden import surges. While labor was critical of Clinton’'s NAFTA endorse
ment, it did have hopes that the side agreements would guarantee the effective
enforcement of Mexican labor and environmental laws, thus reducing the- incen
tives for U.S. manufacturers to relocate plants to that country.

Atfirst it appeared that labor’s hopes might be realized. After some early waf
fling that produced an outcry from congressional Democrats, in May 1993, the
new Clinton administration presented proposals to Mexican and Canadian nego
tiators calling for the formation of independent commissions that would have had
the power to ensure that the countries enforced their own labor and environmental
laws. These proposals, however, met with strong opposition from business, con
gressional Republicans, and the Mexican and Canadian governments. With labor
on the sidelines refusing to involve itself in the negotiating process, the Clinton
administration backed away from its proposals and in August agreed instead to a
much weaker set of enforcement procedures, especially with respect to labor
standards.
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Appalled by the labor side agreements, the AFL-CIO formally came out in
opposition to the treaty, and labor escalated its battle against the pact at both the
grassroots and in Washington. State and local union affiliates mounted a grass
roots mobilization against the agreement that was unprecedented in recent mem
ory. At the same time, the AFL-CIO funded a TV, radio, and print media blitz
against the pact. Finally, individual unions threatened to withhold campaign con
tributions from congressmembers who voted for the treaty. Joining labor in what
was widely termed an “unholy alliance” of “strange bedfellows” against the pact
were some environmentalists, human rights activists, the grassroots Citizens
Trade Campaign, Ross Perot, Jerry Brown, Pat Buchanan, Jesse Jackson, and
Ralph Nader.

With a big jump on its pro-NAFTA opponents and with public opinion still
substantially opposed to the treaty in the fall, this labor-led coalition was able to
enlist the support of an impressive number of members of Congress, including
key Democratic leaders such as House Majority Leader Richard Gephardt
(D-MO) and House Whip David Bonior (D-MI). For a time it appeared that labor
might actually win this crucial battle over the U.S. orientation toward the emerg-
ing global economy.

This, of course, was before the pro-NAFTA forces had fully swung into action.
The moribund USA*NAFTA, a business coalition supporting the agreement, was
revived and began to lobby intensively. The elite media regularly editorialized in
support of the treaty, often citing the views of leading members of the economics
profession. Republican congressional leaders, once assured that Bill Clinton was
committed to the fight, worked hard to win GOP support for the pact. The moder-
ates and free traders of the Democratic Leadership Council, convinced that the
Democrats’ future lay in the growing high-tech, middle-class suburbs rather than
inthe declining industrial cities, saw NAFTA as a defining issue for their party and
threw themselves into the struggle for the treaty’s approval.

Most important, after some initial hesitation, Bill Clinton engaged himself
fully in the fight. Clinton both attempted to win over public opinion on the issue
and furiously lobbied members of Congress, especially Democrats, with-prom
ises of trade relief and other favors and with persuasive pleas to resistisolationism
and the crippling of his wider efforts on behalf of trade liberalization.

The eleventh-hour efforts of Clinton and other NAFTA supporters paid off, and
in mid-November 1993, the treaty was approved by the House and Senate by votes
of 234-200 and 61-38, respectively. Three-quarters of House Republicans sup
ported the deal, as did 40 percent of House Democrats. More than three-quarters
of Senate Republicans backed the treaty, along with half of Senate Democrats.

Labor’s Role

Though defeated, organized labor had a significant influence on the NAFTA
vote. In House and Senate voting on the treaty, various studies have shown that the
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higher the percentage of blue-collar workers and union members in a representa
tive or senator’s district or state, the more likely he or she was to vote against
NAFTA. In addition, the bigger was labor’s share of a legislator’s total campaign
contributions, again the more likely he or she was to oppose the tfeaty.

Unfortunately for organized labor, structural shifts in the economy and other
factors had been eroding the movement’s social and political strength for years,
leaving it with too little influence to defeat NAFTA First, the decline of the
northern, urban industrial workforce, along with other factors, led to a drop in
union membership. Combined with the growth of the new high-technology and
white-collar workforce in the suburbs and the Sunbelt, this produced a relative
declineinlabor’s electoral influence. Second, as we shall see in more detail below,
labor’s decline limited the funds it could contribute to congressional campaigns,
while the amount donated by corporate political action committees exploded,
especially during the 1980s. This benefited the pro-business, pro-free-trade
Republicans while forcing Democratic congressmembers to themselves become
relatively more reliant on business for campaign funding.

Since the early 1970s, these trends together had limited labor’s influence on
many issues, including trade poliywith the post—-World War 11 decline of the
American economy relative to its reconstructed West European and Japanese
rivals and the later onset of the crisis of Fordism, in the late 1960s, organized
labor, largely representing unskilled and low-end semiskilled workers in labor-
intensive, import-competing industries, began to abandon its earlier support for
free trade?’ Backed by northern industrial state Democrats, much of labor now
opposed further trade liberalization initiatives while calling instead for legislation
to slow the rising tide of imports.

Labor’s efforts in the 1970s went unrewarded. Early in the decade, Congress
refused to consider the union-backed Burke-Hartke bill, which would have
imposed across-the-board import curbs. Labor also failed to prevent passage of
the liberalizingTrade Reform Act of 197vhich introduced the fast-track proce
dure) and th@rade Agreements Act of 1918 all these fights, labor was defeated
by the concerted efforts of free-trading Presidents Nixon and Carter, import-
exportand multinational business interests, and congressional Republicans, often
from export-dependent farm and Sunbelt states, which had become ideologically
aligned with and politically reliant on these internationally oriented interests.

Labor did not fare much better in the 1980s when the competitive weaknesses
of American industry were compounded by the grossly overvalued dollar, leading
to new demands for both import curbs and action to pry open closed foreign and
especially Japanese markets. In 1982 and 1983, labor could not even get the
Republican-controlled Senate to take up the twice House-passed “domestic con
tent” bill intended to help the beleaguered auto indu$trgbor suffered another
defeatin 1984 when it failed to seize an opportunity to amend or block a provision
in the Senate version of what becameThede and Tariff Act of 198that contin
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ued the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) for developing countries, an
arrangement that labor had long opposed.

Labor was more successful in its efforts to shape the Rugaibus Trade and
Competitiveness Act of 1988The final version of the bill contained a number of
provisions supported by labor, including the “Super 301" law, which required the
United States Trade Representative (USTR) to identify countries that consistently
erected barriers to U.S. exports and to initiate steps to remove those béfiers.
balance, however, labor was quite disappointed with the trade bill. Under busi
ness, Republican, and presidential pressure, various labor-backed provisions
were dropped or watered down. In particular, the provision in early House drafts
of the bill most strongly supported by labor—the so-called “Gephardt amend
ment,**which would have required the use of quotas and tariffs to penalize coun
tries such as Japan that ran large chronic surpluses with the United States—was
replaced in the final draft by the Senate’s weaker “Super 301" plank.

In 1993, the trends that had limited labor’s influence in earlier trade fights
again limited the movement’s impact during the NAFTA debate, including on the
Democrats. Labor’s diminished political clout, the business mobilization in sup-
port of the pact, and Clinton’s success in neutralizing public opinion on the issue
and in winning Democratic support for the treaty, particularly from moderate and
conservative southerners, with his deals and persu&siogether allowed the
pro-NAFTA forces to carry the day.

Fouryears later, however, the 1997 fast-track battle would break the mold of all
previous trade struggles.

THE FAST-TRACK FIGHTS: LABOR WINS TWO BIG ONE$'

In the fall of 1997, another trade policy battle royal was fought as the Clinton
administration sought to revive the process of American trade liberalization,
which had ground to a halt since the congressional approval of the Uruguay
Round GATT treaty in late 1994 Hoping to strengthen his legacy as a champion
of liberal trade during his second term, Clinton requested new fast-track authority
with the immediate aim of expanding NAFTA to include Chile. But his broader
ambition was to negotiate still other free-trade agreements with developing
nations in Latin America and Asia.

In 1994, the Clinton administration, looking toward an agreement with Chile,
had actually already sought such new fast-track authority in its draft of the Uru
guay Round implementing legislation. But anxious to heal the rift with labor
resulting from the NAFTA fight before the 1996 presidential campaign, USTR
Mickey Kantor proposed that labor and environmental standards be explicitly
included as negotiating goals. Both the business community and its Republican
congressional allies were militantly opposed to the inclusion of such standards.
Rather than jeopardize the approval of the GATT agreement, the Clinton admin-
istration decided to remove the fast-track provision from the implementing legisla-
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tion. The introduction of a new fast-track proposal was postponed until after the
election.

Clinton Tries Again, but Labor Carries the Day

Having secured his reelection, in early 1997 Clinton set out again to win new
fast-track authority: This time, the administration was willing to consider a
“clean”bill (i.e., one that ruled out the inclusion of labor and environmental issues
in the core of any new trade agreements) to gain business and GOP support.

The new White House strategy was based on the calculation that the labor
movement would not make trade a top priority in 1997. New AFL-CIO president
John Sweeney, formerly president of the Service Employees International Union
(SEIU), and his close advisers all came out of the service and public sectors, and
thus they tended to care less about trade than did the industrial unions.

In the end, however, the administration’s calculations with respect to labor’s
intentions proved to be mistaken. Under pressure from the industrial unions,
Sweeney eventually overcame his reservations about opposing the renewal of
Clinton’s fast-track authority, and at its annual February meeting, the AFL-CIO
denounced any NAFTA expansion agreement that did not include provisions to
raise foreign wages and labor standdfds.

Presidential election politics now once again intruded into the debate. Align-
ing himself with labor, potential presidential hopeful and “Old” Democrat Rich-
ard Gephardt circulated a twelve-page letter attaching a wide range of labor, envi-
ronmental, and political conditions to any new free-trade agreements. Vice
President and “New” Democrat Al Gore had been a strong supporter of Bill Clin-
ton’s trade liberalization program. But hoping to avoid a politically damaging
fight with organized labor that might boost Gephardt’'s candidacy, Gore urged at
least a delay in the submission of the fast-track proposal to Congress to allow him
more time to strengthen his ties to labor.

White House officials had no wish to jeopardize Gore’s presidential chances.
Nor did they wish to further offend congressional liberals as they pursued Clin
ton’s top priority—a balanced budget. Thus, in mid-May, the White House
decided to postpone delivery of its fast-track proposal until the fall.

Clinton finally unveiled his fast-track plan on September 16. In the proposal,
the White House attempted to find a middle ground between Democrats and
Republicans. Labor and environmental standards were included among the
“negotiating objectives” set out in the bill. But such issues were to be included in
trade pacts only if they were “directly related to trade.” Also, the enforcement of
such standards was assigned to multilateral trade institutions such as the World
Trade Organization, which had in the past been hostile to linking labor standards
and trade. Commercial issues, however, such as intellectual property, trade in
services, and agriculture, were to be addressed in core trade agreements, where
sanctions could be used to enforce them.
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Clinton’s plan initially satisfied no one. Labor and its Democratic allies
attacked the proposal for not placing enough emphasis on the inclusion of strong
labor and environmental standards in future trade accords, while business and
Republican critics were angry that the plan called for any attention at all to labor
and environmental issues.

By the time of the October 1 markup of the bill by the pro-free-trade Senate
Finance Committee, the White House, convinced that the fate of its fast-track pro
posal lay in Republican rather than Democratic hands, had agreed to weaken the
measure’s labor and environmental provisions enough to mollify most GOP con
cerns. Thus, the bill was passed by the committee with only one opposing vote. A
week later, after another round of negotiations with the administration, the House
Ways and Means Committee approved a similar version of the bill. But heralding
the partisan battle to come, only four of the panel’s sixteen Democratic members
voted in favor of the measure.

During the next two months, another NAFTA-like battle was waged between
the supporters and opponents of further trade liberalization. As in that earlier con-
test, by the end of the struggle, the pro-fast-track coalition—again including inter-
nationally oriented business interests, the elite media, the economics profession,
the Republican congressional leadership, the Democratic Leadership Council,
and, of course, Bill Clinton—was fighting hard for passage of the bill. On the
other side of the trenches, organized labor, environmental and citizens groups, and
liberal congressional Democrats were just as strenuously opposing the measure
for its neglect of labor and environmental issues. These liberal forces were again
joined on the barricades by conservative Republican nationalists concerned about
the alleged threat to U.S. “sovereignty.”

While the traditionally pro-free-trade Senate would have passed its version of
the fast-track bilf; this time in the House, labor and its allies emerged victorious.
After votes on the fast-track bill were delayed twice, Clinton was forced to-with
draw his proposal when it became clear that he lacked the votes in the House to
pass it. A number of tallies suggested that the measure would have gottenthe sup
port of about 70 to 75 percent of House Republicans but only 21 percent of House
Democratg?

Explaining Labor’s Victory

Following so soon after NAFTA's approval, how can the defeat of Clinton’s
fast-track proposal be explained? The secularly deteriorating structural position
of organized labor had certainly notimproved since 1993. Unions today represent
only 14 percent of all U.S. workers, down from 35 percent in the 1950s. And
despite the AFL-CIO’s heightened commitment to organizing following the elec
tion of its new president, John Sweeney, in late 1995, union membership is still
down in both relative and absolute terms since early f9B6addition, in late
1997, economic growth was strong, unemployment was low, Bill Clinton’s popu
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larity was high, and the generally pro-free-trade Republican party was in control
of both houses of Congress. What other factors had changed to permit labor’s
fast-track victory?

First, whereas by the end of the NAFTA fight, public opinion on the treaty had
been evenly split, by late 1997 the American public was solidly opposed to fenew
ing Clinton’s fast-track authority. This was due in large part to the widespread
belief, shared by many in Congress, that NAFTA had been a failure. Much of the
public believed that (1) with the trade deficit with Mexico rising, NAFTA had cost
U.S. jobs; (2) jobs gained from increased exports were no better than those lost to
imports or foreign investment; (3) competition from Mexico was undermining
American workers’bargaining power and wages; and (4) NAFTA had eroded U.S.
environmental quality. Such perceptions fueled a more general concern—or
“globalphobia,” as it was termed—that globalization and trade liberalization were
adversely affecting American jobs, living standards, and quality offife.

Still, the role of public opinion in stopping fast track should not be exagger
ated. Government officials have often pursued free-trade policies even when
those policies were unpopufdihis is especially likely to occur when the pub-
lic's preferences are not intense, as appears to have been the case on fast track,
which voters found less salient than NAFTA. Had public opinion as a whole
played a predominantrole in the demise of fast track, more than 25 to 30 percent of
House Republicans should have opposed it.

Second, expertopinion had also shifted to some degree since the NAFTA fight.
A number of studies questioned the degree to which NAFTA had benefited the
country or different groups within the populatinwhile still other analyses
argued more broadly that globalization had negatively affected the wages of cer-
tain sectors of the labor force as well as the distribution of incmeain,
though, most trade and other experts strongly supported the fast-track bill.

Third, business support for fast track was both slower in mobilizing and less
enthusiastic than had been the case for NAFTA, whose benefits to business were
clearer than were those expected to result from the more procedural fast-track
bill. In June, Americans Lead on Trade, a coalition of about 550 umbrella busi
ness organizations, trade associations, and companies, was formed to build sup
port for the renewal of fast-track authorifyut fearing that Clinton’s fast-track
proposal might include unacceptable labor and environmental provisions, the
coalition refused to endorse the measure until it saw the final Senate and House
language, and thus it really did not start working the bill until late October.
Nonetheless, the business push for fast track during the last weeks of the fight
was substantial.

Fourth, conservative economic nationalist influences, both electoral and ideo
logical, contributed to the decision of a substantial bloc of Republicans to oppose
fast track. Once the party of protectionism, after World War 1l the Republicans
had gradually entered into a bipartisan consensus on liberal trade. But following
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the end of the cold war, working- and lower-middle-class “Reagan Democrats”
began to look toward populist and economic nationalist, though not liberal, solu
tions to the emerging problems of job loss and wage stagnation. Their mounting
anger fueled the presidential campaigns of both Pat Buchanan and Ross Perot in
1992 and 1996. They also propelled a wave of radical populist Republicans into
the House in the 1994 elections, helping the GOP to capture control of Congress.
These firebrands in many cases replaced marginal Democrats, especially in the
South, whose support for NAFTA and free trade more generally had alienated
blue-collar voters. Thus, more than half of the ninety-one Republicans first
elected to the House in 1994 and 1996 opposed the fast-track bill.

In the end, though, the overall impact of conservative economic nationalist
influences on the preferences of House Republicans, and thus also the role of
these influences in the defeat of fast track, was relatively limited. Fully 70 to 75
percent ofthe House GOP members supported the fast-track bill, close to the same
proportionthat had backed NAFTA in 1993. For all their sound and fury, thepopu
list and nationalist bloc of House Republicans did not actively mobilize against
the measure, while the House Republican leadership energetically threw itself
into the fight for fast track.

Anti-Fast-Track Influences on the Democrats

A number of factors contributed to the defeat of fast track primarily through
theirinfluence on the Democrats, whose overwhelming opposition to the measure
ultimately doomed it. Whereas 60 percent of House Democrats had voted against
NAFTA in 1993, 79 percent of party members opposed fast track in 1997.

To an important extent, the more unified Democratic opposition to fast track in
1997 was an artifact of the more homogeneously liberal composition of the House
Democratic caucu$ A substantial number of moderate and conservative, mostly
southern and suburban pro-NAFTA Democrats retired or were defeated in the
Democratic rout of 1994 and in the subsequent 1996 elettRurviving Deme
cratic incumbents, on the other hand, were more likely to come from liberal urban
or labor-dominated districts where opposition to free trade was strofigest.
addition, in 1996, the Democrats won a number of new seats, mostly in liberal
northern districts. Only 23 percent of these new Democratic members planned to
vote for fast track. Thus, due to electoral shifts, the House Democratic caucus in
1997 was smaller but more consistently liberal than it had been in 1993.

This explanation of heightened Democratic cohesion on fast track is incom
plete, however. It cannot explain why, among the ranks of Democratic fast-track
opponents, were both seventeen former NAFTA supporters and some newly
elected nonsouthern moderatesicluded in these two groups were half of the
forty-one members of the moderate New Democratic Caucus who sympathized
with the views of the Democratic Leadership Council. What explains the opposi
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tion to fast track among these Democrats who might have been expected to sup
port Clinton’s proposal?

First, Clinton’s efforts on behalf of fast track were less concerted and effective
than they had been during the NAFTA battle, when he had been able to win over a
substantial number of undecided and wavering Democratic modétates.
wanting to call attention to the intra-Democratic split over the issue or to unduly
offend labor, whose support Al Gore would need in the 2000 presidential cam
paign, Clinton never took his case to an anxious public that remained highly skep
tical of the value of liberalized trade. Instead, Clinton relied exclusively on an
“inside-the-beltway” strategy, promising congressmembers a flurry of last-
minute concessions in return for their votes. But his deal making did not work this
time since his credibility had been diminished by his failure to deliver on most of
the promises he had made during the NAFTA fight.

Clinton had also antagonized House Democrats in other ways, perhaps most
importantly with the balanced budget deal that he had struck with the Republicans
the previous summer. Many Democrats believed that the concessions on taxes and
spending that Clinton had made to reach such an agreement had undermined his
ability to create the “social compact” that he had repeatedly promised for those
displaced by economic change.

Nonetheless, toward the end of the controversy, Clinton worked hard to win the
fast-track battle.

Labor’s Decisive Role: Laying the Groundwork in the 1996 Elections

I would argue that the most important factor underlying the Democrats’ solid
opposition to fast track was the structurally enabled “agency” of organized labor.
Reflecting on the political significance of labor’s victory, Thomas Edsall went so
far as to suggest that the “unions’ formidable efforts to block the ‘fast track’ trade
bill shows that organized labor has more influence than at any time since 1968,
when it nearly elected a presidefit.”

As we shall see inamoment, during the fast-track fight, labor employed a wide
range of strategi€éBut to an important extent, the key to labor’s victory was its
extensive prior involvement in the 1996 congressional elections. This effort left
labor with both an impressive grassroots organizing infrastructure and substantial
leverage on congressional Democrats during the fast-track battle the following
year.

Shortly after the Republican takeover of Congress in 1994, labor launched a
concerted campaign—"“Labor '96"—to help the Democrats recapture control of
at least the House of RepresentatiV@adividual unions provided tens of theu
sands of volunteers who educated, registered, and turned out voters to the polls in
support of labor-backed candidates. Beyond this, after replacing the quiescent
leadership team headed by Lane Kirkland, the AFL-CIO under new president
John Sweeney waged an independent, $35 million campaign on behalf of Demo
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cratic candidates that included a grassroots field effort in 120 congressional dis
tricts directed by 135 full-time political coordinators and a multimedia issue-advo
cacy campaign. In addition, union political action committees (PACs) increased
their campaign spending on behalf of their endorsed candidates to better able
those candidates to reach and persuade uninformed or inattentive voters.

Labor’s intensified efforts in 1996 were effective. In the 1992 presidential and
congressional elections, exit polls showed that 19 percent of the electorate was
from union households. Two years later, angered by their loss to Clinton on
NAFTA, union activists largely sat out the midterm elections. The result was a
decline in the union share of the turnout to only 14 percent. But in 1996, turnout
among union households jumped to 23 percent of the electorate. In addition, while
40 percent of union members had voted for Republican congressional candidates
in 1994, this figure dropped to 35 percent in 1996.

Labor’s campaign contributions also played animportantrole in the 1996 elec
tions. Business as usual substantially outspent labor in PAC and individualcontri
butions, this time by a margin of 7 to*1But with business PACs shifting their
contributions toward the Republicans following the GOP takeover of Congress in
1994, the Democrats were left more dependent on labor money to finance their
1996 campaigns. In House races, for example, labor PAC contributions, which
totaled roughly 36 percent of all PAC donations to Democratic candidates in
1994, rose to about 48 percent in 199%hus, union money helped keep Demo-
cratic candidates at least competitive with their Republican rivals in 1996.

Labor’s education, registration, and turnout efforts, together with its PAC con-
tributions, paid real dividends in the 1996 elections. Democratic House candi-
dates defeated 45 of the 105 Republicans targeted by the AFL-CIO.

The Labor Mobilization against Fast Track and Its Effects

During the fast-track fight a year later, labor sought both to build and capitalize
on its efforts in the 1996 electiori&First, labor employed a number of “outside”
lobbying tactics’ Relying on “Labor '96” coordinators who remained in place in
many congressional districts, the AFL-CIO mounted an exceptionally effective
grassroots and advertising offensive against fast track in targeted districts, while
several federation affiliates—especially the Teamsters, the Steelworkers, and the
Union of Needle, Industrial, and Textile Employees (UNITE)—undertook their
own independent anti-fast-track activities. And it was not just the industrial
unions that waged the battle. The previous summer, the industrial unions had
backed up their public-sector colleagues in the fight over the balanced budget.
Now those same public-sector unions repaid their debt by throwing themselves
into the fast-track fight.

Union members opposed to fast track sent hundreds of thousands of letters and
postcards to their representatives, placed more than 10,000 phone calls to Con
gress, made hundreds of visits to congressional district offices, distributed thou
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sands of anti-fast-track videos and booklets, and held dozens of teach-ins-and ral
lies on trade. Meanwhile, the AFL-CIO spent about $2 million on TV and radio
ads in twenty key congressional districts.

Labor also actively engaged in “inside” lobbying within the Washington-Belt
way. Labor lobbyists regularly met with and pressed House members—mostly
Democrats, but also some Republicans—to oppose fast track. Labor also enlisted
the active support of key House leaders, especially Minority Leader Richard
Gephardt and Minority Whip David Bonior, who worked hard to convince unde
cided Democrats to come out against Clinton’s proposal. Finally, union staff
members also participated actively in the weekly strategy meetings of the Citi
zens' Trade Campaign, a broad anti-fast-track coalition of labor, environmental,
consumer safety, and civil rights organizations.

In waging its anti-fast-track campaign, labor learned from its unsuccessful
fight against NAFTA four years earlier. Attempting to combat the charge that it
was acting as a narrow “special interest” in defense only of its own members,
labor rejected the protectionist label and instead acknowledged the inevitability
and even the desirability of global economic integration. But as AFL-CIO presi-
dent John Sweeney explained, “The questiontis navhether we are internation-
alists, but what values our internationalism servés.”

Thus, labor and its liberal Democratic allies framed their opposition to Clin-
ton’s “clean” fast-track proposal as part of a wider, more positive argument that
globalization had to be managed in the general interest of the country and indeed
the world as a whole rather than just the big exporters and multinational corpora-
tions. This meant “rules for—not resistance to—globalization,” as Richard
Gephardt put it More specifically, labor and its supporters called for labor and
environmental standards in developing nations to be raised to simultaneously
improve living conditions in those poverty-ridden countries, create an expanding
middle class that could buy American products, and prevent a corporate “race to
the bottom” that would erode U.S. jobs, wages, and environmental gtiality.

In pursuit of these goals, during the fast-track fight, labor sought to build what,
following Karl Polanyi, might be termed a broaebtective countermovemetot
limit globalization’s various adverse and disruptive effétMore concretely, to
turn public opinion against fast track, labor cooperated more actively and fully
with environmental, human rights, consumer safety, and other groups than had
been the case during the anti-NAFTA campaign, stressing a wide range of both
labor and nonlabor concerns. “We didn't just want to talk to union members,” said
Steven Trossman, an anti-fast-track strategist with the Teamsters. “We wanted to
talk to a broader audience to say this is bad for families, even if your job is not on
the line.”

Labor’s various outside and inside lobbying activities were productive.
Labor’s grassroots mobilization and issue advocacy advertising efforts contrib
uted to the movement of public opinion against Clinton’s proposal and conveyed
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information on the public’s preferences on the issue to congressmembers. At the
same time, labor’s inside lobbying efforts reinforced the message from the grass
roots, while also perhaps playing some role in altering legislators’ personal pref
erences on the issue.

Butlabor’s campaign did more than convey information on different aspects of
the fast-track issue to House members. Labor leaders also exerted more forceful
pressure by bluntly warning that lawmakers who supported fast track could not
expect either union manpower or money for their 1998 campaigns, even if that
meant that some Democrats might I65e.

This labor pressure had its desired effect. As noted earlier, informal tallies indi
cated that 79 percent of House Democrats would have opposed Clinton’s fast-
track bill had it come to a vote. Many Demaocrats, including moderate members of
the New Democratic Caucus, feared that their support for fast track would lead
union activists to sit out the 1998 campaign, as many had done in 1994. Thanks
largely to labor’s mobilization in 1996, the Democrats had benefited from-a sig
nificant increase in the union vote that year, and many party members were reluc-
tantto risk another depressed labor turnoutin 1998 by backing the fast-tratk bill.

The Crucial Role of Labor Money

I would argue, however, that even more important in convincing Democrats to
oppose fast track than the possible loss of union manpower in the 1998 elections
was the threatened loss of union money. While studies of the effects of campaign
spending by individual PACs on congressional voting have been inconclusive, it
has been demonstrated that broad aggregations of corporate or labor PAC contri-
butions can produce voting effects on issues of general concern to business or
labor® In particular, business and labor PAC spending does seem to have-signifi
cant effects on congressional voting on trade isSUesthe specific case of the
fast-track fight, the force of labor’s threats to reduce or withdraw contributions to
Democratic incumbents who voted for Clinton’s proposal stemmed from a recent
and substantial shift in the sources of Democratic campaign finance.

Beginning in the mid-1970s, business PACs dramatically proliferated, and
their total spending on congressional campaigns expldd&idthe same time,
hoping to scale back the New Deal social welfare and regulatory state, these PACs
abandoned their traditional, access-oriented strategy of donating to candidates of
both parties and instead shifted the bulk of their contributions to Republican can
didates in the 1978, 1980, and 1982 congressional elections.

Since the number of union PACs grew only slowly during this period and
because these PACs also regularly ran up against campaign contribution limits,
congressional Democrats were left desperately short of funds to conduct their
increasingly media and consultant-intensive campaigns. To regain lost corporate
support, the Democrats were forced to adopt more business-friendly and less
labor-responsive policy positions, including on trade issues such as NAFTA.
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This policy shift, along with the Democrats’ retention of control of the House of
Representatives in the 1982 elections and their recapture of the Senate in 1986,
produced a partial shift of business campaign contributions back to the-Demo
crats’’ Thanks to this new influx of business money, from 1982 to 1992, the busi
ness share of House Democrats’ total PAC rec8iptsiped from 41 to 54 per

cent, while labor’s share fell from 43 to 33 percent.

The 1994 elections, however, produced yet another shift in the structure of
campaign finance, also with corresponding policy consequéhdsdter the
Republican takeover of Congress, business PACs, pressured by the new GOP con
gressional leadership, again reduced their contributions to the Democrats while
substantially increasing their donations to the now majority Republicans.-Mean
while, labor PACs increased their contributions to Democratic candiffatbas,
as noted earlier, union PAC contributions, which totaled roughly 36 percent of all
PAC donations to Democratic House candidates in 1994, rose to about 48 percent
in 1996. Stillmore important, Democratic challengers who won Republican-held
seats in 1996 received more than 60 percent of their PAC contributions from
labor®

This renewed Democratic dependence on organized labor for campaign funds
was further compounded by the fundraising scandals stemming from the 1996
election. Abandoned by many of its major donors, the Democratic National Com-
mittee was $15 million in debt, leaving it unable to aid party candidates with soft
money’’

The Democrats’ desperate need for union money heightened the credibility of
labor’s threat to withhold funds from fast-track supporters in the 1998 midterm
elections and thus decisively contributed to the defeat of Clinton’s profiosal.
“Labor has obviously increased its influence in the Democratic Party since we've
become the minority and the business community is either less engaged or less
influential with us than ever before,” said one senior House Dem&datiouse
Democratic leadership aide observed, “Your average House Democrat is think
ing, ‘The DNC is broke, Clinton is helping Gore, Big Business is with the Repub
licans, all we've got is labor.” “This is a $200,000 vote for me,” another Demo
crat reportedly told a Clinton aide, explaining why he might not vote for fast track
even though he had voted for NAFTA.

Itisimportant to be clear that during the fast-track fight, labor’s financial clout
gave the movement influence with Democrats of various ideological stripes, not
just pro-union liberals. With business turning away from the Democrats, even the
moderates of the New Democratic Caucus were badly in need of money for their
1998 campaigns. Looking to labor for help, half of them opposed the fast-track
bill, to the dismay of the leaders of the Democratic Leadership Cotirt@ihe
business community really has to think very hard about ignoring House Bbemo
crats,” complained DLC President Al Froth.
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Thus, despite its continued long-term decline, by converting and strategically
deploying its structurally generated human and especially its financial resources
in atemporarily favorable political conjuncture, organized labor was able to win a
major battle against the forces of globalization and free trade. At least in this
instance, labor’s structurally enabled agency triumphed over the structural con
straints that so often limit the movement’s advance.

1998: The Lines Are Drawn Again

Chastened by his defeat at labor’s hands, Bill Clinton had no plans to introduce
another fast-track proposal until after the 1998 and perhaps even the 2000 elec
tions, in both of which Democratic candidates, including likely presidentiat aspi
rant Al Gore, would need labor votes, money, and volunteers. In fact, looking
ahead to the 2000 campaign in which Clinton hoped to pass his mantle on to his
vice president, both Clinton and Gore spent much of 1998 working to repair their
ties to the liberal-labor wing of the Democratic Pdtty.

Thus, itwas Republican Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich who in late June
surprised observers by announcing a late September vote on a new fast-track pro-
posal containing no strong labor and environmental provisfo@ngrich’s
motives appear to have been partisan. First, the Speaker hoped to exploit differ-
ences on trade among labor, House Democrats, and the White House just before
the fall midterm congressional elections. Second, Gingrich wanted to show busi-
ness that the GOP cared as much about the corporate agenda as it did about the
concerns of social conservatives whose strength within the party had recently
appeared to be growing. Finally, Gingrich hoped to mend political fences with
farmers to make up for phasing out the farm subsidies that once cushioned price
drops.

Most House Republicans backed their leader’s bill, determined to hold bemo
crats accountable in the upcoming elections for blocking fast track’s passage. In
particular, the Republicans hoped to spotlight the Democrats’ alleged subservi
ence to labor in regions with concentrations of export-dependent agricultural
interests?

The great majority of House Democrats opposed the GOP measure, due once
again mainly to pressure from organized la@n one hand, labor vociferously
attacked and mobilized against the bill. Atthe same time, concerned to prevent the
election of a filibuster-proof Republican Senate, labor mounted another major
effort in support of Democratic candidates in the upcoming congressional races.
This time, though, labor found itself massively outspent by business. Labor also
faced the threat of a low turnout of its members, who along with other Americans
had become increasingly alienated from politics by a succession of scandals.
Thus, labor now decided that its route to greater congressional influence lay not
primarily in its campaign contributions, which for the most part had already been
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collected anyway, or even in a media “air war,” but rather in a full-scale, get-out-
the-vote “ground war’®

Labor’s strategy paid off almost immediately on fast track. Desperate to retain
the support of grassroots union activists to avoid another depressed turnout of
their core labor base in the elections now only six weeks away, both traditional
union supporters and other more moderate Democrats opposed Gingrich’s fast-
track measure.

On September 25, the House decisively defeated the Republican fast-track bill
by a vote of 180-243, a substantially greater margin than the one by which Clin
ton’s fast-track proposal had been rejected the year before. Only 29 Demaocrats, or
about 15 percent, voted for the measure this time, while 171 opposed it. On the
Republican side, 151 members, or about 70 percent, voted for it, and 71 voted
against it. Labor had won yet another major trade policy victory.

LOOKING AHEAD: THE
“BATTLE IN SEATTLE” AND BEYOND

In early December 1999, Bill Clinton made one more attempt to further estab-
lish his legacy as a champion of free trade when he journeyed to Seattle to try to
convince delegates to the WTO meeting to launch a new “Millennium Round” of
international trade negotiations. The talks collapsed, however, amidst dramatic,
well-organized street protests by anti-WTO activists, who built upon their experi-
ences in the NAFTA and fast-track fights.

In fact, inside the meeting hall, the discussions fell apart in good measure
because Clinton was attending to another element of his legacy: the vindication of
his presidency through the election of his vice president, Al Gore, as his successor
in the 2000 election.

Once again the key to understanding this development was organized labor,
whose support Gore would need in both the primaries and the general election.
Labor had been angered in mid-November when, shortly after the AFL-CIO had
endorsed Gore, the administration, to facilitate China’s entry into the WTO; nego
tiated a trade pact with Beijing that the unions worried would lead to a surge of
cheap textile and other imports. Now labor came in force to Seattle, joining envi
ronmental, human rights, and other activists, to demand that any new international
trade agreements include core labor standards.

Concerned that a negotiating agenda that made no reference to worker rights
would outrage labor and damage Gore’s prospects (and might also intensify labor
opposition to China’s entrance into the WTOlinton proposed that the WTO
establish a working group on international labor standards and even suggested
that the organization might need to use sanctions to enforce compliance with such
standards. The developing nations took great offense at these ideas, seeing in them
a thinly veiled protectionist attempt by the U.S. to exclude their goods from
American markets. Thus, the WTO talks collapsed.
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What will the post-Seattle future hold? This spring or summer will see a furi
ous congressional battle over Clinton’s last free-trade initiative: the permanent
normalization of trade relations with China, which is necessary if the U.S. is to
receive the market-opening concessions China has made to get into thé’ WTO.
Theissue is ofimmense importance to the American business community, which,
led by the Business Roundtable and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, is planning
to spend more than $10 million on a massive personal, grassroots, and media lob
bying campaign.

On the other side of the trenches, fearing that the entrance of China into the
WTO will prevent that body from ever giving serious considerations to worker
rights, organized labor, along with its allies, is planning to unleash one of its most
intensive lobbying campaigns ever, to pressure lawmakers to reject permanent
normal trading relations with Beijing. After again helping congressional
Democrats to make important gains in the 1998 electibtehor has been
planning a stepped-up grassroots campaign for this year’s fadsor will once
again make it clear to its Democratic allies that members who back the unions on
Chinamay well lose labor supportin November. As of this writing, this fightis too
close to call.

The Long Run

What about the longer term? Will trade liberalization remain stalled, or will we
eventually see the negotiation and ratification of new regional or multilateral trade
agreements? On one hand, it is possible that aggressive organizing efforts will
allow labor to offset the structural changes that have eroded the movement’s social
and political weight in the past several decades. Recent organizing successes
among home health care workers in Los Angeles, textile workers in North Caro
lina, public employees in Puerto Rico, graduate student teaching assistants at the
University of California, computer programmers in Washington state, and doctors
in Pennsylvania provide some evidence for this scerfaltis also possible that
the strong dollar and economic weakness overseas may continue to widen the
U.S. trade deficit, raise unemployment in particular industries, generate new
demands for protection, and intensify public “globalphobiaifi such circum
stances, a revitalized labor movement and its allies, with public opinion at their
backs and supported by liberal congressional Democrats and some Republican
nationalists, might well be able to continue to prevent or block new presidential
trade liberalization initiatives that lack strong labor and environmental standard
provisions. Alternatively, labor and its allies may even be able to force the-inclu
sion of such provisions in new trade legislation.

On the other hand, developments may transpire that will make it more difficult
forlabor to continue to win such victories. First, structural economic changes may
continue to erode organized labor’s numbers and resources. Second, if domestic
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economic growth remains steady and unemployment low, and the value ofthe dol
lar declines while overseas growth picks up, thus reducing the trade deficit, popu
lar opposition to trade liberalization may recede, further depriving labor of the

ally of public opinion. Finally, stunned by its 1997 fast-track defeat, the business
community has begun to reorient its trade and wider political strategies in ways
that could eventually help revive both Democratic and popular support for free
trade. This last point is worth a longer discussion.

Many corporate leaders now believe that business made a mistake irnso dra
matically shifting its support from Democratic to Republican incumbents after
the 1994 midterm elections. These leaders worry that the Republicans have
become too strongly influenced by social conservatives, small business populists,
and economic nationalists hostile to the interests of big multinational companies,
especially with regard to trade policy. They also recognize that business will need
atleast some Democratic allies if it hopes to win on issues such as fast track in the
future, but this requires that labor’s current position of strength within the party be
weakened or offset. Thus, arange of business interests has urged corporate and PAC
officials to resume their support of and contributions to both political pafties.

To encourage this business reorientation, the New Democratic Network PAC,
philosophically aligned though not formally affiliated with the Democratic Lead-
ership Council, was formed in mid-1996. The PAC’s aim is to help push the
Democratic Party in a moderate, pro-business, and pro-free-trade direction by
raising more corporate money for ideologically sympathetic Democratic candi-
dates, thus weaning the party away from its heavy dependence on labor union
contributions”

There is evidence that business has in fact begun to rebalance its financial sup-
port for the parties, once again reducing the Democrats’ dependence on labor
money. In the 1997-1998 election cycle, the share of House Democrats’ PAC
money that came from labor fell to 43.6 percent, down from 48.4 percent two
years earlief:

And in the first half of 1999, with business now also beginning to hedge its bets
against a possible Democratic takeover of the House, the National Republican
Campaign Committee and the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee
splitdonations from business 50-50. This is in sharp contrast to the 1998 election,
when the NRCC collected 63 percent of the business mbney.

Second, beginning in early 1998, a number of major business organizations—
including the Business Roundtable, Big Business’s premiere lobbying organiza
tion; the Emergency Committee for American Trade, a lobbying greppesenting
53 multinational corporations; and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce—have
undertaken or are planning to launch grassroots education and lobbying
campaigns in targeted congressional districts and elsewhere to persuade
American voters and their representatives of the merits of free ttade.
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It is possible that continuing labor weakness, the shift of some business cam
paign contributions back to the Democrats, and the success of business’s new out
side lobbying efforts in strengthening popular support for free trade may together
moderate Demaocratic opposition to further trade liberalization. This, in turn, may
allow free traders to win approval of new trade liberalization legislation contain
ing no serious labor and environmental standards provisions.

A Path for Labor

In weighing these two scenarios, | would argue that in the long run, labor is not
likely to have sulfficient strength to block all future liberalizing trade agreements.
Beyond this, | would maintain that labor should not try to block all such agree
ments. As longtime United Electrical Workers staffmember Lance Campa has
explained, while shifting trade flows hurt many workers, many others gain from
trade, and many more could benefit from a liberal trading order accompanied by
strong labor standards to protect workers’ rights. Compa also argues that if trade
agreements are simply blocked, economic integration will proceed anyway, leav-
ing no international scrutiny on labor rights. Thus, Compa concludes that rather
than oppose such accords outright, labor should instead engage in the fight for
worker rights on many frontswhile remaining ready to compromise for incre-
mental advances. This could include support for a modified fast-track bill or
acceptance of a free-trade agreement containing only modest gains for labor
rights®

In its efforts to achieve such compromises, labor would be wise to continue its
recent emphasis on the grassroots mobilization of its membership since the redi-
rection of corporate campaign funds back to congressional Democrats is once
again likely to dilute the influence of labor’s own financial contributions.

To counter business’s new offensive on behalf of free trade, the labor-move
ment will also need to strengthen its already substantial commitment to coalition
politics. As we have seen, labor has built effective coalitions with a wide range of
organizations in the NAFTA and especially the 1997 fast-track fights and will do
so again in the upcoming China battle. Since John Sweeney'’s installation as
AFL-CIO president in late 1995, unions have also forged other promising alli
ances, especially with churches and community organizations in successful
“living-wage” campaigns in more than thirty cities and with students on dozens of
college campuses in fights against American-owned foreign sweat$hops.

Labor’s task now, as suggested earlier, is to continue to build a broader and
more durable “protective countermovement” against globalization’s harmful con
sequences. This, in turn, will be more easily accomplished if labor is able to
oppose capital’s accumulation strategies with its own nonprotectionist, ceunter
hegemonic vision for organizing the global economy that incorporates the con
cerns of environmentalists, human rights advocates, and others. Such a vision
would involve a “grand compromise” with capital and at least the more
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democratic developing countries in which these nations agree to enforceable
labor and environmental standards in exchange for guaranteed commitments of
long-term development aid and debt reffdh fact, there are indications that the
AFL-CIO is thinking seriously about such a “progressive internationalist”-alter
native progrant:

If such a program and movement can be developed, labor and its allies may be
able to strike an accommodation with the globalist adversaries at home and with
developing countries abroad that is adapted to the new era we have entered. In
such circumstances, the 1997 fast-track fight may prove to have been a turning
point in the struggle over the shape of the emerging global economy.
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