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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Although public concern regarding corruption, 

racketeering and the loss of democracy in American trade 

unions dates at least to the 1902 hearings before the 

United States Industrial Commission (McLaughlin and 

Schoomaker, 1979, p.1), it was not until the late 1950's 

that significant action was taken. It is true that some 

degree of protection of individual union members' rights 

was possible through the courts under the common law, but 

the majority of union members were not aware of and did 

not understand their options. The AFL-CIO sought to deal 

with the problem of members' rights in 1958 with its Code 

of Ethical Practices. However, it was the McClellan 

hearings in 1959 that focused public concern and led to a 

demand for laLor reform legislation. The highly 

publicized testimony concerned the unions' rigging of 



elections, looting of treasuries, and victimizing of union 

members. 

As reported by Taylor and Witney, after numerous 

hearings and much testimony the committee uncovered these 

facts: 

1. Rank-and-file members have no voice in union 
affairs, notably in financial matters, and 
frequently are denied secret ballot. 

2. International unions have abused their right to 
place local unions under trusteeship by imposing 
the trusteeship merely to plunder the local's 
treasury or boost the ambitions of candidates for 
high o ffice. 

3. Certain managements have bribed union officials to 
get sweetheart contracts or other favored 
treatment. 

4. Widespread misuse of union funds through lack of 
adequate inspection and audit. 

5. Acts of violence to keep union members in line. 

6. Improper practices by employers and their agents 
to influence employees in exercising the rights 
guaranteed them by NLRA. 

7. Organizational picketing misused to extort money 
from employers or to influence employees in their 
selection of representation. 

8. Infiltration of unions at high levels by 
criminals. 

9. A no man's land in which employers and unions 
could not resort either to the NLRB or state 
agencies for relief. 



On the basis of the findings, the McClellan committee 
recommended legislation to deal with abuses in five 
areas. They were: 

1. Legislation to regulate and control pension, 
health, and welfare funds. 

2. Legislation to regulate and control union funds. 

3. Legislation to insure union democracy. 

4. Legislation to curb activities of middlemen in 
labor-management disputes. 

5. Legislation to clarify the no man's land in 
labor-management disputes. (Taylor & Witney, 1979 
p. 556) 

Eventually, it became clear that only a relatively 

small number of unions were guilty of such improprieties. 

However, all of the labor movement was suspect and the 

public demanded action. As a consequence, the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959 

(LMRDA), also referred to as the Landrum-Griffin Act, was 

enacted. The primary purpose of the Act was to protect 

the rights of individual union members and insure union 

democracy. A second concern was to maintain the 

effectiveness of unions in the collective bargaining 

relationship. 



The Act itself contains seven titles; a summary of 
each follows: 

Title I—Bill of Rights of Members of Labor 
Organizations. 

This guarantees members equal rights and privileges 
and gives individuals the right to sue their own 
unions. It regulates dues and assessments and guards 
against improper disciplinary actions. Members are 
also entitled to a copy of their bargaining agreement 
upon request. 

Title II--Reporting by Labor Organizations, 
Officers and Employees of Labor Organizations, and 
Employers . 

This Title sets out the reports that have to be sent 
to the Department of Labor (DOL), including financial 
reports, and record keeping requirements. 

Title III--Trusteeships. 

This limits the situations in which a parent union 
may assume the management of a local union to those 
dealing with "legitimate objectives" and then only in 
accordance with established bylaws and constitutions. 

Title IV—Elections. 

Union officers' terms of office and the conduct of 
elections are subject to regulation under this Title. 

Title V--Safeguards for Labor Organizations. 

Fiduciary responsibility of union officers are 
specified by this Title. Other safeguards include 
prohibition against certain persons holding union 
office and bonding requirements for those with access 
to union funds. 



Title VI--Miscellaneous Provisions. 

This Title deals with matters such as investigatlons 
by the Secretary of Labor, extortionate picketing, 
and administration of the Act. 

Title V11--Amendments to the Labor Management 
Relations Act of 1947, as amended. 

This deals with a number of complex issues involving 
jurisdiction, secondary boycotts and picketing. 

The complete text of The Labor-Management Reporting 

and Disclosure Act of 1959 is found at Appendix A. 

Importance of the Topic 

The Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 

has far-reaching effects. It is designed to protect the 

civil liberties of union members. The stated purpose of 

the Act is to provide essential safeguards and rights to 

union members and to ensure democratization of unions. 

This alone makes this topic relevant from the viewpoint of 

public policy. However, the Act also affects the internal 

structure and organization of the union, the 

labor-management relationship, and the effectiveness of 

collective bargaining. Therefore, a study to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the Act represents an important public 

policy research topic. 



As several authors have pointed out, unions have an 

impact on society which is far more important than their 

numbers suggest. (Dunlop and Bok, 1970) Unions are 

pattern setters by establishing standards in wage levels, 

fringe benefits, and working conditions which are adopted 

by non-union companies. Unions are a major force, both 

economically and politically, in the United States. They 

are also institutions which have intrinsic interest and 

importance as organizations in our society. (Mills, 1978, 

p.11) Even taking numbers alone, unions are a significant 

part of the labor force, roughly one in five workers. 

Changes that affect such a large portion of the labor 

force will also affect other workers and the public at 

large. Thus, research in this area relates to an 

important segment of the American society. 

Research on this topic is timely and has 

implications for a broader range of labor legislation. 

The Landrum-Griffin Act was enacted during a different 

moral and legal climate and prior to the recent treno 

toward deregulation. Recent proposals for changes in the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act, as well as 

other labor laws, have been made. In 1977 the House of 

Representatives passed a bill to amend the Labor 

Management Relations Act which was sent back to committee 



by a Senate filibuster. Two recent books call for 

amending the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 

Act, particularly its enforcement provisions. (Bellace and 

Berkowitz, 1979; McLaughlin and Schoomaker, 1979) Since 

its very beginnings, the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act has attempted to accommodate both the 

rights of the individual member and those of the union as 

a private institution. The law has attempted to keep 

government involvement in internal union affairs to a 

minimum, consistent with the protection of members. As a 

result, conflicts often arise. It is important for 

legislators, lawyers, and union leaders to study the 

effectiveness of the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act and to decide whether any changes are 

needed . 

A variety of social, political, and economic forces 

act to change and shape public policy. (ASPA Handbook, 

1979, p. 1) As Mills has pointed out, there is "a 

surprising degree of dispute among the country s scholars" 

with respect to the question: "Has legal regulation 

evolved as a logical response to the developing problems 

of our industrial society or does it represent a series of 

historical accidents?" (Mills, 1978, p. 304) 
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Research on this Act can provide insight into the 

sociology of law and the factors affecting its evolution. 

Related Literature 

Although there have been numerous articles which 

have analyzed the court decisions and the Department of 

Labor's actions regarding the Labor-Management Reporting 

and Disclosure Act, relatively few have dealt with how 

effective the Act has been in achieving its stated 

purpose. A handful of articles or books have attempted to 

examine the effectiveness of the Act on unior. members, but 

almost none have been based on any type of research at the 

level of the local union. 

Statement of the Problem 

This research evaluates the effectiveness of the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act in 

accomplishing its stated purposes and its impact on union 

administration , leadership and collectivL bargaining. 

Four subproblems have been identified for analysis. 

1. The first subproblem is to determine the effect of 
the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
on democratization of the unions. 

K' l 



2. The second subproblem is to analyze the effects of 
the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
on the civil liberties of individual union 
members. 

3. The third subproblem is to determine whether the 
Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act has 
caused instability in the union structure by 
fostering dissent. 

4. The fourth subproblem is to analyze the effects of 
the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
on labor-management relations and collective 
bargaining. 

Methodology 

The study is basically one of survey research. It 

consisted of interviews with union leaders, dissident 

members, and management representatives. Additionally, a 

review of documentary information was undertaken which 

included: required union reports filed with the federal 

government, union publications, union constitutions and 

bylaws, and bargaining agreements. This information was 

analyzed together with a review of the legal cases, 

literature and other studies concerning the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act. 

The principal methodological technique employed was 

the personal interview. Numerous sources were consulted 

to determine the best approach for the research design. 

The advantages and disadvantages were weighed before 
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settling on the interview method. (Miller, 1977, p. 8; 

Stone, 1978, p. 67; Gordon, 1969, p. 58) It was felt that 

the interview offered some distinct advantages over other 

methods in the collection of data about a complex social 

system, as well as the reactions of individuals toward it. 

As pointed out by one study regarding the Labor-Management 

Reporting and Disclosure Act, the fact that "even the most 

basic statistical data were largely unavailable" makes the 

personal interview a reasonable choice. (McLaughlin and 

Schoomaker, 1979, p. 222) The interview was selected as 

the best method to analyze and account for all of the 

variables and situations facing the different unions. 

Union structure, political realities, and economic 

conditions all affect how the union has responded to and 

its attitudes about a law such as the Labor-Management 

Reporting and Disclosure Act. 

The interview consisted of a planned series of 

questions to assure that the same data was obtained from 

all respondents. However, the interview was flexible 

enough that the respondents were allowed to say what was 

really on their minds regarding the Act. The interview 

used open-ended questions, and efforts were made to assist 

the respondents in feeling at ease during the session. It 

is felt that the information obtained by the interview 
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method was more accurate and more spontaneous than the 

information which could have been collected by other 

methods since the interviewer could see and rate the 

respondents' demeanor and could correct any confusion 

which might occur. If any questions were sensitive to the 

respondent, the interviewer could react to the situation 

much more effectively than with other techniques. The 

questions, in some cases were adapted to fit the ability, 

understanding or educational level of the person 

interviewed, and thus misunderstandings were avoided. 

Supplementary information was collected about the 

respondent such as experience and personal 

characteristics. These were invaluable in interpreting 

and evaluating the results. 

The sample was chosen to be representative of the 

general population. In addition, support for the study 

was solicited from both the State AFL-CIO and the 

international unions involved to encourage a high degree 

of cooperation from tne respondents. This added to the 

utility of the study. Most of the respondents interviewed 

were very open and interested in the study. 

The disadvantages associated with the interview 

method were minimized through detailed planning of the 

questions to be asked and careful evaluation of the 

)ic3^^^M 
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information obtained. Elimination of bias or other 

factors that may have distorted the results on the part of 

the interviewer was made by a thorough study of interview 

techniques, careful implementation, and thoughtful 

analysis. 

In conducting a documentary search of the secondary 

data, the study attempted to minimize problems associated 

with memory or wishful thinking on the part of the 

respondents. The primary research was merged with the 

research of the secondary sources and the findings already 

in the literature to form the basis for conclusions about 

the effectiveness of the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act. The responses of the union leaders were 

compared to the responses of other leaders and management, 

both within their unions and in other unions. 

To assist in analysis, an interview assessment was 

filled out by the interviewer shortly after each 

interview. (See Appendix C.) This rated the respondent 

overall on the following characteristics: openness, 

truthfulness, knowledge, and intensity of feelings. The 

rating sheet also had space provided for background 

information, as well as a comment section. This aided the 

later assessment of responses and provided a basis for the 

veighting of answers. 
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A listing of the purposes of the Act drawn from the 

statute and legislative history and the hypotheses of this 

study served as bases against which to analyze the 

interview results. For ease of analysis, the questions 

calling for an opinion incorporated a five-point, 

Likert-type scale. (Miller, 1977, p. 89) Other questions 

were cataloged based on the results obtained. In 

analyzing the responses, comparisons were made among all 

portions of the study. This was not a statistical study 

and a quantitative determination of the statute's 

effectiveness was not obtained. However, conclusions were 

drawn as to the extent to which the purposes of the Act 

have been met. 

Limitations 

Due to limitations of time and money, this study 

looked at six unions within the state of Texas. The 

effects of this limitation were minimized by the careful 

selection of the unions and the respondents. Interviews 

w ere conducted with union officers, members, lawyers and 

management representatives associated with the union. The 

study did not include Department of Labor officials, other 

labor attorneys or academicians. The focus of the 

research was union democracy and individual members' 
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rights; therefore, no attempt was made to analyze those 

portions of the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 

Act which deal with amendments to the Labor Management 

Relations Act of 1947, in particular, Title VII and part 

of Title VI of the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act. 

A major limitation in this type of study is the 

skill and ability of the interviewer. The study attempted 

to minimize this problem by extensive research into the 

interview process and techniques. (Gordon, 1969; Miller, 

1977; Babbie, 1973) Additionally, the primary 

interviewer's experience as a trial attorney was felt to 

be helpful in both the interview situation and later 

analysis. 

Contribution to Knowledge 

Findings of this study are expected to be of 

assistance to future researchers in the fields of labor 

relations, law, and sociology. The results have direct 

implications for public policy formation regarding 

collective bargaining and the civil liberties of union 

members. Labor attorneys, management, and union officials 

could benefit from a better understanding of this 
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particular law and its effects on their daily lives. 

Knowledge gained in this research has implications for a 

much wider range of labor legislation. 

At a minimum, this study, along with other research 

in this area, could allow legislators to amend the 

sections of the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 

Act which are not effective, strengthen those sections of 

the Act that have a positive effect, and correct any 

problems dealing with enforcement. 

Organization of the Study 

The study is organized in the following format: 

Chapter II reviews the literature regarding the LMRDA; A 

legal review of the Act is given in Chapter III; the 

research objectives and methodology are discussed in 

Chapter IV; the results of this study are presented in 

Chapters V and VI; and Chapter VII summarizes the study 

and presentc conclusions and implications of the study for 

future research. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter consists of a review of the literature 

pertaining to the areas of the Landrum-Griffin Act which 

are addressed in this study. Reviewed are the published 

comments and opinions regarding the Act, as well as the 

results of studies which were conducted in this area. The 

publications which were produced in the years immediately 

following the passage of the Act were mainly predictions 

of the effects of the legislation. More recent articles 

have attempted to analyze the changes initiated by the Act 

and its impact. The next chapter presents a legal review 

of the LMRDA. 

Early Publications 

The passage of the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act of 1959 stimulated discussion and resulted 

in numerous articles and comments. Authors were divided 

in their feelings toward the Act and its future effects on 

the labor movement and labor relations in the country. 

(McAdams, 1964; The Labor Reform Law, 1959; Smith, 1964) 

16 

•iiijimLj.Pi.iiiiiiiJiWPw 



17 

Some felt that it was unnecessary and wrong to punish all 

of labor for the "sins of a few." (Koretz, 1970 p.754) 

Those who supported stronger versions of the bill, 

including management groups and Senator McClellan, took a 

different view stating that the Act had not gone far 

enough. (Legislative History, 1959) The majority of 

writers took a more cautious, middle-ground approach. 

(Loftus, 1959) Generally they said that the effects of 

the Act would depend on how the Courts interpreted the law 

and the reactions of union members. 

A number of authors were of the opinion that no new 

substantive law had been created, only that the common law 

had been codified. (Slovenko, 1961, p. 338) Archibald 

Cox, writing in 1960, agreed that the LMRDA created few 

rights that did not exist at common law, but noted that it 

would bring such rights to the attention of members and 

their lawyers and would facilitate litigation and reduce 

reprisals. (Cox, 1960, p. 853) However, he went on to 

add: 

(n)evertheless, experience suggests that in the long 
run the volume of litigation is to be quite 
small...(i)n conclusion, we should recognize that the 
law cannot compel idealism or create the spirit of 
self-government . It cannot force union members to 
attend meetings or hold their officers to a strict 
accounting. 
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Each author had his or her own ideas as to the results 

which would accrue to the Act, but most generally 

supported the intent of the Act. All were attempting to 

anticipate the effects of the LMRDA. 

Writing in 1962, Irwin Ross concluded that 

"Landrum-Griffin has largely ended the worst abuses." 

(Ross, 1962, p. 20) He quoted then Secretary of Labor 

Arthur Goldberg, "I think the law has had a great 

prophylactic impact. The fact that it is on the books has 

made people more careful--both in handling union funds and 

in running elections." He cited the successes that the 

Act had had in all areas and the support that it had 

received from labor unions. 

Later Publications 

Interest in the Act was again aroused in the 1970's 

w ith the focus being the effectiveness of the Act. In a 

1970 article, J. Albert Woll discussed a report of the 

Department of Labor (DOL) concerning the enforcement of 

the LMRDA during its first ten years. He concluded: 

(i)n short, the report emphatically refutes the claims 
of those who argued for the enactment of the law by 
characterizing abor organizations as racket infested, 
corrupt and undemocratic. The report demonstrates 
that there was no need in 1959 for the broad reach of 
the Landrum-Griffin Act, as finally drawn, and there 
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is no need today for the continuance of many of its 
ill-conceived provisions. (Woll, 1970, p. 18) 

A 1971 symposium was held by the Georgia Law Review 

and included among its participants many knowledgeable and 

well-respected persons in the field of labor law. Senator 

Robert P. Griffin, in discussing whether the objectives of 

the Act had been achieved, quoted 3. Hutchinson, author of 

The Imperfect Union : 

...a greater freedom is now available to union 
members; there are few signs of serious abuse; 
instinct approves the change. Perhaps it is fair to 
say that the Act has given needed protection to the 
commonalty, and more freedom to the interested, 
against those who have become careless of rights and 
duties. (Hutchinson, 1970, p. 370) 

Senator Griffin did, however, identify five areas, based 

on "a review of judicial, administrative, intraunion, and 

interunion events under Landrum-Griffin and other federal 

legislation," where there was a need for major remedial 

concern: (Griffin, 1971, p. 623) 

1) The Act's reliance on self-correction or 
democratic "voluntarism" by unioob has not 
developed as expected. Instead of the "open 
society" contemplated by the Act, unions have 
often changed their constitutions to further 
centralize power, create "defensive" legal 
controls and regulate individual members. 

^ ^ f ^ 
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2) Minority group access to the job market in many 
cases has not been effected. Although the right 
to join a union was not included in the Act, 
other legislation has not accomplished this. 

3) The courts have not carried out the intent of 
Congress as expressed in the Act. Because it was 
the result of compromise, the "legislative 
history is not as clear as might be desired." 
New legislation is required to prevent the courts 
from legislating policy. 

4) There is a need for pre-election remedies and 
better implementation of the basic objective of 
"maximizing the rights of individual members." 

5) The Labor Department has failed to eliminate 
"dictatorial trusteeships." 

At the same symposium, Joseph Rauh, r., a lawyer 

who represented the late oseph Yablonski and a reform 

group within the United Mine Workers of America, outlined 

the frustration and helplessness that he felt in trying to 

have the Department of Labor enforce portions of the Act 

and in enlisting their assistance to combat corruption and 

prevent violence. He went on to say that he thought it 

unlikely that the pattern of corruption which he sav, 

"exists in more than a small minoriuy of unions." "But if 

the law is not to be enforced against the worst offenders, 

it makes little sense to keep it on the books for use 

against those guilty of lesser offenses or of no 
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offenses at all." (Rauh, 1971, p. 644) Others voiced 

similar viewpoints. 

Several studies have been made to determine the 

effectiveness of the Act. In 1969, Professor Emory C. 

Turner examined a number of reports filed under Title II 

in an attempt to analyze the effect of the LMRDA on union 

auditing policies and procedures and to determine the 

accuracy of those reports. He concluded that the LMRDA 

has had virtually no impact on union auditing or on union 

financial management practices and policies. He found 

many instances of inaccurate filings which were accepted 

by the Department of Labor without question. He stated 

that union financial disclosure might well become an empty 

ritual in the future. (Turner, 1969, p. 37) 

Bellace and Berkowitz Study 

In 1979, Janice R. Bellace and Alan D. Berkowitz 

published a book on the LMRDA based mainly on existing 

data and research. They systematically examined court 

cases dealing with the Act. Their emphasis was on legal 

analysis and not the impact of the Act on the scores of 

unions which have not been involved in litigation. They 
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concluded that the courts had been successful in balancing 

the needs of the union member with those of the union. 

The only shortcoming that they found was the failure of 

the Secretary of Labor to enforce the Act with "vigor and 

diligence." Overall they concluded that "the statutory 

scheme laid down in the Landrum-Griffin Act had withstood 

the test of time remarkably well." The court systems were 

praised for their protection of union members' rights. 

(Bellace & Berkowitz, 1979) 

Specifically Bellace and Berkowitz felt that, since 

there may be a fear on the part of members to enforce 

their rights under Title I and Title V or sue union 

officers for their breach of fiduciary duty, the Secretary 

of Labor should be empowered to file suit. They call for 

specific penalties for nonfiling or for filing 

intentionally inaccurate reports. In union elections, 

they feel that the enforcement section should be amended 

to allow pre-election relief and to provide for less 

serious remedies than setting aside the election if the 

violation does not warrant such severe action. They 

reject any proposals to increase the power of the 

international under the trusteeship provisions. 

Significant substantive amendments, they feel, are not 

necessary, only that the Department of Labor should match 
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the performance of the courts in discharging its statutory 

obligations under the Act. 

McLaughlin and Schoomaker Study 

Also in 1979, McLaughlin and Schoomaker released the 

results of their research project, undertaken under 

contract with the Labor-Management Services Administration 

of the U.S. Department of Labor. The primary portion of 

their study involved interviews with DOL spokespersons, 

lawyers, union officers and members. As a secondary 

element they were allowed to include questions on the 

LMRDA in three University of Michigan Survey Research 

Center studies. Only about 25% of the individuals 

contacted in the studies were union members, but 

sufficient data were available for McLaughlin and 

Schoomaker to draw some conclusions about the reactions of 

rank-and-file members to the Act. Their findings were 

that each Title has had a favorable impact on the internal 

structure and oporation of the unions studied. They 

evaluated the over-all effect of the Act as having been 

very positive and concluded that it has led to more 
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democratic procedures within labor organizations, but that 

the changes have not been dramatic. 

The most significant problem that McLaughlin and 

Schoomaker identified was the enforcement procedures by 

the Department of Labor. They recommended a number of 

changes to the policies in this area, especially 

concerning DOL supervision of elections. They concluded 

that the critics' suggested changes to the language of the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act are "either 

unnecessary or unwise." However, they did find two areas 

where they thcught changes to the Act were worthy of 

strong consideration. The first would be to extend the 

coverage of the Act to public employee organizations which 

are now unregulated. The second, in keeping with the 

objectives of the Act, would be to give opposition 

candidates the right to obtain membership lists instead of 

just the right to inspect. (McLaughlin and Schoomaker, 

1979) 

Areas Reviewed by the Present Study 

Based on the objectives of the Act, a review of case 

law pertaining to the Act, and the comments, suggestions 

and criticisms of authors of publications dealing with 

this topic, four general areas were selected for 
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inspection in the present study. The first was that of 

union democracy--insuring that members have a voice in 

union governance. The second was protection of the rights 

of individual members. The third addressed the effect 

that the LMRDA has had on the internal stability of unions 

through its creation of dissent and its encouragement of 

opposition. The fourth was the effect that the Act has 

had on collective bargaining and labor-management 

relations. A discussion of these four areas follows. 

Democrac y 

One of the main stated purposes of the 

Landrum-Griffin Act was to insure union democracy. In 

this regard, Baker Armstrong Smith calls the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act a failure. 

He has suggested several alternatives to curtail the abuse 

of union power which would be "much more effective than 

the Landrum-Griffin Act." (Smith, 1980, p. 281) Joseph 

Rauh, based on his experiences as a labor, civil rights, 

and civil liberties lawyer, feels that the LMRDA is not 

effective because the Department of Labor is 
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not enforcing it. (Rauh, 1971, p. 643) Edgar N. James, 

writing in 1978 after an extensive analysis of the Act, 

stated that: 

In a corrupt or undemocratic union--the two are quite 
often synonymous--an insurgent risks not only certain 
defeat, but almost certainly his job and sometimes his 
life. Challenging the Teamsters officialdom is as 
dangerous now as it was in 1959. That is perhaps the 
greatest irony, for revelations about corruption and 
racketeering in the Teamsters union was the single 
most important factor behind passage of LMRDA...(i)f 
the LMRDA was enacted to ensure union democracy and 
rid labor-management relations of corruption, by 
either standard it has been a near failure. (James, 
1978, p. 354) 

However, the discussion is far from one-sided. In a 

1977 article, Burt F. Boltuch stated, "The Act has 

generally been successful in achieving its goals of 

ensuring free and democratic elections with minimal 

government interference in the internal affairs of labor 

unions." (Boltuch, 1977, p. 271) Irwin Ross concludes 

that while the "job is by no means over," the Act has 

ended the worst abuses. "Disclosure, public scrutiny and 

relentless investigation have already noticeably improved 

the atmosphere in many unions." (Ross, 1962, p, 22) 

Rights of Members 

The second stated purpose of the Act was to protect 

the rights of individual union members. John Lawler has 
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stated, "Although Landrum-Griffin in principle impacts on 

union governance, there is a paucity of research providing 

hard evidence that the law actually has had its intended 

effect. Indeed, several analyses (e.g. Aaron, 1969; 

Rosenberg, 1963; Hadley et al., 1972) of the application 

of the provisions of the law and/or court interpretations 

of the law suggest problems in its enforcement." (Lawler, 

1981, p. 89) Joseph J. Klock, Jr., and Doris Palzer reach 

the same conclusion. "In general, the Department must find 

some way of increasing its sensitivity to problems of the 

rank-and-file union members and thus fulfill the intent of 

the Act." (Klock and Palzer, p. 631) 

McLaughlin and Schoomaker conclude that individual 

rights are now better protected than they were prior to 

passage of the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 

Act. While the rights to speak freely, challenge 

policies, be accorded due process and sue the unions were 

there prior to the Act, its presence serves as a reminder 

of those rights. (McLaughlin and Schoomaker, 1979, p.126) 

Bellace and Berkowitz also conclude that Landrum-Griffin's 

"bill of rights" has been effective. (Bellace and 

Berkowitz, 1979, p.83) 
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Internal Stability 

A major concern of Congress in enacting the final 

version of the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 

Act was to maintain the union as an institution. Members 

rights were to be balanced against the need of the 

organization to control its internal affairs. Writing in 

1981, Lawler says: 

While there is fre 
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In fact, Lawler states, "As a result of the passage 

of the Landrum-Griffin Act, the influence of the 

rank-and-file in internal union affairs is generally 

believed to have increased greatly." (Lawler, 1981, p. 86) 

This he feels may have caused wage spillover pressures as 

a result of pattern bargaining which is independent of 

market forces. "If the passage of the Landrum-Griffin Act 
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truly increased spillover pressures, then that law may 

well have set the stage for the inflationary spiral of the 

sixties and the declining power of craft unions in the 

seventies." (Lawler, 1981, p. 96) 

This would appear to indicate that Landrum-Griffin 

has created instability in the internal structure of 

unions. McLaughlin and Schoomaker found that 

approximately 20 percent of the parent union officers and 

their counsels reported that "the local leaders' 

responsiveness has had an adverse influence on the part of 

some marginal local union leaders: 'They're 

paranoid--afraid to move.'" (McLaughlin & Schoomaker, 

1979, p. 179) However, according to Snowbarger and Pintz, 

the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act has not 

increased the turnover rate of union officials. 

(Snowbarger and Pintz, 1970) 

Labor-Management Relations 

The writers are divided on this topic. Some authors 

feel that the Act has impeded responsible bargaining and 

ma de the officers too responsive to the will of the 

membership for fear of losing the next election. 

Apparently they feel that officers did not have to answer 

to their members prior to the Labor-Management Reporting 
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and Disclosure Act. 

Ross (1975) points to the Act as the reason for the 

increased frequency of nonratification of contracts since 

the 1960s. Ashenfelter and Johnson (1969) have 

demonstrated that aggregate strike activity in the United 

States has increased subsequent to the passage of the 

Landrum-Griffin Act and have argued that the law has had 

the effect of increasing the sensitivity of union leaders 

to membership demands. McLaughlin and Schoomaker have 

reviewed the literature in this area and have stated that 

those are short-sighted views. They state that opinions 

that the Act has impeded responsible bargaining are "at 

best exaggerated." They point out that there is no "more 

unrest and dissatisfaction within American labor unions 

than, say, on the college campuses or within other 

economic and political organizations of this nation which 

have no such legislation covering them." Their conclusion 

is that the Act has been beneficial in this area. "In the 

long run, however, a labor movement that is both 

responsive and responsible strikes a balance that is 
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in the best interests of employer, union, and members 

alike." (Mclaughlin and Schoomaker, 1979, p. 186) 

The Present Study 

Many of the publications which have been discussed 

in this chapter are based largely on an analysis of the 

court cases pertaining to the Landrum-Griffin Act and the 

enforcement of the Act by the Department of Labor. The 

conclusions stated in these articles are based on 

situations where a lawsuit was actually filed or where a 

review of DOL documents and records was made. While these 

are helpful in attempting to determine the effectiveness 

of the Act and the need for change, they are based on a 

relatively small number of cases which involve a small 

number of labor unions. Most unions have not been, nor 

are involved in lawsuits; nor do they have complaints 

filed with the DOL. These articles fail to deal with the 

problem unions, where members, either through fear or 

indifference, have not voiced their complaints by going to 

the DOL or courts. They likewise fail to deal with the 

unions where things are being run in accordance with the 

Act and those affected are reasonably satisfied. Very few 

studies have been undertaken to evaluate the Act's 

effectiveness in accomplishing its stated objectives by 
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interviewing persons in a sample of unions. 

Few would argue that the Labor-Management Reporting 

and Disclosure Act of 1959 has not been controversial. 

Questions are still being raised about its effectiveness 

and even its need. Labor leaders point out that it has 

made their unions more expensive to operate and increased 

their need for advice from specialists. (McLaughlin and 

Schoomaker, 1979, p.178) Some authors still claim that it 

is not, and never was, needed and that it has had no 

effect on union democracy. (Smith, 1980, p. 281) Others 

feel that it has had the desired effects and, with a 

little fine tuning, could be even more effective. (Bellace 

& Berkowitz, 1979; McLaughlin & Schoomaker, 1979) The 

studies and articles in this area are far from being in 

agreement. 

This study takes a further look at the effectiveness 

and results of the LMRDA. The focus is a sample of unions 

and not simply unions with already identified problems. 

It looks at the effects of the Act on internal oper^tions 

and elections, local union democracy and individual 

rights, and the labor-management relationship. 



CHAPTER III 

LEGAL REVIEW OF THE LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORTING AND 

DISCLOSURE ACT 

The Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act ' s 

central purpose was to maximize the protection of 

individual members' rights, while at the same time 

retaining the effectiveness of collective bargaining and 

the internal workings of the unions. All of this was to 

be accomplished with a minimum of government intervention. 

When assessing the effectiveness of the Act, one approach 

is to examine the legal requirements of the Act and the 

position that has been taken by the the courts in 

attempting to balance these needs. In many situations, 

where the courts have attempted to balance conflicting 

interests under the provisions of the Act, there were not 

"hard and fast" rules that could be applied. Those cases 

were handled on an individual basis by applying a 

"reasonableness" standard. As a result, in many instances 

there are not definitive cases. 

33 
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This Chapter analyzes the legal requirements of the 

Titles of the Act which are reviewed by this study and 

some representative court cases which have interpreted 

those provisions. ̂" The majority of the provisions of 

the Act relate to "labor organizations," which are defined 

in the Act in section 3(i): 
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This definition has been given broad interpretation 

by the courts. In Brennan v. UMW (1973) the nationa.l 

union contended that a trusteeship imposed on a district 

1. For a more detailed discussion of the legal 
requirements of LMRDA and their treatment by 
the courts see Bellace and Berkowitz, The 
Landrum-Griffin Act: Twenty Years of Federal 
Protection of Union Members' Rights 
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1979.) 
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organization was not subject to LMRDA because "districts" 

were not subordinate "labor organizations" engaged in an 

industry affecting commerce within the meaning of the Act 

The court held that a district was covered under 

Landrum-Griffin and remarked that it was giving "full 

force to the Congressional intent 'to provide 

comprehensive coverage of labor organizations engaged in 

any degree in the representation of employees or 

administration of collective bargaining agreements.'" 

Title I - Bill of Rights 

Equal Rights 

The law specifically grants all members equal rights 

and privileges to nominate candidates, to vote in 

elections and referendums, to attend membership meetings, 

and to participate in the deliberations and the voting on 

business at the meetings. These rights are subject to 

reasonable rules and regulations as stated in the bylaws 

and constitution . 

The Act defines "member" or "member in good 

standing" as: 

any person who has fulfilled the requirements for 
membership in such organization, and who neither has 
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voluntarily withdrawn from membership in such 
organization nor has been expelled or suspended from 
membership after appropriate proceedings consistent 
with lawful provisions of the constitution and bylaws 
of such organization. 

The law guarantees these rights to "members." It 

does not, however, regulate union admission standards. 

Landrum-Griffin's safeguards do not address the issues of 

discrimination in membership or the segregation of members 

based on such factors as race, color, sex, religion, or 

national origin. This is understandable in view of the 

political realities in 1959 and also the events and 

concerns that led to the enactment of this legislation. 

Subsequent legislation does provide relief in cases of 

unequal treatment of protected groups. For example, Title 

VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 specifically prohibits 

discrimination by a labor organization based on the 

factors mentioned above. 

Apparently it is possible and perfectly legal for a 

union under LMRDA to discriminate on the basis of family 

membership or in order to restrict the supply of labor. 

Various courts have held that labor organizations have 

g.̂ eat discretion in determining their admission policies. 

See, for example, Moynahan v. Pari-Mutuel Employees Guild 

(1963) where an applicant for membership, who did not gain 



37 

approval of two-thirds of the current membership, was 

denied protection under the Act. However, other laws 

dealing with discrimination could be used to challenge 

such policies. 

The issue of union members' political rights is 

addressed in both Title I and Title IV. Title I rights 

are enforceable at any time through civil court action and 

have to do with the equal right to nominate candidates and 

to vote in elections. The more significant political 

rights are contained in Title IV and concern election 

procedures and eligibility both to be nominated and hold 

office. Title IV rights can be enforced only after an 

election is held and then only by the Secretary of Labor. 

As Taylor and Witney pointed out in referring to Title IV 

rights, 

(t)he full range of litigation required to secure 
member rights may take so long that the full term of 
office in dispute may be served out completely before 
a decision may be obtained. Little practical relief 
from a violation, therefore, may be forthcoming. 
(Taylor and Witney, 1979, p. 559) 

In Calhoon v. Harvey (1964), the Supreme Court 

clearly delineated between the Title I right to nominate 

and the Title IV right to be nominated. In that case the 

union had imposed: 1) rules as to eligibility to hold 

office and 2) a rule that members were permitted only to 
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nominate themselves. In a pre-election suit, several 

disqualified candidates sought to enjoin enforcement of 

these rules, arguing that their "equal rights" under Title 

I were violated. The Second Circuit agreed with their 

argument that the "combined effect" of the two provisions 

was to deny these rights to all but a few members. The 

Supreme Court reversed the decision, saying that possible 

violations of Title IV are not relevant in determining 

jurisdiction of Title I of the Act. Thus the candidates 

were only entitled to a Title IV remedy. There has been 

much controversy over the Calhoon decision, and subsequent 

cases have differed in their interpretations. Some courts 

give Title IV a broad preclusive effect; while others 

allow pre-election relief if the basic thrust of the 

union's action infringes Title I rights. 

Cases involving eligibility to vote and meeting 

rights are decided by the courts on whether such rules and 

regulations are "reasonable." 

Freedom of Speech and Assembly 

Each member has the right to meet and assemble 

freely with other members and, according to the law, to 

express any views, arguments, or opinions. Subject to the 

union's reasonable rules regarding the conduct of 



39 

meetings, every member has the right to express his views 

regarding candidates and any other business which is 

properly before a union meeting. Section 101 (a) (2) 

specifically provides for the union to make reasonable 

rules concerning members' responsibilities toward the 

organization and its legal or contractual obligations. 

In applying the law the courts have generally 

favored members' rights when there is a conflict with the 

interests of the organization . However, there have been 

situations where the courts have upheld reasonable rules 

that pertain to the conduct of union meetings. As Taylor 

and Witney (1979, p. 560) have pointed out, without some 

limits on debate or reasonable measures to maintain order, 

the local union could be completely disrupted by a small 

vocal minority. The leading case in interpreting this 

section was Salzhandler v. Caputo (1963). In that case 

the courts ruled in favor of individual speech over the 

interests of the organization. Salzhandler had published 

a pamp.ilet making allegedly libelous statements regarding 

the handling of union funds by the local officers and was 

disciplined by the union. The court pointed out that the 

statements might have been the basis of a civil case, but 

that the union was wrong in disciplining the member. 
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Speech seems generally to be protected, but the 

courts have recognized some situations, such as during the 

bargaining process or advocating dual unionism, where 

restrictions are appropriate and discipline for violations 

is allowed. For example, in Falcone v. Dantinne (1969) 

the court upheld the discipline imposed on a union member. 

In that case the member urged his fellow employees to 

strike and to disregard the local officers who ordered 

work to continue because of a tentative contract 

agreement. 

Dues, Fees, and Assessments 

The LMRDA states that local organization dues or 

initiation fees shall not be raised or assessments levied 

except by majority vote by secret ballot. This must only 

occur after reasonable notice or by membership referendum. 

Labor organizations other than the local may use 

membership referendum, delegates at conventions, or 

majority vote of the executive board, the last being 

effective only until the next convention. 

The courts have held to the principle that members 

should have full and active participation in the internal 

affairs of the union. Generally, union leaders that have 

kept this idea in mind have not been held guilty of any 
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V iolations. 

Prior to increasing dues and fees or assessments 

being levied, the union must give "reasonable notice." 

Individual written notice is not required by the Act, but 

the courts are divided as to what exactly the notice must 

be. In recent years this has become a moot point in many 

unions as dues have been stated in terms of wages instead 

of a dollar amount (e.g. two hours' pay per month). This 

tends to raise increased revenue for the union without 

asking for a dues increase, since every time pay is 

increased the dues are automatically raised. There 

appears to be little opposition to this practice, and no 

legal challenges have been made. 

Protection of the Right to Sue 

Members have the right, after exhausting internal 

procedures, to institute actions in either the courts or 

administrative agencies. 

It is clear that labor organizations are prohibited 

from limiting the right of a member to bring suit against 

the union. However, there are two provisos listed in the 

Act. The first is that the member "may be required to 

exhaust" internal remedies but not to exceed a four-month 
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lapse of time. The discretion of whether to accept or 

dismiss any action lies with the court and not with the 

union. There are several reasons that have been accepted 

by the courts to excuse this requirement: 1) no decision 

is expected within the four-month time limit, 2) the 

reviewing body has consistently rejected the member 

position, or 3) due to the circumstances, the member is 

unlikely to receive a fair hearing. 

The second proviso states that "no employer or 

employer association shall directly or indirectly finance, 

encourage, or participate in, except as a party, any such 

action, proceeding, appearance, or petition." Cases in 

this area have held that an employer cannot finance an 

employee to bring suit but have allowed an employer to 

finance a member's defense of a suit. See Farowitz v. 

Associated Musicians of New York, Local 802 (1965). To 

date there has not been much litigation in this area, and 

it is unclear how far this proviso extends in terms of 

Titles of the Act covered and scope of the term 

ti -i interested employer." 

Disciplinary Actions 

Under Title I of the Act, union members are 

protected from disciplinary action by the union (except 
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for non-payment of dues) unless the union has served 

written notice, given the member time to prepare a 

defense, and afforded him a full and fair hearing. 

Section 609 also deals with this area and makes it 

unlawful for the union or any union representative to 

fine, suspend, expel, or otherwise discipline a member for 

exercising his or her rights under the Act. 

The Act only protects the member from reprisal 

discipline and guarantees due process. The Act does not 

determine the offenses for which discipline may be imposed 

as long as it is "lawful." For example, a court would 

decide whether or not a member was being disciplined by 

not being sent on jobs by the union and whether the action 

was subject to the Act or not. However, if a union's 

constitution or bylaws imposed discipline for an action, 

then the courts would only determine if the due process 

requirements were followed. This was stated by the 

Supreme Court in Boilermakers v. Hardeman (1971). 

Referring to the situation where there are specific 

written provisions, the court has said that federal courts 

could examine the due process, but "[the Act] gives courts 

no warrant to scrutinize the union regulations in order to 

determine whether particular conduct may be punished at 

all." 
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It is clear that the Act protects members, but it is 

unclear as to what protection a union officer has. In 

Sheridan v. United Brotherhood of Carpenters (1962), the 

court made it clear that the union-membership relationship 

is protected, not the union-officer relationship. 

However, subsequent cases, such as Grand Lodge o f 

International Association of Machinists v. King (1964), 

may have extended due process protection at least to 

officers when they are exercising their rights as members. 

It appears that a union officer may still receive summary 

treatment in a malfeasance situation. 

The courts have decided on a case by case basis 

whether the due process requirements are met in any 

situation. They have looked at the internal rules of the 

union and have applied a "reasonableness" standard. In 

general under this standard, the member: 1) must be given 

"sufficiently specific" charges in writing, 2) must have a 

"reasonable time" to prepare a defense (three weeks has 

usually been held to be sufficient), and 3) has the right 

to be present at an adversary type hearing before an 

impartial tribunal where he or she may speak on his or her 

own behalf, may call witnesses, and may present evidence. 

There does not appear to be a right to counsel or public 

trial. 
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Copies of Collective Bargaining Agreements 

Any employee directly affected by a collective 

bargaining agreement who requests it is entitled to a copy 

of the agreement. Organizations other than local unions 

are required to forward a copy to each constituent unit. 

Copies must be available for inspection at the principal 

of f ice. 

The meaning of this part of the Act is clear. This 

section has not been involved in any reported litigation. 

Other Provisions 

Persons whose rights have been infringed by a 

violation of Title I may bring a civil action in federal 

district court. Members have retained all the rights and 

remedies which they had prior to the enactment of Title I. 

Each labor organization must inform its members concerning 

the provisions of the Act. 

There is no public remedy for violations of Title I. 

Actions must be brought by those persons whose rights have 

been affected. This is in contrast to the other Titles 

where the Secretary of Labor is charged with enforcement. 

This method was adopted in order to prevent unreasonable 
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amounts of litigation by dissident groups who sought only 

to harass the labor organization. It has also, however, 

placed a financial hardship on or even prevented 

complaints from being voiced by members who have had to 

bear the costs themselves. 

Title II & V - Financial Reporting and Fiduciary 
Responsibility 

Reports of Labor Organizations 

A labor organization must adopt a constitution and 

bylaws and must file a copy of each with the Secretary of 

Labor. An initial report must be filed within ninety days 

of the organization's becoming subject to the Act. 

Section 201 requires that the report must be signed by its 

principal officers and must contain the following 

information: 

1. The name and address of the organization and any 
other address where it maintains its principal 
office or records; 

2. The name and title of its officers; 

3. The initiation fees for new members, transfer 
fees, and fees for work permits; 

4. The dues and fees required to be paid by members; 

5. Detailed statements or references to specific 
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provisions in filed documents where the 
provisions and procedures with respect to the 
following may be found: 

A. Membership qualifications and restrictions 
B. Levying of assessments 
C. Participation in insurance or benefit plans 
D. Authorization for the disbursement of funds 
E. Financial Audits 
F. Calling of regular and special meetings 
G. The selection of officers, stewards and any 

representatives 
H. Discipline or removal of officers or agents 
I. Imposition of fines, suspensions, and 

expulsion of members 
J. Authorization for bargaining demands 
K. Ratification of contract terms 
L. Authorization for strikes 
M. Issuance of work permits. 

Changes in this information must be filed when the 

annual financial report is filed. If a union 

consolidates with another organization or dissolves, it 

must file a report within thirty days stating the 

circumstances, dates, and the name and addresses of all 

organizations involved. 

The union is required to file an annual financial 

report within ninety days after the end of its fiscal 

year. Two forms are used. LM-2 is filed by most unions 

and must be filed by any union that is in trusteeship. 

LM-3 is a simplified version of the annual financial 

report and can be filed by unions with less than $30,000 

in annual receipts. The report must contain the 
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following information: 
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Unions are required by the Act to make the 

information contained in these reports available to the 

members and to permit members to examine the books, 

records, and accounts necessary to verify these reports. 

This right is enforceable in any state court of 

competent jurisdiction or in federal district court. 

The court may in its discretion, in addition to any 

judgment, award the plaintiff reasonable attorney's fees 

and court costs. For example, in Fruit & Vegetable 

Packers & Warehousemen v. Morley (1967) the court 

compelled the union to permit members to examine records 

and awarded attorney's fees to the members who brought 

the suit. 

The Department of Labor has received much 

criticism for not fully enforcing the reporting 
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requirements. (See for example, McLaughlin and 

Schoomaker, 1979, p. 167.) While this section of the 

Act was the one most often mentioned by the labor 

officers in this study, it has not been very 

controversial from a legal standpoint. This section 

also repealed the requirements for reports under the 

National Labor Relations Act. 

Reports of Business Dealings 

Section 202 of the Act requires that every officer 

and employee of a labor organization, except those 

performing exclusively clerical or custodial services, 

must file a signed report listing and describing six 

types of transactions or relationships which might 

constitute a possible conflict of interest. This report 

must be filed within ninety days after the end of the 

fiscal year. There have been very few cases brought 

before the courts under this section of the Act. 

The Act also imposes a reporting requirement on 

employers and labor relations consultants. This is 

virtually the only portion of the Act that deals with 

employers. Part of section 203 tracks the language of 

sections 7 and 8 (a) (2) of the Taft-Hartley Act and 

requires that employers report the commission of unfair 

? 
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labor practices. In many situations the legality of an 

action cannot be determined until there is a ruling by 

the National Labor Relations Board. Although they have 

not been fully tested in court, portions of this section 

may be unconstitutional because of the Fifth Amendment 

right against self-incrimination or because it conflicts 

with "free-speech" protection. Section 204 provides a 

statutory attorney-client privilege which will protect 

many of the consultants -- who are also lawyers -- and 

employers from the reporting requirement. Very few 

cases have been filed against employers under this 

provision of the Act, and most of those have been 

settled without being litigated. 

All reports that are filed under Title II are 

public information and may be inspected by any person. 

Records pertaining to the reports filed under this Title 

must be kept for a period of five years. The penalty 

for a willful violation of Title II or for willfully 

making a false entry or for destroying, concealing, or 

withholding reports, books, records, or statements that 

are required to be kept by the Act is a fine of not more 

than $10,000 or imprisonment of not more than one year. 

The Title can also be enforced by the Secretary of 

Labor's bringing a civil suit. 

5 
cc 
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Fiduciary Responsibility of Officers 

Title V specifically states the fiduciary 

responsibility of union officers, agents, stewards, and 

other representatives. They must hold money and property 

solely for the benefit of the organization. They must 

follow the constitution, bylaws, and resolutions of the 

organization and refrain from dealing with the union as an 

adverse party. They must not hold any pecuniary or 

personal interest that is in conflict with the 

organization. When this Title is violated and if after 

receiving a request to take action, the labor organization 

refuses or fails to proceed on the matter within a 

reasonable time, a union member may file an action in 

civil court. In Giordani v. Hoffman (1967), the court 

defined reasonable time as one year and ruled that the 

member did not have to exhaust his internal remedies. 

An officer or employee who embezzles, steals, or 

unlawfully and willfully abstracts or converts moneys, 

funds, securities, properties, or other assets of a union 

to his own use or the use of another may be fined up to 

$10,000 or imprisoned for not more than five 
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years. 

Any officer who handles money or property must be 

bonded, unless the organization has less than $5,000 in 

property and annual financial receipts. Loans cannot be 

made to officers or employees which would result in a 

total indebtedness in excess of $2,000. 

Section 504 of the Act states that a person who has 

been convicted of the crime of or conspiracy to commit 

the crime of robbery, bribery, extortion, embezzlement, 

grand larceny, burglary, arson, violations of narcotics 

laws, murder, rape, assault with intent to kill, assault 

which inflicts grievous bodily injury, or a violation of 

Title II or III of the Act who is or has been a member of 

the Communist party is not allowed to: 

1. Hold office in any labor organization 

2. Act as a labor relations consultant. 

This restriction lasts for a period of five years after 

the conviction or end of the imprisonment unless the 

United States Parole Commission grants special 

dispensation. The portion of the statute dealing with 

Communist Party membership was later struck down as being 

unconstitutional in U.S. v. Brown (1965). 
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Title III - Trusteesh ips 

Trusteeships are used by national or international 

unions to insure integrity and stability within 

subordinate organizations. Trusteeships may be imposed to 

correct corruption or financial malpractice, to assure the 

performance of a collective bargaining agreement or other 

duties of a bargaining representative, to restore 

democratic procedures, or to otherwise carry out the 

legitimate objects of a labor organization. The 

constitution and bylaws must specify the procedures to be 

followed in establishing a trusteeship. The imposition of 

a trusteeship must be ratified after a fair hearing before 

the executive board or other body provided in accordance 

with the organization's regulations. If it is imposed for 

one of the above reasons and in accordance with the 

correct procedure, it is presumed to be valid for a period 

of eighteen months. After that time if it is challenged, 

the national officers must show the need tu continue the 

trusteeship. A report must be filed with the Secretary of 

Labor within 30 days after the trusteeship is imposed and 

semiannually thereafter. Challenges to the trusteeship 

may be filed with the Secretary of Labor or in a civil 

court. 
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As McLaughlin and Schoomaker have pointed out (1979, 

p. 138): 

Congress intended the courts to interpret the broad 
language of Title III. Over time, and with due 
consideration for both complainants and their unions, 
they have been doing just that. 

There have been a number of cases which interpret the 

requirements of trusteeships. Some of the more important 

issues that the courts have addressed are the procedures 

for establishing the trusteeship, the proof that it is 

needed, and the necessity of a fair hearing or 

rati fication. 

In Sanders v. De Lucia (1967), the court held that 

to impose a trusteeship the international's constitution 

and bylaws must provide an enabling provision. If a 

trusteeship follows the international's rules and is for a 

lawful purpose as defined in the Act, then the trusteeship 

is considered valid for a period of eighteen months. 

After that time if the trusteeship is continued, then the 

presumption is reversed and the international officers 

must show by "clear and convincing proof" that it is still 

needed. In Agricultural Workers Local 46 v. International 

Brotherhood of Teamsters (1983), the court held that the 

international officers met their burden of proof by 

establishing that continuation of a trusteeship beyond 

i 
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eighteen months was necessary and justified where the 

purpose was to "ensure effectuation of laudable and 

legitimate organizational policy change which ended long 

and bitter intraunion struggle." The court in Local 13410 

v. United Mine Workers of America (1973), held that "a 

hearing should, if possible be held prior to trusteeship," 

but in some situations action must be taken first and 

ratified later. 

Title IV - Elections 

Terms of Office 

The Act requires that local unions elect their 

officers not less often then every three years by secret 

ballot among the members who are in good standing. 

Intermediate bodies must hold elections not less often 

then every four years either by secret ballot of the 

members in good standing or by officers who are the 

representatives of the members and who have been elected 

by secret ballot. National or International organizations 

must hold elections not less often then every five years 

either by secret ballot or at a convention of delegates 

chosen by secret ballot. A union's constitution and 

bylaws may call for more frequent elections. 

•1 

! 
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Election Procedures 

The Act states that the election shall be conducted 

in accordance with the union's constitution and bylaws 

insofar as they are not in conflict with the Act. The Act 

sets up a basic standard of fairness and the minimum 

procedures to be followed by the union in conducting the 

election. The union must give each bona fide candidate 

the right, once within 30 days of the election, to inspect 

the membership lists of the organization. The unions must 

comply with reasonable requests to distribute campaign 

literature at the candidate's expense and must not 

discriminate in the treatment of candidates in this 

regard. An election notice must be mailed to the last 

known address of each member not less than 15 days prior 

to the election. 

Adequate safeguards must be provided to insure a 

fair election. The voting must be by secret ballot, and 

any candidate must be allowed to have an observer at the 

polls and at the countii-g of the ballots. A reasonable 

opportunity must be given for the nomination of 

candidates, and every member in good standing must have 

the right to vote for and otherwise support the candidates 

of his or her choice without fear of reprisal. Members 

jît 

m ay not be denied the right to vote because of alleged 
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delay or default in the payment of dues if the dues have 

been withheld pursuant to a voluntary dues checkoff 

agreement. The votes of each local must be counted and 

published separately. All election records and ballots 

must be kept for a period of one year. The organization 

is not allowed to spend any money to support one 

candidate. 

In applying the above requirements the courts have 

again used a reasonableness standard. In Wirtz v. Hotel, 

Motel & Club Employees Union, Local 6 (1968), the court 

held that a requiremcnt which concerned prior office 

holding was unreasonable because it rendered 93 percent of 

the members ineligible. In Local 3489, United 

Steelworkers v. Usery (1977), the Supreme Court held that 

a rule requiring candidates to have attended at least half 

of the monthly meetings for the three years preceding the 

election was unreasonable in that it excluded 96.5 percent 

of the membership from running for office. 

Generally 1itle IV relies on postelection remedies, 

although two sections of the Act give a limited amount of 

pre-election protect. Section 401 (c) allows candidates 

to use the state court to enforce the provision dealing 

with the distribution of campaign literature, and section 

403 specifically states that the Act does not interfere 

i 
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with existing rights to enforce the constitution and 

bylaws of the organization regarding elections. However, 

once an election is held, the enforcement provisions of 

the Title must be followed. The member must first exhaust 

internal remedies, and if he or she has not obtained a 

final decision within three months, a complaint may be 

filed with the Secretary of Labor. The policy of the 

Department of Labor has been not to conduct pre-election 

investigations. A challenged election is presumed to be 

valid unless it is proven that violations did occur and 

that they may have affected the outcome of the election. 

A member does not have the right to petition directly to 

the courts. In the event an election is set aside, a new 

election is supervised by the Secretary of Labor. 

The Act and its enforcement by the Department of 

Labor (DOL) have received a considerable amount of 

criticism for occurrences during the 1969 United Mine 

Workers' election. (Rauh, 1971) A number of charges were 

made by the challenger Jock Yablonski regarding violations 

of campaign standards prior to the election, which 

incumbent W.A. (Tony) Boyle won. It has been alleged that 

if the government had acted on these charges prior to the 

election, the later murder of Yablonski and his family may 

not have taken place (Taylor and Witney, 1979, p. 581), a 

í: 
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crime for which the incumbent Boyle was later convicted. 

In the 1972 court-ordered new election the former 

Yablonski supporters won. 

The Supreme Court has also dealt with the 

reviewability of the Secretary of Labor's decision not to 

file suit. In Dunlop v. Bachowski (1975), a complainant 

who had lost an election filed a complaint with the DOL. 

He was advised that an investigation had determined that 

"civil action to set aside the challenged election is not 

warranted." He then filed an action against the Secretary 

and the union. The Supreme Court granted certiorari and 

held that the actions of the Secretary are reviewable and 

governed by the Administrative Procedures Act. 

The section of the Act dealing with challenges to 

elections has been one of the most frequent sources of 

complaints to the Department of Labor. However, actual 

violations are found in a relatively small number of the 

cases. Many of the cases are filed for internal political 

reasuns and not as a result of any wrongdoings. 

4 

5 

Summary 

There seems to be rather widespread satisfaction 

with the courts and the Act itself. The DOL and the 

courts have had the difficult task of trying to implement 
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an Act which itself was enacted through a series of 

compromises. Its purpose was to balance the "rights" of 

members against those of an effective organization, with a 

minimum of government interference. By applying the 

standards and procedures that have developed over the life 

of the Act, the courts and DOL have achieved a very 

workable solution to implementation. The Act has matured 

to the point where it is functioning well and 

accomplishing its purpose. 

However, there have been criticisms of the 

enforcement of the Act by the DOL, particularly in the 

area of elections. Some commentators have cited a need 

for investigation and government action prior to an 

election's being held when it can be shown that there are 

significant improprieties. This could be accomplished by 

changing the Department Of Labor's rules and regulations 

and without the need to amend the Act. 

Overall, the LMRDA has withstood the test of time 

rather well. There will undoubtedly be clarification and 

new interpretations of sections of the Act. However, 

there does not appear to be the need for any substantial 

changes to the provisions of the Act. In ruling on many 

sections of the Act, the courts will, of necessity, 

interpret the law, as they have been doing, in light of 
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the individual circumstances of the particular case 



CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY 

Statement of the Problem 

This research evaluates the effectiveness of the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act in 

accomplishing its stated purposes and its impact on union 

administration, leadership and collective bargaining. 

Four subproblems have been identified: 

1. The first subproblem is to determine the effect of 
the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
on democratization of the unions. 

2. The second subproblem is to analyze the effects of 
the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
on the civil liberties of individual union 
members. 

3. The third subproblem is to determine whether the 
Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act has 
caused instability in the union structure by 
encouraging dissent. 

4. The fourth subproblem is to analyze the effects of 
the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
on labor-management relations and collective 
bargaining. 

I 
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The Hypotheses 

Based on an analysis of the literature and court 

cases in this area, four hypotheses have been identified 

(1) The first hypothesis is that the Labor-Management 
Reporting and Disclosure Act has not increased 
democratization of unions as compared to the situation 
prior to the enactment of the Labor-Management Reporting 
and Disclosure Act. 

Edgar N. James writing in 1978, after an extensive 

analysis of the Act, stated that "(i)f the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act was enacted 

to ensure union democracy and rid labor-management 

relations of corruption, by either standard it has been a 

near failure."(James, 1978, p. 354) Baker Armstrong Smith 

in 1980 made several recommendations to curtail the abuse 

of union power which would be "much more effective than 

the Landrum-Griffin Act." (Smith, 1980, p. 281) Joseph 

Rauh feels that the Act is not effective because it is not 

being efforced by the Department of Labor. (Rauh, 1971, p. 

643) However, the opinions are far from one-sided; Burt 

F. Boltuch in a 1977 article, states, "The Act has 

generally been successful in achieving its goals of 

ensuring free and democratic elections with minimal 

government interference in the internal affairs of labor 

J i l 
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unions." However, he does recognize the need for some 

minor procedural changes in the areas of elections and 

enforcement of the Act. (Boltuch, 1977, p. 271) 

(2) The second hypothesis is that the Labor-Management 
Reporting and Disclosure Act has not brought about a 
significant increase in the protection of the rights of 
union members as compared to those rights enjoyed prior to 
passage of the Act. 

John Lawler has stated, "Although Landrum-Griffin in 

principle impacts on union governance, there is a paucity 

of research providing hard evidence that the law actually 

has had its intended effect. Indeed, several analyses 

(e.g., Aaron, 1969; Rosenberg 1963; Hadley et al., 1972) 

of the application of the provisions of the law and/or 

court interpretations of the law suggest problems in its 

enforcement." (Lawler, 1981, p.89) Joseph J. Klock, Jr., 

and Doris Palzer reach the same conclusion, "In general, 

the Department must find some way of increasing its 

sensitivity to problems of the rank-and-file union members 

and thus fulfill the intent of the Act." (Klock and 

Palzer, 1974, p. 631) 

1 

(3) The third hypothesis is that the Labor-Management 
Reporting and Disclosure Act has caused instability in the 
structure of unions by encouraging dissent and opposition. 
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Writing in 1981, Lawler says, "While there is 

frequent disagreement as to the magnitude of the changes 

engendered by Landrum-Griffin, almost all authors are of 

the opinion that the law did achieve a measurable increase 

in rank-and-file influence. Other studies and 

commentaries (e.g., Weber, 1967; Gregory and Katz, 1979; 

Ginsburg, 1970) have also linked the provisions of 

Landrum-Griffin to increased rank-and-file assertiveness 

in internal union affairs (especially during the 

sixties)." (Lawler, 1981, p. 89) 

(4) The fourth hypothesis is that the Labor-Management 
Reporting and Disclosure Act has caused problems in 
Labor-Management relations and collective bargaining as 
compared to the situation prior to the passage of the Act. 

The material in this area is mixed. Ashenfelter and 

Johnson (1969) have demonstrated that aggregate strike 

activity in the United States increased subsequent to 

passage of Landrum-Griffin and argue that the law had the 

effect of increasing the sensitivity of union leaders to 

membership demands. Some authors feel that the Act has 

impeded responsible bargaining and made the officers too 

responsive to the will of the membership. McLaughlin and 

Schoomaker review the Literature in this area and state 

that this is a short-sighted view. They conclude that the 
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Act has been beneficial in this area. (Mclaughlin and 

Schoomaker, 1979, p. 186) 

The Data and the Treatment of the Data 

This research utilized two types of data: primary 

data and secondary data. The nature of each type is 

briefly described below. 

The Primary Data 

The primary research component consisted of the 

following activities: 

a) Interviews with Union Leaders. 

The sample for the study included six union bodies. 

Those selected were: United Food and Commercial Workers 

(District), Texas State Council of Machinists, United 

Steelworkers of America (District), Texas State Council of 

Carpenters, Southern Conference of Teamsters, United Auto 

Workers (Region). At least one intermediate body officer 

and two local body officers were contacted within each 

union in the study. 

The unions were selected as being both diverse and 

representative so that generalizations could be made about 

the effect of the Labor-Management Reporting and 
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Disclosure Act on unions in general. They were selected 

to include: 1) both craft and industrial unions, 2) 

unions that are reputed to be very democratic and those 

with somewhat less democratic reputations, 3) AFL-CIO 

affiliated unions and some not in the Federation, and 4) 

unions with different types of internal structures. Local 

unions were identified after consultation with the state 

or district officials. They were selected to insure 

geographic diversity and included unions in the following 

cities: Dallas, Houston, Austin, Lubbock, El Paso, and 

Amarillo. An effort was made to obtain a cross section of 

viewpoints by interviewing leaders holding union offices 

for varying lengths of time. An extra effort was made to 

identify those leaders who had been active in their unions 

and had been in leadership positions since the enactment 

of the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act. 

Within each union one state or district level official and 

at least one local officer were interviewed. The 

interviews lasted between one and three hours. 

The interviews were designed to be comprehensive in 

nature and to seek both detailed and general information 

about the impact of the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act. An attempt was made to identify the 

changes that had occurred since its enactment and the 
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extent to which the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act had been responsible for or had influenced 

the changes. 

b) Interviews with Dissident Members. 

As far as was possible, attempts were made to 

identify the extent and nature of dissent and opposition 

to the union leadership and the changes and problems that 

had been created by the Act. One dissident member who had 

a law case pending against the union was interviewed. 

c) Interviews with Management Representatives. 

Interviews were conducted with representatives of 

management who had had experience with unions since the 

enactment of the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 

Act. Their opinions on the effect of the Act on internal 

union affairs, the labor-management relationship and 

collective bargaining, and the rights of individual 

members were solicited. The representatives selected had 

negotiated with the locals previously selected (see (a) 

above). The management interviews lasted between one and 

two hours. 
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d) Documentary Information. 

Documentary information on file with the Federal 

Government was collected and examined. This information 

was used to determine whether the local unions had 

complied with the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act relating to reporting and disclosure of 

financial information and collective bargaining contracts 

The Secondary Data 

The secondary research component consisted of the 

following activities: 

a) Review of the Literature. 

A comprehensive review of the pertinent journals 

and texts relating to the effectiveness of the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act and its 

background was undertaken. All pertinent literature 

relating to this Act, both prior to its actual passage 

when the need for the Act was discussed and since 1959, 

was examined. 

m 

b) Review of Legal Cases and Legal Requirements of the 

Act. 

A review was made of the legal requirements of the 
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Act and the pertinent legal cases which have involved the 

interpretation of Landrum Griffin and the rights of union 

members. 

c) Review of Constitutions and Bylaws. 

State and local unions' constitutions and bylaws 

were reviewed in an attempt to determine the ways unions 

have chosen to comply with the Labor-Management Reporting 

and Disclosure Act requirements. 

d) Review of Publications. 

To determine the coverage of and attitudes toward 

the requirements of the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act and other relevant matters, a review of 

newsletters and other publications of the selected unions 

was conducted. 

e) Review of Department of Labor Reports and Data. 

Department of Labor reports and statistical data 

collected on compliance and reporting under the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act were 

reviewed. 

I 

Methodology 

As identified in the previous section, the study 
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consisted of interviews and documentary research. There 

is a lack of statistical data available in the area of the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act. Professor 

Paul Leedy has identified four principal research 

approaches, each appropriate for a particular situation 

depending on the nature of the data required. They are: 

the historical method, the descriptive survey, the 

analytical survey, and the experimental method. (Leedy, 

1974, p. 68) A main thrust of this study was to look at 

democracy and civil liberties. Kerlinger has referred to 

concepts of this type as "values," which are not amenable 

to empirical testing. The research methodology was a 

combination of the historical method and the descriptive 

survey. (Kerlinger, 1979, p. 267) 

The principal methodological technique employed was 

the personal interview. A planned series of questions was 

asked in an attempt to assure that the same format was 

used with all respondents. However, the interview was 

flexible enough so that the respondents were able to add 

their own ideas about the topic areas. An attempt was 

ma de to place the respondent at ease, and information was 

obtained from the respondent through the use of open-ended 

questions. The interview was an appropriate method to use 

because the study attempted to obtain data about a complex 
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social system and the attitudes and reactions of 

individuals toward it. 

As pointed out by one study regarding the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act, the fact 

that "even the most basic statistical data were largely 

unavailable" makes the personal interview a reasonable 

choice. (McLaughlin and Schoomaker, 1979, p. 222) In a 

purely empirical study, it would be very difficult to 

analyze and account for all of the variables and 

situations facing the different unions. Union structure, 

political realities, and economic conditions will all 

affect how a union has responded to and its attitudes 

about a law such as the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act. The interview format also incorporated 

Likert-type scales to measure some of the responses; 

descriptive statistics was used to assist in analyzing 

that data. 

Numerous sources were consulted in an attempt to 

determine the best approach for the research design. The 

advantages and disadvantages expressed led to the 

determination that the interview method was most 

appropriate for the study. (Miller, 1977, p. 8; Stone, 

1978, p. 67; Gordon, 1969, p. 58) 
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It is felt that the interview offered some distinct 

advantages over other methods in the collection of this 

data. The sample was chosen with care to be 

representative of the general population, and there was a 

high degree of cooperation from the respondents. Because 

the interviewer could see the respondent's demeanor and 

had a chance to correct any misunderstood questions, the 

information was more accurate and more spontaneous. The 

interviewer could react to the sensitive questions and 

situations much more effectively than with other 

techniques. The questions were adapted to fit the ability 

and educational level of the person interviewed and thus 

misleading questions and misinterpretations were avoided. 

Supplementary information was collected about the 

respondent, such as work environment, experience, and 

personal characteristics. These were used in interpreting 

and evaluating the results. 

The disadvantages associated with the interview 

method were minimized through careful planning of the 

questions to be asked and the evaluation procedures used. 

Attempts were made to eliminate any bias or other factors 

that may have distorted the results on the part of the 

interviewer. 
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The following information was solicited from the 

respondents. 

A. Union Administration 
1. Financial administration 

st ructure 
accountability to members 
bonding of officers 
LMRDA reporting requirements 
changes resulting from LMRDA 
challenges from union members 
recommendations 

2. Membership awareness of financial matters 
reporting to members 
changes resulting from LMRDA 
changes in dues 
members reactions to changes 
recommendations 

3. Election Process 
describe the election process 
changes and why 
members reactions to changes 
election challenges 
effect of LMRDA 
recommendations 

4. State or District Elections 
convention or referendum 
describe the election process 
changes and why 
members reactions to changes 
effect of LMRDA 
recommendations 

Sii 

Trusteeship 
identi fy history 
internal rules 
changes in rules and why 
effect of LMRDA 
reasons for trusteeships 
recommendations 
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6. Discipline of members 
identify history 
internal rules 
appeals procedure 
changes in rules 
reactions of members 
recommendations 

B. Union Leadership 
1 . Electoral challenges 

identify history 
reasons for challenges 
organized or permanent opposition 
effect of LMRDA 
recommendaions 

2. Membership Participation in Elections 
voting eligibility 
identify history 
changes 
effects of LMRDA on voting 
union office eligibility 
changes 
effects of LMRDA on office eligibility 
election structure 
recommendations 

r •III i 

Officer Turnover 
identify history 
changes 
effects of LMRDA 
recommendation 

Changes in the characteristics of officers and in 
their policies 

profile of officers today 
compare profile with past 
changes 
policy or orientation 
effects of LMRDA 
recommendations 

5. General 
other problem areas 
identify opposition 
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6. Identify single most important change caused by 
LMRDA 

The results of the interview were grouped into the 

general catagories of: 1) democracy, 2) rights of 

members, 3) internal stability, and 4) labor management 

relations for analysis and interpretation. A listing of 

the purposes of the Act drawn from the statute and 

legislative history and the hypotheses of the study served 

as bases against which to analyze the interview results, 

as stated before. For ease of analysis, the questions i| 

calling for an opinion incorporated a five-point -

Likert-type scale. (Miller, 1977, p. 89) Other questions 

were cataloged based on the results obtained. Conclusions 

were drawn determining the extent to which the purposes of 

the Act had been met. The complete interview formats for 

the local officers, the state or district officers, and 

manageí.ient representatives are contained in Appendix B. 

To assist in analysis, an interview assessment was 

filled out by the interviewer shortly after each 

interview. (See Appendix C.) This rated the respondent on 

the following characteristics : openness, truthfulness, 

knowledge, and intensity of feelings. The rating sheet 

also had space provided for background information, as 
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well as a comment section. This aided in the assessment 

of responses and provided a basis for the weighting of 

answers. 

Through information gained during a documentary 

search of the secondary data, it was hoped that any 

problems associated with memory and wishful thinking on 

the part of the respondents could be countered. Union 

constitutions and bylaws were analyzed to determine if 

they followed the requirements of the Act. Financial 

reports filed with the Department of Labor, as well as 

compliance reports, were obtained. The responses of the 

unions were analyzed both intraunion, interunion and in 

light of the management responses. This primary research 

was merged with the research of the secondary sources and 

the findings already in the literature to form the basis 

for conclusions about the effectiveness of the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act. 

Limitations 

As discussed earlier, due to limitations of time and 

money this study only looked at six unions withiu the 

state of Texas. The effects of this limitation were 

minimized by the careful selection of the unions and 

respondents. Interviews were with union officers and 
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members and management representatives associated with the 

union. The study did not include Department of Labor 

officials, labor attorneys or academicians. The focus of 

the research was on union democracy and individual 

members' rights; therefore, no attempt was made to 

analyze those portions of the Labor-Management Reporting 

and Disclosure Act which deal with amendments to the Labor 

Management Relations Act of 1947, in particular, Title VII 

and part of Title VI of the LMRDA. 

A major limitation in this type of study is the 

skill and ability of the interviewer. The study attempted 

to minimize the problem by extensive study of the 

interview process and techniques. (Gordon, 1969; Miller, 

1977; Babbie, 1973) Additionally, presurvey interviews 

were conducted to test the survey and to give the 

interviewer practice. The primary interviewer's 

experience as a trial attorney was felt to be helpful in 

both the interview situation and later analysis. 



CHAPTER V 

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEWS WITH 

UNION OFFICERS AND OTHERS REGARDING THE 

OVERALL EFFECT OF THE ACT: PART I 

The results of the interviews with the union 

officers are presented in Chapters V and VI. The results 

pertaining to the particular Titles of the Labor-

Management Reporting and Disclosure Act (LMRDA) are 

summarized in this Chapter. Findings concerning the 

effects of the Act on collective bargaining, union 

leadership, member dissent, enforcement, and suggested 

legislative changes are discussed in Chapter VI. The 

views of management respondents and comments by dissident 

members are also reported in Chapter VI. In both Chapters 

V and VI, where data concerning responses to individual 

questions are reported, the sample size across questions 

will not be consistent because not all respondents 

provided answers to each question. 

79 
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The results presented in this chapter are primarily 

based on interviews conducted with 20 union leaders 

representing six different international unions. All of 

those contacted were based in cities within the state of 

Texas and held offices at either the local or intermediate 

body level. The next Chapter continues this discussion and 

summarizes the interviews conducted with fourteen managers 

in twelve different companies who regularly deal with 

these unions. An interview with one dissenting local 

union member was also obtained. The results of the 

interviews were compared to the reports filed with the 

government, union constitutions, and bylaws. Additional 

background material was obtained through a review of the 

literature and legal cases in this area. 

Since many of the articles published on this subject 

call for either repealing or amending the Landrum-Griffin 

Act, it was expected that there would be strong opinions 

and much thought about the Act. Instead, in many cases, 

it was apparent that many of those interviewed were only 

generally aware of the Act and its requirements. The 

majority only knew that Landrum-Griffin was the reason 

that they had to file a financial statement with the 

government and had to send notice letters prior to 
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elections. Most were very familiar with their union's 

constitution and bylaws; and the assumption seemed to be 

that if they followed the union's rules, then they were 

within the requirements of the LMRDA. 

Areas Covered in the Study 

The remainder of the chapter summarizes the results 

by major title areas. 

Title I - Bill of Rights 

Equal rights and freedom of speech and assembly. 

The law specifically grants all members equal rights and 

privileges to nominate candidates, to vote in elections 

and referendums, to attend and be heard at meetings, to 

meet and assemble freely, and to participate in the 

deliberations and the voting on business at meetings. 

These rights are subject to reasonable rules and 

regulations in the bylaws and constitution. 

All of the locals contacted held regular meetings. 

They were held either weekly, biweekly, or monthly and 

always at the same place, time, and date. Most of the 

locals also reported that a notice was posted at the work 

place or on the local bulletin board several days to two 

weeks prior to the meeting. None of those interviewed 
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voiced any complaints about people not being allowed to 

attend or express their views. In fact, all of the unions 

reported that despite efforts of the local officers to 

publicize the meetings, attendance was usually low 

(averaging less than ten percent). 

All of the locals had a requirement that to vote in 

an election the member had to be "in good standing." This 

is defined in the particular union's bylaws or 

constitution and generally means that the member is not 

more than two to three months behind in dues. Elections 

at the international level are carried out by elected 

delegates to the conventions (one union surveyed elects 

its international officers by referendum). 

!̂' f. 

Dues, fees, and assessments. The LMRDA states 

that a local organization's dues or initiation fees shall 

not be raised or assessments levied except by majority 

vote by secret ballot. This must be after reasonable 

notice r̂ by membership referendum. Labor organizations 

other than locals may use membership referendum, delegates 

at conventions, or majority vote of the executive 

board--the last being effective only until the next 

conV ent ion. 
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The constitution and bylaws of the unions 

interviewed complied with the LMRDA regarding dues and 

fees. All provided for secret ballot and notice or 

referendum vote. Although the methods established in the 

constitutions can be complex (one union had 54 different 

methods for establishing minimum dues), all of the locals 

had adopted dues' formulae which were based on two hours 

of the worker's pay. Thus, as wages were raised or 

workers were promoted, dues would automatically go up. 

Most of the locals had provisions for dues increases above 

the "two hours of wages" minimum but none had elected to 

raise dues above that minimum. 

Prior to the automatic provisions, which were 

adopted in the 1960's and early 1970's, there was mixed 

opposition to dues' increases in the unions. Some 

experienced no opposition, and others had slates of 

officers running in elections on just this point. One 

local president stated that at one time a group had 

actively opposed an increase in dues and instead wanted to 

cut operations and staff. "We went to the members and 

told them that the books have to balance--if you want the 

representatives to cover 75 locations instead of 45 then 

you'll just get to see them less." The dues increase won 

by a two-to-one margin. 
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There has been very little activity in the locals 

over dues during the last 10 years because of the 

automatic provisions. The per capita charges and other 

assessments receive more attention; but any increases in 

these areas have always passed, with one exception, and 

that increase was enacted at the next convention. 

Protection of the right to sue. Members have the 

right, after exhausting internal procedures, to institute 

actions in either courts or administrative agencies. 

Two of the unions in the study had been involved in 

lawsuits or administrative hearings with union members. 

In one case, a lawsuit was brought to trial; and in the 

other there was a hearing before the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission. In the other unions, no 

situations were identified where there had been 

alleqations of interfence with a member's rights. 

Disciplinary actions. Title I protects members 

from disciplinary actions, except for nonpayment of dues, 

unless the member has been served with written notice, 

given time to prepare a defense, and afforded a full and 

fair hearing. 
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Most of the local officers were unaware of the laws 

governing the area of discipline of members. They relied 

on the constitution and bylaws of the union. This did not 

appear to be a problem because in all cases the 

constitutional provisions and bylaws were in compliance 

with the requirements of the law. The intermediate body 

officers were more aware of the legislative requirements 

and stated that LMRDA had had little effect on their 

procedures. Some said that there had been some "fine 

tuning" after LMRDA, but all felt that the procedures in 

this area had always been fair. | 

The instances of member discipline were reported as ; 

being infrequent, with a somewhat higher rate in unions in 

the construction trades. Charges ranged from conduct 

unbecoming a member (e.g., drunkenness) to advocating dual 

unionism or crossing picket lines. In the construction 

trades, members were fined for working without being 

current with dues, for working for a lower scale, or for 

working for unrepresented contractors. In most cases the 

usual punishment was a fine of less than $50.00. 

All of the unions have procedures for appeals. (In 

one case, appeals may only be taken if a fine is equal to 

or greater than $50.00. As a result, the usual fine is 

$49.95.) Only two union officers thought that there was a 

vmns^ 
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need for change in this area. Both would like to see 

locals granted more authority to control behavior that is 

contrary to the best interests of the local. One said, 

"You almost have to shoot someone to get disciplined." He 

perceived minority rights as outweighing the interests of 

the majority . 

The majority of the union officers were positive 

toward the effectiveness of Landrum-Griffin in protecting 

members. When asked specifically if they felt that the 

Act had protected members from arbitrary disciplinary 

actions as compared to the situation which would have 

existed had the Act not been made law, eight said that it 

had been somewhat or very successful. Three felt that it 

had been neither successful nor unsuccessful, and two felt 

that it had been somewhat or very unsuccessful. Eight 

officers felt that there would be a slight decrease in 

members' protection from arbitrary actions if the Act were 

repealed, while the other five felt that there would be no 

change. Seven officers assessed the benefits as 

outweighing the costs, while four said that the costs 

outweighed the benefits. Two were neutral. 

î 

Copies of collective bargaining agreements. Any 

employee directly affected by a collective bargaining 
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agreement who requests it is entitled to a copy of the 

agreement. Organizations other than local unions are 

required to forward a copy to each constituent unit. 

Copies must be available for inspection at the principal 

office. 

All of the unions reported that copies were made 

available to the members. There were copies on file at 

the local and intermediate offices. Nothing was revealed 

by the study which indicated that there were any problems 

in this area. 

Other provisions. Persons whose rights have been 

infringed by a violation of Title I may bring a civil 

action in federal district court. Members have retained 

all rights and remedies which they had prior to the 

enactment of Title I. Each labor organization must inform 

its members concerning the provisions of the Act. 

There were no reported problems in this area. All 

of the locals reported that members would be given 

requested information if this was required by either the 

law or the union's bylaws and constitution. Several union 

officers who had been in the union since the enactment of 

LMRDA stated that initially members were informed of the 

provisions of the Act. There does not appear to be any 

l E ! ^ 
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c o n t i n u i n g p l a n t o f a m i l i a r i z e members w i t h t h ese 

provisions. 

Title II & V - Financial Reporting and Fiduciary 
Responsibi lity 

Reports of labor organization. Each labor 

organization must adopt a constitution and bylaws and must 

file copies of these and administrative information with 

the Secretary of Labor. Annually the organization must 

file a financial report and any changes in administrative 

information. The information in these reports, as well 

as the books, records, and accounts necessary to verify 

the reports, must be made available to the members. 

All of the labor organizations had been filing 

reports with the Secretary of Labor as required by law. 

They had all adopted constitutions and bylaws. In large 

part the locals relied on the international or 

intermediate organization to keep them informed concerning 

what to file and when. Most local or intermediate union 

bodies have been subject to an international union audit 

in addition to the reports that are required under LMRDA 

and by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). In responding 

to questions about the reports, most of the locals were 

not aware of the specific requirements of the LMRDA. They 

tessi 
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tended to lump together all of the reports that they were 

required to make whether to the Department of Labor (DOL), 

the Internal Revenue Service, or even the international 

union. 

The unions varied widely when asked to estimate, on 

an annual basis, the amount of time, the effort and the 

cost of putting the reports together. One officer felt 

that the report was just part of the job and that he would 

keep the same books and information regardless of the 

requirements of the Act. Another estimated that it took 

only two hours to do the reports and that there was almost 

no cost involved. On the other hand, the majority of the 

officers thought that the reports were very time-consuming 

and involved a large cost to the union. Several officers 

reported that it took over 40 hours to do the reports, and 

one estimated as much as 80 hours. Half of the unions 

reported using Certified Public Accountants to prepare the 

reports. One union had the international auditor work 

with the locals to assist on the reports. In terms of 

costs, some estimated that the total was either almost 

none or only a few hundred dollars. Other locals, 

especially those employing accountants, reported costs of 

up to $4400 ($3400 for the accountant and $1000 for 

additional staff and indirect costs). 



90 

Only one of the locals reported having a formal 

budget or budgetary process. Most of the locals' normal 

expenses are handled by the president or designated 

financial officer. Any above normal expenses are approved 

by the executive board or membership. All of the unions 

have a financial report at their monthly meeting which 

must be approved by the members. (Generally the unions 

reported having a small percentage of the membership at 

the meeting and the approval is almost pro forma.) 

Several also prepare detailed written reports which are 

published in newsletters or handed out to the members. 

All of the unions reported that their reports and 

bookkeeping records are available for inspection by the 

members. Several officers stated that if a member 

requested copies of anything, the materials would be 

provided, but the member would have to pay for the cost of 

copying. Generally the officers felt that the members 

were unaware of the reports that are required by the Act. 

When members wanted to look at financial information they 

typically requested to see the bookkeeping records or the 

cancelled checks. 

In responding to questions about recommended changes 

in the reporting requirements of the Act, about half of 

the officers seemed to be satisfied. One local officer 
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stated, "It is to keep you honest, and I am for that." 

Another said, "It's worth the trouble, but it's a pain in 

the ass." Several officers felt that the reports should 

be simplified. Three of the respondents thought that the 

reporting requirements were intended to harass the unions 

and did little to protect members. They were upset that 

they had to "bare their financial souls" when business and 

other organizations did not. 

Generally, the opinions of the union officers 

were mixed as to whether the Act had increased the 

awareness of individual members about how their funds were 

spent. One thought that it had been very successful and 

six somewhat successful. Three respondents were neutral, 

and six felt that it had been very unsuccessful. (See 

Figure 5-1.) If the Act were to be repealed, 10 

respondents thought that there would be no change in the 

level of members' awareness of financial information while 

six thought that there would be a slight decrease. In 

terms of the costs versus the benefits in the area of 

financial reporting, seven thought that they were equal. 

Four officers felt that costs substantially outweighed the 

benefits, and one thought that the costs slightly 

outweighed benefits. One stated that benefits slightly 

outweighed costs and three thought that benefits 
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How successful do you feel that the reporting requirements 
of the LMRDA have been in making the individual member 
aware of how union funds are spent as compared to what 
would have been if the Act had not been enacted? 

6 v 

4 • • 

1 

Very 
Unsuccessful 

Somewhat 
Unsuccessful 

Neither 
Unsuccessful 

Nor Successful 

Somewhat 
Successful 

Very 
Successful 

MEMBER AWARENESS OF FUNDS USE 
UNION OFFICER SURVEY 

Figure 5-1 
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substantially outweighed costs. 

Reports of business dealinqs. Officers of labor 

organizations and employers must file a report of business 

relationships or transactions annually with the Secretary 

of Labor listing business dealings. The records for these 

reports must be kept for a period of five years and are 

public information. 

None of the respondents reported any knowledge of 

any business dealings on the part of union officers. 

Several stated that there were strict union policies 

against this. Several of the unions have schools for all 

newly elected officers, and this requirement is covered at 

that time. One officer stated that the law is too strict 

in this area. 

Fiduciary responsibility of officers. Title V 

specifically states the fiduciary responsibility of union 

officers and requires that any officer who handles money 

or property must be bonded unless the organization has 

less than $5,000 in property and annual financial 

receipts. Loans cannot be made to officers or employees 

which would result in a total indebtedness in excess of 

$2,000. A person who has been convicted of certain crimes 
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is not allowed to hold office or to act as a labor 

relations consultant except after certain time periods or 

upon meeting certain conditions. 

All unions reported that any of their officers who 

do handle money or property are bonded. None of the 

respondents reported any loans to union officers or 

situations where persons were barred from union offices 

because of past convictions. The unions seemed to be in 

compliance in the area of fiduciary responsibility. All 

seemed to be aware of their international's requirements 

in the area, if not of the provisions of the LMRDA. All 

of the international constitutions and bylaws do meet the 

requirements of the Act. 

The union officers were generally positive about 

Landrum-Griffin's protection of members in financial 

matters. Ten of the officers interviewed thought that the 

Act had been either somewhat successful or very successful 

in protecting members' funds from misuse. Two were 

neutral on the question, and '"our felt that the Act was 

either somewhat or very unsuccessful in this area. (See 

Figure 5-2.) If the Act were to be repealed, 10 

respondents thought that the level of member awareness of 

how their funds were spent would remain unchanged, while 

five thought that there would be a decrease. Six thought 
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How successful do you feel that the reporting requirements 
of the LMRDA have been in protecting the union members 
from the misuse of union funds as compared to what would 
have been if the Act had never been enacted? 
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MEMBER PROTECTION FROM MISUSE OF FUNDS 

UNION OFFICER SURVEY 

Figure 5-2 
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that the benefits of the Act outweighed the costs, and an 

equal number felt that the costs outweighed the benefits. 

Three were neutral. 

Title III - Trusteeships 

Trusteeships. Title III states the purposes for 

which a trusteeship may be established over a subordinate 

body and the reports required. The procedures in the 

organization's constitution and bylaws must be followed. 

Trusteeships may be imposed to correct corruption or 

financial malpractice, to acsure the performance of a 

collective bargaining agreement or other duties of a 

bargaining representative, to restore democratic 

procedures, or to otherwise carry out the legitimate 

objects of a labor organization. Reports must be filed 

within 30 days after the trusteeship is imposed and 

semiannually thereafter. 

None of the locals included in the study have ever 

been placed under trusteeship. Most of the officers were 

unfamiliar with the Act in this area. There were some 

trusteeships at the intermediate body level, and all of 

these were in compliance with the requirements of the Act 

Some of the intermediate officers felt that the law 

restricts the international too much. They felt that it 
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slows down the process and hurts the members in the end. 

They indicated that they would like to be able to move 

quickly to protect the members in a situation where a 

trusteeship is justified, without the required reports and 

the government scrutiny. 

All of the respondents were either positive or 

neutral about the trusteeship portions of the Act. It 

must be remembered that there was a general lack of 

experience with the law in this area. Eight of the 

officers felt that the law had been successful in 

protecting members fiom unjustified trusteeships, and five 

were neutral. If the Act were repealed, six respondents 

thought that there would be no change; while two thought 

that there would be an increase in protection, and five 

thought that there would be a decrease. Five officers 

thought that the benefits outweighed the costs with seven 

feeling that costs outweighed the benefits. One thought 

that the benefits and costs were equal. 

Title IV - Elections 

Elect ions. The Act requires that local unions 

elect their officers not less often than every three years 

by secret ballot among the members who are in good 

standing. Intermediate bodies must hold elections not 
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less often than every four years either by secret ballot 

of the members in good standing or by officers who are 

representatives of the members and who have been elected 

by secret ballot. National or international organizations 

must hold elections not less often than every five years 

either by secret ballot of the members or at a convention 

of delegates chosen by secret ballot. 

The organization must comply with reasonable 

requests to distribute campaign material at the 

candidate's expense and must refrain from discrimination 

in favor of or against any candidate in the use of 

membership lists. Every bona fide candidate has the right 

to inspect membership lists once within 30 days prior to 

the election. 

Elections are to be by secret ballot and in 

accordance with the constitution and bylaws of the 

organization. Notice of the election must be mailed to 

each member at least 15 days prior, and all members must 

have an eqjal right to nominate candidates or hold office. 

The organization is not allowed to spend money to promote 

the candidacy of any person. 

This is an area where the local unions have relied 

on their constitution, bylaws, and advice from the 

international. The officers were familiar with the 
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requirements of the international governing elections, but 

very few were aware of the LMRDA requirements in this 

area. This seems to be an area that receives a 

significant amount of attention because the officers were 

very aware of all of the union's requirements. All of the 

unions were in full compliance with the Act in the area of 

elections. 

All of the local unions do send out the required 

notice letters. Additionally, most appear to do much more 

than what is demanded by the law in order to encourage a 

large voter turnout. All of the unions have some 

restrictions on voting, usually "good standing" (typically 

defined as not more than two months in arrears on dues). 

To be eligible to hold office, it is common for the union 

to require membership in the union for a specific time 

period (e.g., one year). All of the unions vote by secret 

ballot, with several using voting machines. The local 

elections are supervised by either a committee or the 

local officers, but the counting and handling of the 

ballots is done separately by appointed tellers. 

Many of the officers felt that the Act had had 

little effect on the conduct of local elections. With the 

exception of the notice requirement of the Act and the 

procedure to appeal election results to the Secretary of 
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Labor, most stated that they had not had to change their 

election procedures because of any requirements of the 

Act. Most felt that the impact had been even less at the 

international level because the members in most cases were 

not directly involved. Typical was the comment by an 

intermediate body officer with over 29 years of experience 

who said, "Landrum-Griffin has had virtually no impact on 

our election procedures." 

Several officers stated that they would like to see 

the requirement for individual mailed notices dropped. 

They felt that the notice requirement was unnecessary and 

that the costs and the difficulty of keeping current 

addresses on the members made it impractical, One local 

officer said, "We shouldn't have to send notices by 

mail....If members don't come to the meetings, they 

shouldn't be coddled. They know when the meetings are 

held...In this local they don't need the laws to get these 

protections." Another officer reported that despite their 

best efforts, over half of their mailings were returned as 

undeliverable because members failed to report changes of 

address. Most of the union officers had not had any 

experience with the appeals procedure and had not formed 

any opinions about it. One officer recommended changing 

the appeals procedures to set rigid time limits. His 
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comment was, "Sometimes a new election is almost held 

before the Secretary of Labor rules on the appeal." 

Several of the officers felt that overall the Act was 

beneficial in the area of elections because it safeguards 

the process and increases the confidence of the members. 

Very few of the unions have ever been asked for 

their membership lists by candidates. In all cases the 

person making the request was allowed to inspect them. In 

the other unions, most respondents stated that a request 

to inspect would be granted, but the member would not be 

allowed to copy union documents. One union officer stated 

that no one would be allowed to even see the list, however 

he had never had such a request. All of the unions stated 

that no union funds are used in partisan fashion in union 

election campaigns. There was no consensus regarding the 

use of union publications for election purposes. Some of 

the unions have refused to allow anyone to use the union 

publications for campaigning while others have allowed 

anyone to place articles or letters. 

There had been several cases of internal challenges 

to election results. In each case, however, there were no 

findings of wrongdoing and no further actions were taken. 

There had been no legal challenges to elections in the 

units that were included in the study. 
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When asked how successful LMRDA had been in 

protecting members' rights, the officers indicated that it 

had been more successful at the local level than at the 

intermediate body level. To the question of success at 

the local level, five replied very successful, four said 

somewhat successful, and four were neutral. No one felt 

that it had been unsuccessful. When asked about the 

intermediate body, only one said very successful, four 

said somewhat successful, six were neutral, and one said 

somewhat unsuccessful. 

A majority thought that there would be a decrease in 

the level of protection at the local level if the Act were 

repealed (eight versus seven who said no change). At the 

intermediate level, eight felt that there would be no 

change, and four felt that the level of protection would 

decrease. In terms of costs versus benefits, seven at the 

local level and five at the intermediate level felt that 

benefits outweighed the costs. Four thought that they 

were equal at both levels, and four at the local level and 

two at the intermediate level said costs outweighed the 

bene fits. 

Concluding Comments 

Generally, the union officers interviewed in this 
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survey were not aware of the requirements of 

Landrum-Griffin. However, there were no indications of 

serious problems in any of the areas covered by the Act. 

This could mean that the Act is accomplishing its purpose 

and has caused the international union to change its rules 

and to monitor the local unions very closely. On the 

other hand it could mean that the Act was not needed 

within these particular unions. The next chapter reports 

the overall perceptions of the union officers and the 

interviews with management and members. 



CHAPTER VI 

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEWS WITH 

UNION OFFICERS AND OTHERS REGARDING THE 

OVERALL EFFECT OF THE ACT: PART II 

The results of the interviews with the union officers 

regarding the overall effect of the Act, the effect on 

collective bargaining, and comments regarding enforcement 

by the Department of Labor (DOL) are presented in this 

chapter. Also presented in this chapter are the results 

of interviews with labor relations representatives from 

companies who have collective bargaining agreements with 

the sampled local unions and the summary of the interview 

with a dissident member. As was the case in the preceding 

chapter, the response totals vary for each question 

depending upon the number of people actually answering 

that question. 

Effect on Collective Bargaining 

Eighty percent of the officers contacted felt that 

104 
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the Act had not had an effect on collective bargaining. 

The vast majority of the union leaders contacted felt that 

the quality of their labor-management relationship had 

improved or, in a minority of cases, had deteriorated, but 

they attributed such changes to other factors. Only one 

officer cited the Landrum-Griffin Act as contributing to a 

deterioration in his union's relationship with management. 

He stated that it was harder to "maintain our position" in 

relation to management. He attributed this to the 

increased number of lawsuits brought against the union 

because of representation issues and the requirements for 

financial disclosure. 

Two other local officers stated that their 

relationship with management had improved because of 

LMRDA. One said the LMRDA had caused "things to be more 

civilized and more like business partners." The other 

felt that LMRDA had played only a minor part by making 

negotiations more open, since now the unions "can't 

bluff." One intermediate unit officer felt that the Act 

may have had some minor impact on the awareness of the 

members of what was going on in collective bargaining and 

had decreased the likelihood that an employer would 

attempt to pay off a union leader. 
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Effect on Union Leadership 

Most of the officers interviewed stated that the 

membership of the unions in the sample was generally 

younger and better educated, and there was a larger 

minority representation than in the past. They also noted 

a similar change in the leadership of the locals with 

younger and better-educated officers. With the exception 

of one union which was composed mainly of minority 

members, none of the union respondents mentioned any 

change in minority leadership. None of the union officc;rs 

surveyed were female, and none mentioned any increase in 

the percentage of women in the union membership. Most of 

the officers mentioned trends among the leadership toward 

greater responsiveness to union members, a more cautious 

attitude regarding their own actions, and an increased 

awareness of legal and internal union requirements. This 

was felt to be a response to the civil rights movement of 

the 1960's and 1970's and other contemporary societal 

trends and generally did not reflect a specific reaction 

to the passage of the Act. Several officers did, however, 

attribute a small part of this effect to the LMRDA. One 

officer stated, "Leaders can't bully anymore." Another 

said, "Leaders are less likely to be dictatorial, not as 
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authoritarian" because of the Act. 

It was reported in some of the locals that there had 

been challenges to the local leadership at every election, 

while other locals reported that there was never any 

opposition. The remainder had challenges at some 

elections or to some positions. The majority felt that 

the Act had had no effect on the presence or absence of 

such challenges. Three of the local officers noted an 

increase in election challenges to the leadership but were 

not sure whether LMRDA had had any effect or not. One 

local officer who joined the union in 1967, eight years 

after LMRDA was enacted, thought that the Act had had the 

effect of increasing election challenges to incumbent 

officers. Another local president who had been an officer 

for 20 years and a member of the union for over 30 years 

was very adamant that the Act had had an effect. He 

stated that since the Government has been involved, no 

election is final and binding. "The Government is always 

there as a judge to harass the union and encourage the 

dissenters. " 

In discussing the frequency of changes in leadership 

positions, the majority felt that the Act had had no 

effect. One local officer stated that most unions have 

had less turnover since LMRDA hut that a few have had more 
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turnover because of officers' breaking the law and being 

removed from office. Another local officer felt that 

there has been slightly more turnover among union 

officeholders since LMRDA. "The reason for this is to 

some extent political awareness, but not necessarily 

because of LMRDA, but rather changes in our society. All 

the legalism (e.g., EEOC, NLRA, ERISA) has caused more 

people [both incumbents and inexperienced members] to 

decide not to run for office." The effect has been a lack 

of experience on the part of new leaders who have to 

"rediscover the wheel." One of the interr.iediate body 

officers remarked that there probably had been no changes 

caused by LMRDA except that "all the 'rights' of members 

and the hassle that the Department of Labor and Department 

of Justice have given us make the job less attractive to 

potential candidates." 

The opinions varied concerning the effects of 

Landrum-Griffin on the stability of union leadership. The 

question was: How has the Act affected the level of 

stability of union leadership as compared to what would 

have been if the Act had not been enacted. Two union 

officers said there had been a substantial increase in 

stability, three said a slight increase, six answered no 

change, two said a slight decrease, and one felt that 
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there had been a substantial decrease. 

If the Act were repealed today, seven of the 

respondents said that there would be no change in 

leadership stability, while four felt that there would be 

a slight decrease, one a substantial decrease, and one 

each registered in the categories of slight increase and 

substantial increase. 

In response to the question of the cost versus 

benefit of the Act in regards to its effect on union 

leadership, six respondents thought that they were equal, 

while four felt that benefits outweighed costs, and two 

felt that costs outweighed benefits. None of the officers 

responding had any recommendations for changes in this 

area. 

Effect on Member Dissent 

Half of the officers responding said that the Act had 

had no effect on the level of dissent by union members. 

Several pointed out that their union had always protected 

the rights of all members. Some felt that members were 

more active and quicker to criticize but pointed to 

general trends in the society rather than the Act as the 

predominant cause. All of the respondents agreed that 

most of the union niembers were unaware of the requirements 
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of the Act regarding the protection of individual rights. 

The majority of the officers did feel that dissenters were 

now slightly more likely to be successful. One officer 

felt that the Act had caused the amount of dissent to 

decrease. "It had toned down the less intelligent or more 

aggressive members" because they were more likely to 

believe that things were legal and above board. The rest 

of the officers felt that both the level of dissent and 

the likelihood of success were slightly higher because of 

the Act. One said, "Members now have a freer attitude and 

more freedom to express themsolves." Most of those 

responding felt that the Act had had a positive effect in 

this area. Two officers, however, were critical of the 

Act. One stated, "The rights of one dissenter can trample 

over the rights of the majority of union members." The 

other said, "The LMRDA encourages dissent. It permits 

workers in the minority to harass the majority. If they 

can't convince a majority of the members to side with 

them, they turn to the D O L , who always sides with the 

underdog." 

Most mportant Issues Addressed by the Act 

Half of the union officers responding mentioned 

financial rtporting as the most important area addressed 
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by the Act. Six officers mentioned election requirements, 

and five felt that union democracy and members' rights 

were the most important areas. Other areas mentioned were 

trusteeships and financial dealings of officers. When 

asked what was the most significant change that had 

resulted from the Act, several officers identified the 

costs of compliance with the required financial reporting 

and the obligatory notice of elections. One respondent 

stated that the Act did nothing for the members; its major 

effect was to increase the costs to the unions and add 

paperwork. An intermediate body officer said that there 

were four significant changes caused by the Act, and all 

were negative. He identified the election notice 

requirement, the trusteeship restrictions, appeals to DOL, 

and the general costs of compliance with the Act as 

detrimental to unions. 

Enforcement by the Department of Labor 

Most of the uiiions had not been involved with any 

overt effort on the part of the Department of Labor to 

enforce any provisions of the Act. A few had been 

contacted when a required financial report was not 

submitted or was sent in late. In all cases, the 

situation was resolved quickly and satisfactorily. 
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Usually one phone call from the enforcement agency 

resulted in prompt resolution of the problem or the 

misunderstanding. One local union in the sample was 

audited about ten years after the Act went into effect and 

passed with "flying colors." 

In another situation, a local officer and 

intermediate body officer from the union that was involved 

in a pending lawsuit stated that they felt that the Act 

was being enforced but accused the DOL of selective 

enforcement. They both stated that some national unions 

are investigated more than others. They also observed 

that even within a given union some large locals tend to 

be scrutinized more closely than others. "They just go on 

fishing expeditions." Another complaint voiced by an 

intermediate body officer concerned the investigatory 

process itself. He noted that in one case the DOL had 

taken files of a local during an investigation and had 

kept them for over 18 months. 

Overall Effect of the Act 

The union officers were split on their overall rating 

of the Act. When asked to compare the costs, both direct 

and indirect, with the benefits of the Act, they answered 

as follows: benefits substantially outweighed the costs 
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(3), benefits slightly outweighed the costs (4), benefits 

equalled costs (2), costs slightly outweighed benefits 

(2), and costs substantially outweighed benefits (5). (See 

Figure 6-1.) Several felt that the financial burden of 

complying with the Act was excessive. Others thought that 

the Act was needed and had had a very positive effect. 

One leader stated, "The Act has probably led unions to do 

a better job of policing their internal affairs." 

Most of those responding felt that the Act had had a 

positive effect on the level of democracy within unions. 

Nine felt that it had caused a slight increase in the 

level of democracy, and three thought that it had 

substantially increased democracy. Three officers said it 

had had no effect, and none of the respondents felt that 

it had decreased the level of democracy. If the Act were 

repealed, seven respondents thought that the level of 

democracy would remain the same, and the rest thought that 

it would decrease (six a slight decrease and two a 

substantial decrease). 

Suggested Changes to the Act 

In the area of financial reporting, only one union 

officer thought that the reports should be eliminated. 
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Considering both the benefits and costs (direct and 
indirect) associated with the Act, how would you assess 
the impact of the LMRDA? 
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Several questioned the need for the reports but would not 

go so far as to recommend that they not be required. They 

did question why such reports should be made public when 

business organizations do not have to file comparable 

reports with the government. They felt that the purpose 

of the reports was, at least in part, to harass unions. 

Several of the others thought that the reports should be 

simplified but felt that a reporting requirement was a 

good idea. One local officer, although criticizing the 

amount of information that was required on the reports, 

took the position that, "They should not be changed 

because some locals would cheat a little if they were not 

monitored so closely." Another stated, "It's worth the 

trouble, but it's a pain in the ass." He felt that the 

reporting requirement was good because it assured that the 

records would be kept and balanced at least once per year. 

Three officers thought that the notice requirements 

for elections should be eliminated or at least cut to one 

notice per election instead of the current requirement of 

one for the nomination and one for the election. (This is 

a requirement of the international union--LMRDA only 

requires the notice for the election.) In the areas of 

discipline of members and trusteeships, two respondents 

felt that the unions now have too little power and thought 
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that the laws should be made less restrictive. Most of 

the leaders were not as familiar with the other provisions 

of the Act and could not recommend any changes. 

Results of Management Interviews 

For each of the locals in the survey, a company was 

identified that engages in collective bargaining on a 

continuing basis with that local. The chief labor 

relations person of each company was contacted and asked 

to participate in the survey. All of the managers 

consented to be interviewed and were very helpful. In 

some cases the company dealt with several unions, while in 

the majority of cases they dealt with only one union. 

Discussions were held with several managers at several 

companies. A total of fourteen managers participated in 

the survey. 

Most of the managers felt that they had a good 

relationship with the union. Generally, they were only 

vaguely aware of the requirements of Landrum-Griffin and 

its enforcement by the DOL; they seemed much more 

knowledgeable about other labor laws. They were honest 

and open about their opinions of the local leadership but 

knew little about the internal operations of the union. 
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All of the managers reported having very little or 

no knowledge concerning the financial affairs of the 

unions associated with their companies. Several years 

before, one manager had requested and obtained a copy of a 

financial report during negotiations. About half of the 

other managers knew the amount of dues their employees 

paid usually because there was a checkoff provision in the 

contract. Although all of the managers thought that 

accurate information was available to the local members, 

two-thirds of the respondents rated the members as not 

being very well informed on financial matters. None of 

the managers was aware of any LMRDA requirements which 

were not being followed by the union representing their 

employees. Most of them assumed that the law was being 

followed in the financial area. Regarding LMRDA 

requirements one manager stated, "I believe they are being 

followed ... reliance is on the government to keep them 

honest." Only one manager would recommend any changes in 

financial reporting. His statement was, "As far as I 

know, they (requirements) are being followed. I don't 

know if they are adequate." He recommended changing the 

Act to make it stricter on the union management. 

Regarding the protection of members' rights in local 

elections, all of those responding to the question were 
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positive about the Act. This was in line with the 

responses of the union officers who generally felt that 

the Act had been successful. (See Figure 6-2.) One 

manager felt that the Act had caused a great improvement: 

"It is much better now." They all reported being aware of 

opposition candidates in local elections. In all cases 

they felt that requirements were adequate and were being 

followed. One manager reported that about ten years ago 

there had been an incident where some deceased members had 

voted. He felt that things were adequate but that there 

was always 'room for improvement. 

Most of the managers had had no experience with 

trusteeships being impose on locals with which they were 

associated. One manager knew of some local unions in 

adjoining states where trusteeships had been imposed. In 

those three cases, the stated reason was ineffective 

leadership in the local rather than dishonesty or other 

improprieties. Another respondent said that there had 

been a trusteeship about 15 years ago in a locil that was 

associated with his company (not involved in this study) 

because of overspending and poor administration. To the 

best of his knowledge, the requirements of the law were 

followed in that case and the local membership was 

adequately protected. 
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How successful do you feel that the Act has been in 
protecting the member's rights in local elections as 
compared to what would have been if the Act had never been 
enacted? 
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Only three managers reported any knowledge of 

disciplinary actions having been taken by their local 

unions. One respondent reported that members were fined 

for crossing picket lines. Another reported that some 

members were expelled and have filed a lawsuit against the 

union (see dissident interview). The third manager was 

aware of some incidents but said he did not know any of 

the facts. Two others stated that they had heard rumors 

but did not know any details. Most of the managers felt 

that the Act had been successful or very successful in 

protecting members from arbitrary disciplinary action. 

Only two managers felt that the Act had had no effect, and 

none said that it was unsuccessful. The managers were 

more positive toward the Act in this area than were the 

union officers, who saw it as being less successful, with 

four feeling that it had been unsuccessful. (See Figure 

6-3.) None of those responding had any recommendations to 

make in this area. One added a note of caution: "I would 

guess that the requirements are adequate. but with full 

knowledge I might be critical." 

The amount of turnover in union leaders has varied 

depending on the union and the particular local. Sixty 

percent of the managers were positive in their attitudes 

about the union leaders. Some of the comments were: 
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Mo.v ouccessful do you feel that the Act has been in 
prohecting members from arbitrary disciplinary actions as 
compared to what would have been if the Act had not been 
enacted? 
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"They are fair people who look after all." "Now 75% are 

college educated. The pressure 'strong arm' tactics are 

extinct. There was a big change in the period 1958 to 

1960, and LMRDA had a lot to do with it." "They view us 

as partners." "They are more sympathetic to management 

and more understanding." The remaining managers were 

somewhat negative in their comments: "They are now more 

adversary. They are paranoid of failure to respond to the 

members." "They are more erratic and militant as time 

M M goes on." "There is a lack of authority or strength on 

the part of the leaders. They are more concerned about 

the individual rather than the group. They are more 

liberal." "There are now more 'intelligent nitwits' 

causing problems." "The leaders were respected. Now 

there is a lot of internal dissension." 

Other than the reporting requirements and the 

protection of members' rights, most of the managers felt 

that LMRDA had had few other effects. One felt that the 

Act had quieted down the unions. '̂̂ nother thought that it 

had encouraged them to solicit grievances. The majority 

felt that the Act had not affected their labor management 

relations. Five of the managers said that there might De 

a slight effect because now the members were better 

informed. This was oenerally thought to be positive. One 
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manager felt that the Act had caused a slightly adverse 

effect because it expanded the number of grievances. 

The most important areas that the Act addressed were 

members' rights and financial reporting, according to the 

managers. The most important changes brought about by the 

Act, they felt, were: disclosure of union financial 

records, the increased responsiveness of leaders to the 

members, and the restraints placed on the unions by 

government monitoring. 

The majority of the managers had no opinion on the 

enforcement of the Act. Four of the managers felt that 

both the International Union and the Department of Labor 

were doing at least an adequate job of enforcing the Act. 

The managers were split over whether the Act had had 

an effect on the level of dissent or the probability of 

dissident members' being successful. Some saw an increase 

in one and not in the other, others saw an increase or 

decrease in both, and some felt that there had been no 

e ffect. 

All of the managers responding felt that the LMRDA 

had increased the level of union democracy. This follows 

the feelings of the union officers in this area, although 

the managers felt that there had been a more substantial 

increase in the level of democracy. (See Figure 6-4.) 

mtÊÊÊmÊiÊÊÊamÊtÊk-r¥^ 
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What uú y^^ feel the overall effect of the Act has been on 
the level of union democracy as compared to what would 
have been if the Act had never been enacted? 
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Seven said that there was a substantial increase, and five 

felt that there was a slight increase. If the Act were to 

be repealed, four saw no change in the level of democracy, 

while five felt that there would be a slight decrease, and 

three said that there would be a substantial decrease. 

Several pointed out that they did not think that this 

would necessarily happen to the local that they worked 

with but rather to unions generally. 

Considering the costs and benefits of the Act, three 

felt that they were equal, and seven thought that the 

benefits outweighed the costs. None felt that the costs 

outweighed the benefits. This was in contrast to the 

union officers' responses which were almost equally 

divided on whether the benefits outweighed the costs or 

not. (See Figure 6-5.) 

The general consensus of the managers was that the 

Act was needed, it had accomplished some good, and was 

still needed today. Most admitted not being very familiar 

with the Act. One manager's comment was that the Act was 

needed "in the East absolutely, here [Texas] there are not 

the criminal elements." Another stated that he had mixed 

emotions about the Act. "The Act generally was good, not 

all bad. We could have survived without it. The intent 

was to handcuff unions, instead it made them better." He 
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Consideri., ̂  bcth the benefits and costs (direct or 
indirect) associated with the Act, how would you assess 
the portions of LMRDA dealinq with union democracv? 
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felt that it was no longer needed because of other laws 

and civil rights. 

Results of Dissident Interviews 

During the course of the study one dissident member 

was identified and responded. Although he had filed a 

lawsuit against the union and its officers, neither he nor 

his attorney was of much help, other than to make general 

allegations that the union was unfair and corrupt. The 

union member was totally unresponsive to the questions and 

kept repeating that the union was corrupt. When pressed 

for some specific examples, he was unable to give any. 

This was the first case of this type that the attorney had 

handled. He was involved in this case because of a 

workers' compensation case that was being handled for the 

same individual. The attorney was not able to say much 

about the case because most of the work on the case had 

been done by an associate who had left the law firm. 

Documents 

A review of DOL reports and statistical data 

collected on compliance and reporting under the LMRDA was 

conducted. This informaion, as well as a review of 

internal union publications, constitutions and bylaws. 



128 

failed to disclose any violations of the requirements of 

the Act. This supports the respondents' opinions and 

observations. This information also increases the 

confidence placed in the respondents' answers and the 

assessment ratings. 

Concluding Comments 

There was little consensus as to the exact effects 

of the Landrum-Griffin Act by either the union officers or 

the management representatives. Many of those interviewed 

felt that the Act had been beneficial but could point to 

few specifics. In general the managment representatives 

were more positive about LMRDA than were the union 

officers. Both groups felt that the Act was probably of 

more benefit in other geographical regions of the country 

than it was in Texas. It was apparent that few of those 

interviewed, both managment representatives and union 

officers, were very knowJedgeable about the Act or had 

given th.̂  specific requirements of the Act much thought. 

These same individuals were very knowledgeable about the 

other matters covered in the interview. It is important 

to note that they did not identify any serious problems in 

any of the areas covered by the Landrum-Griffin Act. 



CHAPTER VII 

OVERALL SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE 

RESEARCH 

This chapter presents the findings of the study 

summarized with respect to the specific hypotheses that 

were discussed in Chapter IV, general findings, and 

conclusions and implications for future research. 

Overall Summary 

Much of the literature on the Labor-Management 

Reporting and Disclosure Act has pointed to problem areas 

in enforcement or with the law itself. This study failed 

to find such problems among the sampled unions and in 

their labor-management relationships. The lack of 

knowledge of the specific provisions of the Act and the 

general absence of specific suggestions for amending the 

Act indicate that the unions have had either little 

experience with the Landrum-Griffin Act or that their 

experiences have been for the most part positive. In 

general, although there were some complaints, mainly about 

129 
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the costs of reporting, most of the respondents expressed 

satisfaction with LMRDA and thought of it as beneficial. 

Among the Texas unions sampled in the study the 

objectives of the Landrum-Griffin Act seem to have been 

accomplished. These unions appear to be operating 

democratically, the rights of the members are being 

protected, there is a minimum amount of government 

interference, and the needs of the union as an ongoing 

organization are recognized. However, as several of the 

respondents pointed out, there are a number of trends in 

the American society that have also helped to accomplish 

the purposes of the Act. The increased awareness by the 

individual of his or her civil, legal, and moral rights 

and a more highly educated and enlightened population can 

be attributed to many causes. All of these trends have 

influenced to some extent the current situation in the 

sampled unions. 

The results of this study are summarized below. 

First Hypothesis 

The first hypothesis was that the LMRDA has not 
increased democrjtization of unions as compared to the 
situation prior to the LMRDA's enactment. 
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There was no question, based on the information 

gathered in the survey, that there has been an increase in 

the level of democratization of labor unions since the 

enactment of LMRDA. The evidence was not as clear cut why 

this reported increasee has occurred. Many of the labor 

leaders and managers who were questioned in the survey 

pointed to other general trends in society and other laws 

as having a very positive influence in this area. On the 

other hand, there was general agreement that if the law 

were repealed, the level of democratization would decline. 

Most of the respondents agreed that the Act has made 

union officers more careful to adhere to their 

constitution and bylaws. Most respondents pointed out 

that this had occurred in other unions and not necessarily 

theirs because they had always carefully followed their 

own rules. LMRDA has made some unions change their rules 

regarding elections, trusteeships, and disciplinary 

actioris. It probably has caused them to be more open 

about financial matters. This follows the findings of the 

McLaughlin and Schoomaker study which found that all 

titles have had a positive impact and have led to more 

democratic procedures but that the changes have not been 

dramatic. (McLaughlin and Schoomaker, 1979) This is also 
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consistent with the findings of Bellace and Berkowitz. 

They state, "It is unquestionably true that the Act has 

had the beneficial effect of encouraging honest unions to 

observe carefully the democratic procedures required by 

the statute." (Bellace and Berkowitz, 1979, p. 316) 

Nevertheless, there was not enough evidence to reject the 

hypothesis. 

Since the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 

Act has been enacted, the level of democratization of 

unions as compared to the situation prior has increased, 

but there are too many variables to confidently point to 

Landrum-Griffin as the significant cause. 

Second Hypothesis 

The second hypothesis was that the LMRDA has not 
brought about a significant increase in the protection of 
the rights of union members as compared to those rights 
enjoyed prior to passage of the Act. 

As with the first hypothesis, there was agreement 

among the respondents that members' rights are more 

protected today than they were prior to the enactment of 

LM.{DA. They felt that repealing the Act would cause a 

decrease in the protection of members' rights. Irwin Ross 

(1962) gave credit to the Act for great success in this 
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area. He pointed to several examples of elections, 

financial reporting, and trusteeships where he felt that 

the Act had provided the needed protection. (p. 20) 

Woodrow Ginsburg, in an article based on a ten-year review 

of the literature on union growth, government and 

structure, stated that although Landrum-Griffin has had a 

minimal impact on union constitutions, 

(T)here is a widely held view among academicians 
(shared by a number of union officials) that the Act 
contributed to making members far more aware of their 
individual rights relating to appeals, freedom of 
speech, and participation within their union, and the 
protection of the law for such rights. (Ginsburg, 
1970, p. 248) 

Other authors have reached the opposite conclusion 

(Turner, 1969; Rauh, 1971) They feel that the Act has been 

a failure due to nonenforcement by the DOL. 

Those union officers and managers sampled in this 

study pointed to the civil rights movement, the women's 

movement, and the increased awareness, education, and 

sophistication of union members as contributing to the 

awareness of and exercise of rights by members. 

Many of the members' rights were available at the 

common law. (Slovenko, 1961, p. 338) However, many 

members did not know of and did not have access to these 

remedies. 
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The protection of the rights of union members has 

significantly increased as compared to those rights 

enjoyed prior to the passage of the Act. However, we 

cannot point to the LMRDA as being the significant cause, 

so the hypothesis cannot be rejected. 

Third Hypothesis 

The third hypothesis was that the LMRDA has caused 
instability in the structure of unions by creating dissent 
and encouraging opposition. 

McLaughlin and Schoomaker found: 

Each title has generally had a favorable impact 
on the internal structure and operation of the labor 
unions covered and the same holds true of the Act's 
over-all effect. The enactment of the statute did 
not cause a revolution, by any means, but then in 
most unions a revolution was uncalled for. 
(McLaughlin and Schoomaker, 1979, p. 180) 

The results from this study were mixed as to whether 

the Act has encouraged opposition and created instability. 

Many of those interviewed (both union officers and 

managers) felt that the Act had made the members more 

likely to voice their opinions and the leaders more 

responsive to the membership. This was felt by many to be 

a stabilizing influence. Others felt that this (coupled 

with the maximum three-year term of office for local 
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officers, and the restrictions placed on the unions in the 

areas of elections, discipline, and trusteeships) has 

reduced the influence of officers and has had a 

politically destabilizing effect. From the other evidence 

collected in the study, such as the participation of 

members in their unions and the turnover in officers, it 

does not appear that there has been an increase in 

instability. Surely the societal trends mentioned above 

also have had an effect in this area. 

While it appears that there has not been an increase 

in instability, the evidence was not conclusive enough to 

reject the hypothesis. 

Fourth Hypothesis 

The fourth hypothesis was that the LMRDA has created 
increased intransigence and otherwise hindered collective 
bargaining and has had an adverse effect on 
Labor-Management relations as compared to the situation 
prior to the passage of the Act. 

In the McLaughlin and Schoomaker study, 84 

practitioners--who were actually involved in 

negotiations--were asked whether the Act had had any 

impact, for good or ill, on the collective bargaining 

process. Almost 50 percent had thought so little about 

the question that they were unwilling to answer. Of the 
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remainder, 55 percent said it had had no effect. (Of the 

remaining 45 percent, a majority felt that there had been 

an adverse impact with about a third feeling that there 

had been a favorable effect.) They stated, "It is telling 

that so high a percentage of those directly involved in 

the collective bargaining process had not pondered the 

question before. One could conclude that to most of them, 

at least, the Act's impact has been minimal." (McLaughlin 

and Schoomaker, 1979 p. 183) They conclude that the Act 

has not had much effect but go on to explain: 

An academician had a different explana 
his view, the employer representatives proba 
see a short-run relationship between bargain 
difficulties, increases in contract rejectio 
the Act. Employers find it easier to deal w 
authoritarian organization than with a democ 
one. Authoritarian unions, like dictatorial 
governments, make decisions quickly and, whe 
find it convenient, stick to them. Democrat 
unions--again like their government counterp 
slow to make decisions, move ahead by fits a 
starts, and at times even appear to behave 
irrationally. Truly democratic organization 
thus more difficult to deal with, at least i 
short run. What the employers are really fa 
are the intangible problems always inherent 
negotiating with democratic institutions. I 
long run, however, a labor movement that is 
responsive and responsible strikes a balance 
in the best interests of employer, union, an 
alike. (McLaughlin and Schoomaker, 1979, p. 
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The management respondents were split as to the 

effects of the Act on collective bargaining, while eighty 
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percent of the union officers felt that the Act has had no 

effect in this area. Some of the managers who were 

interviewed expressed feelings which support the 

hypothesis. They felt that extreme positions were being 

taken by union leaders. In one manager's words, 

"intelligent nitwits and young turks" were able to more 

easily take over. "They have the right to sue and dissent 

without retaliation or recourse. It has given them 

ideas." Others felt that some leaders had become too 

responsive to minority views. "They are afraid of being 

sued." Others who were interviewed, both manag^rs and 

union officers, thought that by making everything more 

open and public there had been an positive effect. 

Most of those interviewed, who had witnessed a 

change in their labor-management relations, attributed it 

to factors other than the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act. While the evidence appears to reject the 

hypothesis, there was not enough of a consensus to 

confidently say that the Act has not had an^ adverse 

impact in this area. Therefore, the hypothesis is not 

rej ected. 
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General Findinqs 

Although there was concern with the cost of 

complying with the Act, there was general agreement among 

both union and management respondents that the Act had 

been effective in protecting union members' rights and 

insuring unions' democracy. This was accomplished while 

maintaining the unions' effectiveness in the collective 

bargaining relationship. 

There was general agreement among those interviewed 

(union and management) that their unions, as well as other 

unions in their geographic region, were honest and well 

run and did not need as much regulation as other areas. 

(Most often mentioned as needing protection were unions in 

the North and East.) It should be noted that only one of 

the unions selected for the study was found to have had 

any activity in terms of lawsuits, trusteeships, and other 

areas covered by the Act. Although everything was found 

to be in compliance with LMRDA, it was this same unian 

both at the local and intermediate levels that had the 

most criticisms of the Act. This union and their 

associated managements also reported a higher incidence of 

grievances and more confrontation in collective 

bargaining. It was also this management that felt that 
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the Act had caused more dissent among members. The other 

unions--all of which seemed to have less internal conflict 

and better relations with management--were much more 

content to accept the requirements of the Act without 

question. 

There seemed to be a common feeling that local 

officers were afraid of lawsuits and other actions or 

threats of action on the part of members. Only one case 

was actually identified where action had been taken. This 

fear, it was felt, made the leaders very responsive to the 

rank-and-file. Most of those who expressed this view felt 

that the LMRDA was not the cause. Rather, it was a 

reflection of the society, other laws, and the rights 

movements. 

It was very apparent after examining the reports, 

constitutions, and bylaws, and talking to the local 

officers that they rely almost entirely on the 

international to keep them informed about the law and in 

compliance with it. Several of the internationals have 

schools that new officers must attend where the 

requirements of the Act are explained. Most of the 

internationals have an auditor or officer who reviews the 

reports that are sent to the Department of Labor (DOL) or 
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the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). It was interesting 

that when the local officers were asked any specific 

question, they made reference to their constitution or 

bylaws. They were, in general, totally unaware of the 

requirements of the Act other than that it had something 

to do with some of the reports that they sent out. 

However, they appeared very familiar with the requirements 

of their international which were in compliance with the 

Act. 

Also apparent was the lack of knowledge about the 

Act on the part of the membcrs. One leader said, 

"Ninety-eight percent of the members don't know what 

Landrum-Griffin is or does." The attendance at meetings 

was always reported as being a small percentage of the 

membership, and even elections did not turn out all of the 

members. They generally accepted the financial reports 

and actions of their officers without many questions. 

Even though the members were not aware of their specific 

rights under this Act, tney seemed to have a good sense of 

what was right and, in general, what their possible 

remedies were, if needed. The fact that they had not 

taken much action in this area may mean that they were 

generally satisfied or, perhaps, that they did not care. 
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or that they felt that they could not make much 

di fference. 

The managers were also not very familiar with LMRDA 

or the internal workings of their particular union. This 

may be because they did not want to be seen as violating 

the unfair labor practices section of the National Labor 

Relations Act. Most managers seemed to assume that if 

they had not heard about problems in an area then there 

was compliance with all areas of the Act. Most had heard 

no complaints; so they assumed that the Act was serving 

its intended purpose. 

Limitations 

It should be recalled that this study of LMRDA's 

effectiveness in Texas concerned union officers and their 

associated managements with only minor input from other 

union members. (Union members' opinions may or may not, 

in fact, differ from those of thej.r officers.) It is also 

important to note that the study consisted primarily of 

the personal opinions of the respondents. Although 

internal union and government documents pertaining to the 

areas under discussion, external writings, and reported 

legal cases were also reviewed, it is impossible to verify 
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all of the information presented by the respondents. 

One of the most encouraging aspects of the study was 

the openness and candor on the part of all those who 

consented to be interviewed. A total of 20 union leaders, 

14 managers, and one union member were interviewed. Two 

scheduled interviews were cancelled. In one, the local 

president changed his mind at the last minute when the 

company shut down its plant, and his membership dropped 

from 400 members to four active members. In the other 

case, although the local president was very accommodating 

in scheduling an interview, the interviewer was kept 

waiting most of the arranged meeting day. As a result, 

this interview was not conducted. 

In analyzing the results of the survey, a high 

degree of confidence was placed on the information 

obtained through the interview. As stated in Chapter IV, 

an assessment form was filled out on each individual at 

the conclusion of the interview. (See Appendix C.) In 

addition to the ratings, comparisons with union documents 

and government reports were used to check for the accuracy 

and the truthfulness of the information provided. 

Generally, the respondents were rated near the top of the 

scale for openness and truthfulness. In most cases the 
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respondents were evaluated much lower for LMRDA knowledge, 

but they had relatively strong feelings about the 

Landrum-Griffin Act. (See Figure 7-1.) 

This study was, by necessity, limited both in scope 

and geography. It is recognized that different regional 

areas in the United States may have significantly 

different values and attitudes which could affect their 

perceptions of and acceptance of the various provisions of 

the Act and the actions of the DOL. This study has not 

attempted to draw broad generalizations about the Act but 

has dealt only with its effectiveness in the state of 

Texas. It should be noted that Texas has a lower 

percentage of its work force unionized than most other 

states and has enacted a "right-to-work" statute. 

Another type of limitation exists in research of 

this type. The Landrum-Giffin Act and other labor laws 

set boundaries for proper behavior, but there are people 

who consciously choose not to obey these laws, to deceive 

the public, and to deceive their own union members. There 

are constitutional guarantees which protect individuals 

from self-incrimination. The author did not expect anyone 

to provide self-incriminating data and therefore, the data 

itself cannot possibly convey all the subtle shades of 

power, influence, political deals, and the influences of 
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history. Such invisible data is the reality of life. 

Some ways to obtain such information are to use 

interviews, personal observations, and third party 

measures of fairness which this study has attempted to do 

Conclusions and Implications 

A review of DOL compliance reports indicated that 

there were no actions taken against any of the 

organizations selected for the study. All of the reports 

required under the Act were filed and accepted. The only 

other legal activity that was taken against any of the 

unions was a lawsuit that is still pending. Based on 

available information, this appears to be more of a 

harassment than a violation of the Act. Members seemed to 

have free and open access to all financial records. If 

members were not aware of union financial matters, it 

appeared to be as a result of the member's indifference 

rather than the union's disallowing access to the 

information. In matters of elections, union democracy, 

and discipline of members, the unions were in compliance 

with the requirements of the Act. Overall it would seem 

that the Act is accomplishing its purpose. However, as 

many of the union officers pointed out, there are many 

other societal trends which affect the same areas. Many 
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of the union officers also reported that there was a 

question whether the benefits of the sections of the Act 

that deal with financial reporting and the notice 

requirement for elections were worth the cost associated 

with their implementation. 

Many of the respondents questioned the effectiveness 

of the reporting requirements of the Landrum-Griffin Act. 

If the purpose of this requirement was to allow the 

government to review the financial status of local unions 

then it did not appear to be effective. The DOL appeared 

to pay little attention to the accurarcy or timeliness of 

the filed reports. If on the other hand, the intent was 

to make members aware of the financial condition of their 

union then it also appeared to be a failure. Most members 

did not know about the DOL reports and had never seen one. 

From a policymaking standpoint and in view of the rising 

costs involved, it would seem to make sense to look at 

other ways to provide the intended protection or 

information for the members. Possibly a summmary of the 

bookkeeping records could be given to all members. Such a 

summary might very well provide them with greater 

protection and more information than they are currently 

receiving and also be less expensive for the union than 

the reporting requirements of the D L. 
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The second concern was the notice requirement for 

elections. The Act requires that a notice be mailed to 

each member. This is an area where costs are rising 

rapidly, and as reported by several officers, this does 

not seem to be a very effective means of informing the 

members. Alternative means should be allowed if they are 

as effective and less costly. An example might be to run 

a notice in the union newsletter with notices on bulletin 

boards in the plant. 

Overall the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act appears to have had a positive effect on 

labor unions in this country. It probably was not needed 

in the vast majority of the unions because they were 

already fair and just. According to the majority of 

respondents, it was not needed in the unions examined in 

this study. However, most of the union officers surveyed 

realized the beneficial effects of the Act to the labor 

mcvement. By having the Labor-Management Reporting and 

Disclosure Act on the books now, it is available to any 

union when needed. It has forced unions to reevaluate 

their procedures and has caused an increased awareness of 

members' rights. It has also limited questionable 

practices. In conclusion, it has been a very beneficial 

law. However, at least in the areas mentioned (financial 
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reporting and election notice), it should be reviewed for 

possible amendment. 

Future Research 

This study has shown that many of the problem areas 

pointed out in the literature did not in fact surface 

within the six sampled unions within the state of Texas. 

One area for possible future research would be to sample a 

larger number of unions, dispersed over a larger 

geographical area and within other international unions. 

This proposed study should also include a larger number of 

union members. 

The results of this study are consistent with the 

view that the vast majority of unions are run competently 

and honestly. Based on this study, the instances of 

dishonesty or corruption in local unions appear to be less 

than in business, government, or the society as a whole. 

Before there are repeated cries for reform or amendment to 

Landrum-Griffin, research should be undertaken to 

determine how widespread any problems are and to determine 

both the cost and benefit of any changes. No law or 

legislation will keep 100 percent of the population 

honest. 
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Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act of 1959, As Amended 

fRevised text» showing in bold face new or an»ended language provided by Public Law 89— 
216, as enacted Septembcr 29. 1965. 79 SUL 888] 

AN ACT n 84M. 11«. 

To providc for thc rcporting and disclosure of certain f nancial tranuctions and administrativc 
practiccs of labor organizations and cmploycrs, to prcvcnt abuscs in thc administration of 
tnistccships by labor organizations, to providc standards with rcspcct to thc clcction of officers 
oí labor organizations, and íor othcr purposes, 

Be it enacted by the Senate and HoxLSe of RepreserUatives of the United States of America in Con-
gress assembUd, That this Aa may bc cited as thc "Labor-Managcment Rcporting and 
Disclosure Act of 1959." 

'Public Law 257, 86th Cong. (73 Stat 519-546). as amended by Public Law 216. 89th 
Cong. (79 Staí. 888). This revised text has been prepared by the U.S. E>epartment of Labcr. 

AUGUST 1976 
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Declaration of Findings, Purposcs, and Policy n SM SI« 
(29 L'.S.C.401) 

SEC. 2. [3i) The Congrcîs finds that, in thc public intcrcst. it ronlinucs to 
be the rcsponsibility oí thc Fcdcral Govcmmcnt to protcct cmployces' rights to 
orqanirc, choosc thcir own rcprc.srntativcs, bar^ain coilcrtivcly, and othcrwLse 
cngage in conrcrtcd acti\itics for thcir mutual aid or protcction; that thc rclations 
bctwccn cmployers and labor organizations and thc millions of workcrs thcy 
rcprcscnt havc a sub'^tantial impact on thc commcrcc of thc Nation; and that in 
ordcr to accomplish thc objcctivc oí a frcc flow of conimcrce it is cvicntial that 
labor organizations, cmploycrs, and thcir officials adhcrc to thc hiehcst standards 
oí responsibiiitv and cthical conduct in adminisicnnt; thc afîairs of thcir organi-
zations, particularly as they af cct labor-manat;cmcnt rclations. 

(b) Thc Congrcss furthcr finds, írom rcccnt invcstigations in thc labor and 
managcmcnt ficlds, that thcrc ha\c bcen a number oí instanccs of brcach of trust, 
corruptjon, disrctrard oí thc nghts of individual cmployccs, and oiher failurcs to 
observc hi^h standards of rcsponsibility and cthical conduct which rcquirc furthcr 
and supplcmentarv lct;islaiion that will afîord nccc?i.sary protcction oí thc nehts 
and inicrests of cmployccs and thc public gcncrallv as thcv rclatc to thc activiiics 
of labor on^anizatioas, cmploycrs, labor rclations consuitants, and thcir ofîiccrs 
and represcntativcs. 

(c) Thc Congrcss, thcrcfore, funher find.s and dcclarcs ihat ihc cnactmcnt 
of ihis Act 15 ncccssary to climinatc or pre\cnt improper praciiccs on thc part of 
labor organizations, cmploycrs, labor rclations consultants, and thcir ofî ccrs and 
rcprcscnutivcs which distort and dcfcat thc policies of thc Latxjr .Manaecment »i *<•• IJ»: 
Rclations Act. 1947, as amcnded, and thc Railway Labor .^ct, as amended, and «« si.i 'JTT.' 

have thc tcndcncy or ncccssary cfîcct oí burdcning or obstructing commcrcc by ** ̂  * *•• '*'' 
(1) impainng the cfîîcicncy, safcty, or operation of thc instrumcntalitics oí com-
mcrcc; (2) occurring in thc current of commcrcc; (3) matcrially af ccting, rc-
straining, or controUing thc flow of raw matcrials or manufacturcd or proccsscd 
goods Lnto or from the channels oí commcrcc, or the priccs of such materials or 
goods in commcrcc; or (4) causing dlminution oí cmploymcnt and wagcs in such 
volumc as substantially to impair or disrupt ihe markct íor goods flowing into or 
írom thc channels oí commcrcc. 

Deâni t ioos 
(29 U.S.C. 402) 

SEC. 3. For the purposes of tidcs I, 11, III, IV, V (cxccpt scction 505) , 
and VI oí this Act— 

(a) "Commcrce' means tradc, trafîic, commcrcc, transponation, trans-
mission, or communication among the scvcral Staics or bctwccn any Statc and 
any place ouisidc ihcrcoí. 

(b) "Statc" includcs anv State of thc Unitcd Siates, thc District oí Colum-
bia, Pucrio Rico, thc Virgin Islands, Amcrican Samoa, Guam, Wakc Island, thc 
CanaJ Zone. and Outcr Continental Shclí lands dcfincd in thc Outcr Contincntal 
Shelí Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1331-1343) . 

(c) "Industry affecting commcrcc"' mcans any activiry, busines, or indus-
try in commcrcc or in which a labor dispute would hinder or obstruct commcrcc 
or the írec flow of commerce and indudes any activity or industry "aiTecting 

n siM. iM. 

*7 Sut. 4*1. 
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commcrcc" within ihc mcaning of thc Labor Managcmcnt Rclatioas Act, 1947, 
as amcndcd, or ihc Railway Labor Act, as amcndcd. 

^d) "Pcrson" includcs onc or morc individuals, labor organizaiions. part-
nrrships, asvxiations, corporations, lcgal rcprcicntativri. niuiual companies, 
juint-stock companics. irusli, unincorporatcd organizations. trustccs. trustccs in 
hankruptcy, or rcccivcrs. 

(e) "Employcr" mc.ins any cmploycr or any t^roup or aN.sociation of 
employcrs engagcd in an indusirv afîcclint; commcrcr ( 1) which L̂ . v\ith rcspcct 
to cmployecs cngagcd in an industr> af ccting commcrcc, an cmploycr wiihin 
tlic mcaning of any law of thc Unitcd Sl.^tcs rclating to thc cmploymcnt of any 
cmployccs or (2) which may dcal with any lal^or orcanizaiion conccming 
pricvanccs, labor disputcs. wagcs, ratcs oí pay, hours of cmploymcni, or cnndiiions 
of work, and includcs any pcrson acting dircclly or mdircrtly as an cmploycr or 
as an agcnt of an cmploycr in rclation to an cmplcyce but docs not includc the 
Unitcd Statcs or any corporation wholly owncd by thc G<)\cmmcnt oí thc Unitcd 
Statcs or any Statc or political subdivision thcrcoí. 

(f) "Employcc" mcans any individual cmploycd by an cmploycr. and in-
cludcs any individual whosc work hits ccased as a con.^rqucncc of. or in ronncction 
with. any currcnt labor disputc or becausc oí any uníair labor practicc or bccau.se 
of cxclusion or cxpulsion from a labor organization in any manncr or íor any 
rcason inconsistcnt with thc rcquircmcnts oí this Act. 

(g) "Labor dispulc" includcs any rontrovcrsy concrrnint; tcrms, tcnurc, or 
conditions of cmploymcnt, or conceming the a.ssociation or rcprcvntation of 
pcrsons in negotiating. fixing, maintaining. changmî. or scckine lo iJrrangc tcrms 
or conditions of cmploymcnt, rcgardless of whcthcr thc disputants stand in 
thc proximatc relation of cmpio^-er and cmplovee. 

(h ) "Trusteeship" mcans any rcccivcrship, trustccship, or othcr mcthod of 
supcrvision or control whcrcby a labor organization suspends thc .lutonomy 
otherwise available to a subordinatc body undcr its constitution or bylav*s. 

(i) "Labor or?anization ' mcans a labor orcnnization cngaccd in an indu.stry 
aíTccting commcrrc and includcs any organization of any kind, anv agcncy, or 
cmployec rcprescntation committcc, group, a.ssociation. or plan so cntjagcd in 
which cmpioyces participatc and which cxisis fnr thc purposc, in vshoir or in 
part, of dcaling with cmploycrs conccrninc; t^cvancci. labor disputes. wagcs, 
ratcs of pay, hours, or othcr tcrms or conditions of cmpioymrnt. and an\ con-
fcrcnce. gcneral committce, joint or systcm board, or joint council so cnca^rd 
which Ls subordinatc to a national or intcmational labor or^anization. othcr than 
a Statc or local ccntral body. 

(j) .\ labor orpanization shall be dccmcd to bc cngagcd in an industry 

affccting commerce if it— 

ti st.t. iM: (1) is thc ccrtificd rcprcsentativc of cmpioyrcs undcr thc provisions oí 
M st.̂ i''Í77*' the National Labor Rclations Act, as amcndcd, or thc Raiiway Labor .\cl. 

as amended; or 
(2) although not ccrtificd, is a national or intcrnational labor organiza-

tion or a local labor organization rccognizcd or actine a. the rcprescntative of 
employees of an employer or cmploycrs cngagcd in an mdustry affccting 

commerce; or 
(3) has chartcrcd a local labor orcanization or subsidiary body which 

is representing or activcly sccking to rcprcscnt cmployces oí cmploycn within 
the meanin? of paratrraph (1 ) or í 2 ) ; or 

1 4) has becn rhanercd bv a labor orpaniz^^tion rcprcscnting or artivcly 
seeking to reprcscnt cmployccs within ihc mr^nint; of paragraph (1 ) or 

73 Sl«l. i2l. 

4S U.S.C. i s i . 

http://bccau.se


173 

f2) as the local or subordinate body through which such emplovees may 
enjoy membership or bccomc aflfiiiatcd with such labor organization; or 

(5) is a confcrcncc, gcncral committcc, joint or systcm board, or joint 
council. subordinaic to a national or intcmationnl labor or^anization. which 
includes a iabor organizntion engagcd in an industry afîccting commcrce 
within the meaning of any of thc prcccding paragraphs of this subscciion, 
other than a Statc or local ccntral body. 

'k^ "Sccrct bnllof' mcans thc expresslon by ballot, voting machine, or 
othrrwi ic. but in no cvcnt by proxy, of a choicc with rcspcct lo any cicction or 
votc takcn upon any mattcr. which is cast in such a manncr that thc pcrson 
expressintî su( h choicc cannoi bc idcntificd wiih thc choice cxprc^scd. 

(\) "Trust in which a labor organization 'a intcrcstcd" mcans a trust or 
othcr fund or organization (1) which was crcntcd or cstablishcd h) a labor or-
ganizaiioii. or onc or morc of thc trustccs or onc or morc mcmbcrs oí thc go\cming 
bodv of whirh is sclcctcd or appointcd bv a Inbor organization, nnd (2) Í primarv' 
purposr of w hirh ii to pro\ idc bcncfits íor thc mcmbrrs of such iabor organization 
or thcir Ixmcficiarics. 

' m I "Labor rclations consultant" mcans anv person who, for compcnsation. 
ad\iscs or reprcscnts an cmplovcr. cmplovcr orgnnization, or iabor ori^nization 
conccmmt; cmploycc organizing, conccrtcd nctivities, or collcctivc bargaining 
activiiics. 

n ; "Ofnccr ' mcans any constitutional ofî ccr, anv person authorizcd to 
pcrform thc íunctions of prcsidcnt, vice presidcnt, secrctarv, trcasurcr, or other 
cxecutivc functions oí a labor organization, and any membcr of its cxecutivc 
board or similar l ovcmin^ body. 

' o ) ".Mcmbcr'" or "mcmbcr in good stnnding' , whcn used in rcfcrcnce to 
a labor ort^nnizution. inciudcs any person who has fulfillcd thc rcquircmcnts for 
mcmbership in such organization. and who ncither has voluntarily withdrawn 
írom mcmbcrship nor has becn cxpellcd or suspcnded from membership aftcr 
appropriatc procecdings consistcnt with lawful provisions of thc constitution and 
bylaws oí such organization. 

. p y "Sccrctar\ ' ' mcans thc Sccrctary of Lah Dr. 
( q i "Ofîiccr, agent, shop steward, or othcr reprcsentativc", when used 

with rc^pcct to a iabor organization, includes elcctcd ofBcials and kcy administra-
tivc prrsonncl, vshrthcr clected or appointcd (surh as busincss aecnts, hcuds of 
departmcnts or major units, and organizers who cxcrcisc substantiai indcpcndcnt 
nuthority; , but docs not include saiaried nonsupervi.sory profcssional stafT, 
stcnographic, and senice per^onnel. 

' r ) "District court of thc Unitcd Statcs" mcans a Uniicd Siatcs district court n •>,., m. 
and a Unitcd Statcs court of any placc subjcct to the junsdiction of thc Unitcd 
Statcs. 

T I T L E I—BILL O F R I G H T S O F M E M B E R S O F L A B O R O R G A N I -
Z A T I O N S 

Bill of R igh t s 
( 29U.S .C .411 ) 

SEC. I O I . ( a ) ( l ) EQL'AL RiCHTS.—Evcrv mcmber of a labor organization 
shall havc cqual rights and privilcgcs within such organization to nominate can-
didatcs, to vote in clectioas or rcferendums of thc labor organization, to attcnd 
mcmbership mcctings and to participate in thc dcliberations and voting upon the 
busineis oí iuch meetings, subject to reasonable rules and regulations in .such 
organization s constitution and bylaws. 



174 

71 Su<. i n . 

(2) FREEDOM or SPEECH AND ASSEMBLY.—Evcry mcmbcr of anv labor 
organization shnll havc the nght to meet and as.srmbic frecly with othcr mcmbers; 
and to express any virws. arguments, or opinioru; and to cxprcss at mectings oí 
the labor organization his views. upon randidates in an clcction oí the labor 
organization or upon any business properly beforc thc mccting, subject to the 
organization's establLshcd and reasonablc rules periaining to the conduct of meet-
ings: Provided. That nothing herein shall be construcd to impair thc right of a 
labor organization to adopt and cnforce rcasonable ruics a.s to thc respoasibility 
of e '̂cry member toward ihc orijanization as an institution and to his rcfraining 
from conduct that would intcrfcre with its períormancc of its lcgal or contractual 
obligatioas. 

(3) DuES. I.NrriATiON FEES, AND ASSESSMENTS.—Exccpt in thc ca.sc of a 
federation of national or intcrnational labor organizntions. ihc ratcs of dues nnd 
initiation fces payablc by mcmbcrs of any labor organjzation in cfTcct on thc daie 
of enactmcnt of this .\ct shall not bc increascd, and no gcncral or spccial a.sscssmcnt 
shall bc lcvicd upon such membcrs, cxcept— 

{.\) in thc casc oí a iocal organizalion. (i) by majoriry vote bv secrct 
ballot of the membcrs in good standing \oting at a gcncral or special mem-
bership mcctin^, after rcasonablc noiicc of thc inicntion to votc upon such 
qucstion, or (ii) by majority %ote oí thc mcmbcrs in ^ood standing voting 
in a mcmbcrship rcícrendum conducted by secrct ballot; or 

(B) in thc casc of a labor organization, othcr than a local labor organi-
zation or a fcderation o£ national or irtemaiional labor orcanizniions, (i) by 
majority vote of the delegatcs voti.ig at a rcgiilar convcntion, or at a spccial 
convcnlion of such labor organizâtion held upon not less than thiny da\V 
wntten noticc to thc principal office of cach lcxral or coastitucnt labor 
organization entitled to such notice. or (ii) by majority voic oí thc membcrs 
in got l standing of such labor organization voting in a mcmbership rcfcr-
endum conducted by secrct ballot, or (iii) bv majonty voie of thc members 
of the oxccutive board or similar govrming body of such labor organization, 
pursuant to exprcss authority contained in the constitution and bvlaws of 
such labor organization: Provided. That such action on thc part of the 
exccutivc board or similar govcming body shall be eiTcctive only until the 
next regular convention of such labor organization. 

(4) PROTECTION OF THE RIGHT T O S U E . — N o labor organization shall limit 
the righi of anv member thereof to institute an action in anv court, or in a prcx'ced-
ing beíore any adminLstralive agency, irrcspectivc of whethcr or not thc labor 
organization or its of ccrs are namcd as defcndanLs or rcspondcnLs in such action 
or procceding, or the right of any member of a labor orgnmzation to appear as a 
witncss in any judiciaJ, administrative, or legislativc procccdint;. or to petition any 
lcgislaturc or to communicatc with any lcgislator: Provtded, That any such mem-
ber may be required to exhaiist reasonabic hcaring proccdures (but not to excecd 
a four-month lafjsc of time) within such organization, before insiituiing legal or 
administrativc procccdings against such organizations or any ofî ccr thercof: And 
provtded furlher, TTiat no ir rrestcd emplover or cmploycr a.ssociation shall 
directly or indirectly finance, encouragc, or participate in, except as a party, any 
.such action, proceeding, appearancc, or petition. 

(5) SAFECUARDS ACAINST IMPROPER DISCIPLINARY ACTION.—No mcmber 
of any labor organization may be fined, suspendcd, expelled, or otherwise dlv 
ciplined except for nonpayment of dues by such organization or by any ofîicer 
thereof unlcss such member has bcen (A) scrv'cd with writlrn specific chargcs; 
(B) given a rea.sonable time to prcpare his dcfcnsc; (C) affordcd a íul' and fair 
hcaring. 
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(b) Any provision of the constitution and bylaws oí any labor organization 
which is incoasistent with the provisions oí ihis section shall be of no force or cfîect. 

Civil Enforcemcnt 
(29 U.S.C. 412) 

SEC. 102. Anv person whose rights securcd by the provisions oí this title 
have bcen infringcd by any violation of thLs titlc may bring a civil action in a 
distnct court of thc United States íor such relicf (including injunctions) as may 
bc appropriate. Any xuch action against a labor organization shall be brought 
in Lhe distnct court of the Unitcd States for the district whcrc thc ailegcd viola-
tion occurrcd, or where thc principal ofîicc oí such labor organization is located. 

Retencion of Existing Rights 
(29 U.S.C. 413) 

SEC. 103. Nothing contained in thLs titlc shall limit the rights and rcmedics 
oí any membcr of a labor organization under any Statc or Fcdcral law or beíore 
any court or other tribunal, or under the consutution and bylaws oí any labor 
organization. 

Right to Copies of Collective Bargaining Agreements 
(29 U.S.C. 414) 

SEC. 104. It shall be the duty of the -secrctary or corrcsponding principal 
of îccr of cach labor organization, in the casc of a local iabor organization, to 
íorward a copy of each collectivc bargaining agreemcnt made by such labor 
organization with any empioyer to any empioyee who rcqucsts such a copy and 
whose rights as such cmployee arc directly af ccted by such agrcement, and in thc 
casc oí a labor organization othcr than a local labor organization. to íorward a copy 
of any such agrecmcnt to cach constituent unit which has members dircclJy af ected 
by such agreement; and such oflficer shall maintain at the principal ofî cc of the 
labor organization of which he is an of iccr copics of any such agrcemcnt made or 
reccivcd by such labor organization, which copies shail be avaiiable for inspcc-
tion by anv mcmber or bv any employee whosc rights are afTcctcd by such agrce-
menL The provLsions of section 210 shall be applicable in the cnforcement of 
this section. 

Information as to Act 
(29 U.S.C. 415) 

SEC. 105. Evcry labor organization shall inform its members conccming thc 
provisions of this Act. 

TITLE I I — R f P O R T I N G BY LABOR ORGANIZATIONS, OFFICERS :, s«. «*. 
A N D EMPLOYEES OF LABOR ORGANIZATIONS, A N D 
EMPLOYERS 

Report of Labor Organizarions 
(29 U.S.C. 431) 

SEC. 201. (a) Evcry labor organization shall adopt a constitution and 
bylaws and shall file a copy thercof with thc Sccrctary, togcthcr wiih a rcport, 
signcd by its presidcnt and sccretary or corrcsponding pnncipal ofîiccrs, containing 
the íollowing information— 

(1 ) the name of the labor organization, its mailing address, and any 
other addrcss at which it maintains its principai ofîice or at which it kcep? ihe 
records rcferred to in this title; 
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(2) the namcandtitleof cachof itsoflíiccrs; 
(3) the initiation fee or fees rcquired from a new or tra; síenrd mem-

ber and fecs for work permits required by the rcporting labor organization; 
(4) thc regular dues or íecs of other periodic payments rcquired to 

remain a member of the reporting labor organization; and 
(5) detailcd statcments, or reíerences to specific provisions oí docu-

ments filed under this subsection which contain such statcmcnts, showing the 
provisions madc and proccdurcs followcd with respect to cach of the follow-
ing: (A) qualificatioru for or rcslrictions on mcmbership, (B) levying oí 
assessmcnts, (C) panicipation in insurancc or othcr bcncfit plans, (D) au-
thorization for disburscment oí funds of thc labor organization, (E) audit 
of financial transactions of thc labor organization, (F) the calling of regular 
and special mcelings, (G) the sclection of ofíicers and stcwards and of any 
reprcsentativcs to other bcxiics composed of labor organizations' represcnta-
tives, with a specific statcment of thc manner in which each officer was 
clcctcd, apfx)intcd, or othcrwise selected, (H) discipline or rrmoval of officcrs 
or agents for brcachcs of ihcir trust, (I) imposition oí fincs, suspensions, and 
expulsions of mcmbcrs, including the grounds for such action and any pro-
vision made for noticc, hcaring, judgment on thc cvidcncc, and appcal 
proccdures, (J) authorization for baigaining demands, (K) ratification of 
contract terms, (L) authonzation for strikcs, and (M) tssuancc of work 
permits. Any change in thc information requircd by this subscction shall 
be reponed to the Sccretary at thc timc thc reporting labor organizatton files 
with the Secretary the annual financial rcport required by subsection (b). 

(b) Every labor organization shall file annually with the Secretary a financiaJ 
rcport signed by its president and trcasurcr or corresponding pnncipal oflficcrs 
containing the foUowing iníormation in such detail as may bc neccssury accurately 
to disclose its financial condition and opcrations for its preceding fiscal year— 

(1 ) assets and liabilitics at the bcginning and end of the fiscal year; 
(2) reccipts of any kind and thc sourccs thcreof; 
(3) salary, allowances. and other dircct or mdirect disbursements (in-

cluding reimbursed expenscs) to cach oflf ccr and also to cach cmpioycc who, 
during such fiscal ycar, receivcd morc than 510,000 in ihc aggrcgate from 
such iabor organization and any other iabor organization affiliatcd with it 
or with which it is afî liatcd, or which is aflfiljatcd with thc samc national or 
intemational labor organization; 

(4) direct and indircct loans made to any oflficer, cmployee. or mcm-
ber, which aggregated morc than $250 during ihc fiscal ycar, logcthcr with 
a statcment oí the purposc. security, ií any, and arrangcmcnts íor rcpayment; 

71 sui. j». (5) dircct and indircct loans to anv busincss cntcrpnse, togciher with 
a statcment of the purpose, secunty, ií any, and arrangcments íor repayment; 
and 

(6) other disbursements madc by ii induding thc purposcs thereof; 
all in such catcgorics as thc Sccretary may prcscribc. 

(c; Evcry labor organization requircd to submit a rcport under this tide 
shall make available the information required to be containcd in such rcport to 
all of its members, and evcry such labor organization and ils ofîiccrs shall be 
under a duty enforccable at thc suit of any member of such organization in any 
State court oí competent jurisdiction or in thc district coun of thc Unitcd States 
íor the district in which such labor orfinizition mainuins its principal ofîice, to 
pcrmit such mcmbcr íor just cause to cxaminc anv books, rrcords, and accounts 
ncccssary to vcrify such rcport. The court in such acuon may, in its discretion. 
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in addition to any judgment awardcd to thc plaintifî or plaintiflTs, allow a reason-
ablc attomey's fcc to be paid by the deícndant. and cosis oí the action. 

(d) Subsections ( f ) , [g) , and (h) oí scction 9 of the National Labor Re- ,i st.i. us. 
lations Act, as amcnded, are hercby repealed. " ""^ '** 

(c) Clause (i) oí section 8 ( a ) ( 3 ) of the National Labor Relations Act, as nu.i.c.\s*. 
amended, is amended by striking out the following:- "and has at the timc thc 
agreement was made or within the preccding twelve months rcccived from thc 
Board a noticc of compiiance with sections 9 (f) , ( g ) , (h)" . 

Report of Officers and Employees of Labor Organizatioiu 
( 2 9 U . S . C . 4 3 2 ) 

SEC. 202. (a) Every oflficer of a labor organization and every empioyee 
oí a labor oreanization (other than an cmployce performing exclusivclv clencal 
or custodial scrviccsj shall filc with thc Sccrctary a signcd rcpon listing and 
dcscribing for his prcceding fiscal year— 

( 1 ) any stock, bond, sccurity, or othcr interest, lci al or cquitable. which 
hc or his spouse or minor child directly or indircctiv hcld in. and any incomc 
or any other benefit with monctary value (including rcimbursed cxpenses) 
which hc or his spouse or minor child dcrived dircctly or indircctly from, an 
cmployer whose empioyees such labor organization rcpresents or is actively 
seeking to rcprcsent, cxcept paymcnts and othcr t>enefits rcceived as a bona 
fide cmplovee of such employcr; 

(2) a^y transaction in which hc or his spouse or minor child cngaged, 
direcdy or indirectly, involving any stock, bond, security, or loan to or from, or 
other legal or equitable intercst in thc busmcss of an cmployer whose cm-
ployees such labor organization rcpresents or is actively sccking to rcprescnt; 

(3 ) anv stock, bond, security, or othcr intcrest. legaJ or cquitablc, which 
he or his spouse or minor child directly or indircctly hcld in, and any incomc 
or any other l>enefit with monetary valuc (including reimbursed cxpcnsea) 
which hc or his spou.se or mmor child dircctly or indirectly dcrived from, 
any busincss a substantial part of which consists of buving from, selling or 
leasing to, or othcrwise dcaiing with, thc business oí an empioycr whose em-
ployccs such labor organization rcpresents or is activcly sccking to rcprcsent; 

(4) any stock, bond, securiry, or other interest, legal or equiLable, 
which he or his spouse or minor child directly or indircctly held in, and any 
income or any othcr benefit with monetary value (including rcimbursed 
expenses) which he or his spouse or minor child direcdy or indirccdy de-
rived from, a business any part oí which consists of buying from, or selling 'i »••' i*»-
or leasing directly or indirectly to, or otherwise dealing with such labor 
organization; 

(5) any direct or indirect busin'^ss transaction or arrangement betwcen 
him or his spousc or minor child and any cmployer whose cmployecs his 
org^nizauon rcpresents or is actiycly secking to rcprescnt, exccpt work per-
formed and paymcnts and benefits reccivcd as a bona fide cmployre of such 
employer and except purchases and saics of goods or services in the regular 
coursc of bu.sincss at priccs generally available to any employee of such 
employer; and 

(6) any payment of money or other thing of value (including rcim-
bursed cxpenses) which he or his spouse or minor child reccivcd directly or 
indirecdy from any employer or any pervn who acts as a labor rclauons 
consultant lo an cmployer, cxcept paymcnts of the kinds refcrrrd to in section 
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302(c) oí thc Labor Managcment Relations Act, 1947, as amended. 
(b) The provisjons of paragraphs (1), (2), (3) , (4), and (5) oí subscction 

(a) shall not bc consirued to requirc any surh oflficer or employcc to report his 
bona f de invesimcnts in securities traded on a sccuritjcs exchange registcrcd as a 

« s<M. Mii nationaJ securities exchange under the Securities Exchangc Act of 1934, in shares 
M sJiSfî^ '" *^ invcstment company registered under the Invcstment Company Act of 
U sui'^ioî^' 1940, or in securiues oí a public utility holding company rcgistercd under the 
I* UJ.C T». Public Utility Hoiding Company Act of 1935, or to rcport any income derived 

thercfrom. 
(c) Nothing contained in this scciion shall be construcd to rcquirc any 

officer or employee of a labor organization to file a report under subsecúon (a) 
unles hc or his spouse or minor child holds or has held an intercst, has rcceived 
incomc or any othcr benefit with monctary value or a loan, or has cngagcd in a 
transaciion described therein. 

Report of Employers 
(29U.S.C. 433) 

SEC. 203. (a) Every cmpJoycr who in any fiscal ycar made— 
(1) any paymcnt or loan. direct or indirect, of money or othcr thing 

of vaiue (mcluding reimbursed cxpenses), or any promisc or agTcement 
thcrefor, to any labor organization or officer, agent. shop steward, or other 
rcprcsentativc oí a Íabor organization, or empioyce of any labor organizauon, 
except (A) payments or loans made by anv naiionaJ or Sutc bank, crcdit 
union, insurance company, savings and loan association or othcr credit 
institution and (B) paymcnLs of the kind rcícrred to in seciion 302(c) of 
the Labor Management Rciauons Act, 1947, as amended; 

(2) any payment (inciuding reimburscd expenses) to anv of his em-
ployecs, or any group or committee of such employees, for thc purposc of 
causing such employee or group or committee oí cmployces to persuadc othcr 
cmployees to excrcise or not to cxcrcise, or as the manncr oí excrcising, the 
right to organize and bargain collcclively through rcprescnutivcs of thcir 
own choosing unless such payments were coniemporaneously or previously 
discJosed to such other employces; 

(3) any expenditurc, during the fiscaJ year, whcrc an objcct thereof, 
directJy or indirccdy, is to interierc with, rcstrain, or coercc empioyccs in 
thc cxcrcisc of the right to organizc and bargain collcctively through rcprc-
scnLativcs of their own choosing, or is to obtain iníormation conceming the 
activities of employees or a labor organization in conncction with a labor 
dispute involving such employcr, cxccpt for usc solely in conjunction with 
an administrative or arbitral proceeding or a cnminaJ or civil judiciaJ 
proceeding; 

T» s«». m. (^) *ny agreement or arrangemcnt with a labor rclauons coasuliant 
or other indep>endent contractor or organization pursuant to which such 
person undertakes activitics where an object thcreof, direcdy or indirectly, is 
to pcrsuade employees to exercisc or not to cxcrcise, or persuade emplovces 
as to thc manncr of exercising, thc right to organizc and bargain collectivcly 
through representatives of their own choosing, or undertakcs to supply such 
cmployer with information concerning thc activiijcs oí cmployccs or a labor 
organization in connection with a labor disputc involving such employer, 
cxccpt informaiion for use solely in conjunction with an adminisirativc or 
arbitral proceeding or a criminal or civil judicial proceeding; or 

(5) any wyment (includmg rcimburscd cxpcnses) pursuani to an 
agrcement or arrangement dcscribcd in subdivision (4); 
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shall filc with the Secretary a report, in a form prcscribed by him, signed by its 
prcsident and trcasurcr or corresponding principal oflficcrs showing in detail the 
date and amount of each such paymcnt, loan, promisc, agrcement, or arrange-
ment and the namc, address. and position, ií any, in any firm or labor organiza-
tion of the person to whom it was made and a íull cxplanation of the circumsiancca 
of all such paymcnts, including the terms of any agrccmcnt or understanding 
pursuant to which thcy were made. 

(b) Every pcrson who pursuant to any agrccmcnt or arrangement with an 
employer undertakcs activities wherc an object thereof is, direcUy or indirecdy— 

(1) to persuade employees to exercise or not to cxcrcisc, or persuadc 
emf)loyees as to the manner of exercising, the right to organLzc and bargain 
collectivcly through reprcscntativcs of their own choosing; or 

(2) to supply an cmployer with information conccming thc actividcs 
oí employees or a labor organization in connecuon with a labor dispute 
involving such cmployer, exccpt iníormation for usc solely in conjuncuon 
with an administrativc or arbiiral procccding or a cnminal or civil judiciaJ 
proceeding; 

shaJl fiJe within tJiirty days after entering into such agrcement or arrangement a 
report with the Scc:ctary, signed by its prcsidcnt and trcasurer or corresponding 
principaJ officcrs, containing the name undcr which such person is engaged in 
doing business and the address of its principal office, and a detailed statemcnt of 
the tcrms and conditions of such agreement or arrangcment. Every such pcrson 
shall file annually, with respcct to cach fiscal ycar during which paymcnts were 
made as a result of such an agrecment or arrangemenL, a rcport with the Secrctary, 
signed by its prcsidcnt and treasurer or corresponding principal officers, contain-
ing a statement {A) oí its reccipts of any kind from employers on account oí labor 
rciations advice or services, designa ng the sourccs thcreof, and (B) of its dis-
bursements oí any kind, in conncction with such serviccs and thc purposcs thereof. 
In eacb such ca.se such informatjon shall be sct forth in such categoncs as the 
Sccretary may prescribc 

(c) Ncxhing in this section shaJI be construed to requirc any cmployer or 
othcr fícrson to file a repwrt covenng the services of such person by rca.v>n oi his 
giving or agrecing to give advicc to such employer or reprcscnting or agreeing 
to rcprcsent such employer beíore any court, administrativc agcncy, or tnbunaJ 
of arbitration or engaging or agrccing to engage in coilectivc bargainmg on bchaJÍ 
oí such employer with rcspect to wages, hours, or other terms or conditions of 
employment or the ncgodauon of an agrccmcnt or any qucstion arising thcreunder. 

(d) NotJúng containcd in this secuon shaJl be construed to require an cm-
ployer to f lc a rcport undcr subsecuon (a) unlcss hc has made an expcnditurc, 
payment, loan, agrecmcnt, or arrangcmcnt of thc kind dcscribed Lhereia 
Nothing contained in this scction shaJI be construed to require any other person 
lo fiJe a report i:»ídcr subsection (b) unless he was a party to an agrecment or 
arrangcment of thc kind dcscribed thcrcin. 

(e) Nothing contained in this secuon shaJl be construed to requirc any 
reguJar officcr, sup)ervisor, or employee oí an cmployer to file a report in connec-
tion with acrviccs rendercd to such employer nor shall any employer be required 
to fîJe a rcport covcring cxpenditurcs made to any regular ofîiccr, supcrvisor, of 
employee of an emp>loyer as compcnsation for scrvicc as a regular ofîicer, supcr-
visor, or employec of such cmployer. 

(f) Nothing contained in ihis section shalJ be construed as an amendment to, 
or modificauon of the njhts protecîcd by, section 8(c) of the NauonaJ Labor 
Reladons Act, as amended. M U.S.C. IU. 
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(?) The term "intcrferc with, rcstrain, or cocrcc" a.s used m thLs scction 
means intcrferencc, rcstraint, and coercion which, ií done with rcspect to thc ex-
crcisc of nghts guaranlced in section 7 oí the Nalionai Labor Rclaiions Act, as 

!• uJ.C »»7. amcnded, would, under section 8 (a) of such .Act. consiitute an uníair labor 
pracúce. 

At torney-Qient Communicat ions Exempted 
(29 U.S.C. 434) 

SEC. 204. Nothing contained in this Act shall be coa'itrued to rcquire an 
attomey who is a member in good standing oí thc bnr oí any Statc. to include in 
any report required to be filcd pursuant to the provisions of this .\ct any infor-
mation which was lawfully communicatcd to such attomcv by any oí his clients 
in the course oí a Icgitimatc attomcy-clicnt relaiionship. 

Reports Made Public Information 
(29 U.S.C. 435) 

SEC. 205. ( a ) ' Thc contents of thc rcports and documcnts filcd with the 
Sccrctary pursuant to scctions 201, 202, 203, and 211 shall bc public iníormation, 
and the Sccretary may publish any information and data which hc obtains pur-
suant to thc provisions of this titlc. Thc Secretary may use thc information and 
data for statisticaJ and rcsearch purposes, and compile and publish such studies, 
analyses, rcports, and survcys based thereon as hc may deem appropriatc. 

(b)* Thc Secrelary shall by rcgulation make rcasonable provision for the 
inspccuon and examination, on ihe requcst oí any person. of the informauon and 
data contained in any rcport or othcr documcnt filed with him pursuant to seaion 
201, 202, 203, or 211. 

(c)* TTic Secrctary shall by regulauon provide for thc fumishing bv the 
Dcpartment of Labor of copies of rcports or other documents filed with the Sec-
retary pursuant to this titlc, upon pavmcnt of a chargc based upon the cost of the 
servicc. Thc Secretary shall make availablc without paymcnt of a chargc, or 
require any pcrson to fumish, to such Sute agcncy as is dcsignatcd bv law or 
by thc Govcmor of the Sutc in which such person has his principal placc of 
busincss or hcadquartcrs, upon requcst of the Govcmor of such Statc, copics of 
any rcports and documcnts fUed by such pcrson with thc Sccreury pursuant to 
section 201, 202, 203, or 211, or of information and data containcd thcrcin. 
No person shall be rcquired by reason of any law oí any Statc to furnL«;h to any 
of icer or agency of such Statc any information includcd in a rcport filcd by such 
pcrson with the Sccretary pursuant to ihc provisions of this udc, if a copy of 
such report, or of thc portion thereof conuining such information, is íumished 

Tj siM. iî». to such oflfîcer or agency. AJJ mone\s reccived in payment oí such chargcs fixed 
by thc Secrctary pursuant to this subscction shalJ bc depositcd in the gcncral fund 
of the Trcasury. 

*Prior to amendment by section 2(a) of Public Law 89-216, the first sentence 
of section 205(a) read as follows. "Sec. 205. (a) The contents of the reports and 
documents filed with the Secretary pursuant to sections 201, 202, and 203 shall be 
public information, and the Secretary may publish any infonnation and data which 
he obuins pursuant to the provisions of this htle." 

*Prior to amendment by section 2íb) of Public Law 89-216, sectíon 205(b) 
read as foUows: "(b) The Secretary shaJl by regulation n'̂ ake reasonable provision 
for thc inspection and examination, on the requestof any person, of the information 
and data conUined in any report or other document filed with him pursuant to 
section 20 L 202. OT 203." 

*Prior to amendment by section 2(c) of Public Law 89-216, the second sen-
tence of section 205(c) read as follows: 'The Secretary shall make availabie without 
payment of a charge. or require any person to iumish, to luch State agency as is 
designated by l«w or by the Covemor of the State in which such persoo has hi* 
principd place of business or headquarters. upon request of the Covemor of such 
State, copies of any reports and documents fiied by such person with the Secretary 
pursuant to lection 201, 202, or 203, or of information and data contained therein.'* 

"»-*»-««*•• 
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Retention of Records 
(29 U.S.C. 436) 

SET. 206. Evcry pcrson rcquired to file any rcport under this titie shall 
maintain records on thc mattcrs required to be reponcd which wiil providc in 
suflficient detail thc neccssary basic iníormation and daia from which ihe docu-
menis filed with thc Sccrctary may be vcrificd, explained or clanficd, and checkcd 
for accuracy and compictcncss, and shail includc vouchers, workshccts. reccipts, 
and applicabic rtsolutions, and shall kcep such rccords availablc for examination 
for a period of not lcss than fivc years afler the filing oí the documents based on 
the information which thcy contain. 

Effective Date 
(29 U.S.C. 437) 

SEC. 207. (a) Each labor organization shall file the initial rcport requircd 
undcr scction 201 (a) within ninety days after the datc on which it first bccomes 
subjcct to this Act. 

( b ) ' Each pcrson rcquircd to file a report undcr scction 2 0 H b ) , 202, 203 'a ) , 
the second sentence of section 203 (b) , or section 211 shall fiie such report within 
nincty days aftcr the end oí cach of its fiscai ycars; cxcept that wherc such person 
is subject to section 201 (b ) , 202, 203 í a ) , the second sentcnce of section 203 í b) , 
or sccuon 211, as the case may be, for only a portion of such a fiscal vcar (becau.se 
the datc of enactmcnt of ihis .Act occurs during such pcrson s fiscal vrar or such 
pcrson bccomcs subject to ihis Act during its fiscal vcar; such pcrson may considcr 
that portion as thc entirc fiscal ycar in making such report. 

Rules and Regulat ions 
(29 U.S.C. 438) 

SEC. 208. The Secretary shaJI havc auihoritv to i.ssue. amend, and rcscind 
rules and reguiations prescribing the form and publication of rcpons rcquired to 
bc filed undcr this titlc and such othcr rcasonabic rules and reguiaiioas (including 
rulcs prcscribing rcports conceming trusts in which a labor organization is in-
tcrestcd) as hc may find ncccssarv to prevcnt the circumvcntion or evasion of 
-such rcporting rcquirements. In exercising his powcr under this section the 
Sccretary shall prescribc bv generaJ rule simplified repons for labor organizations 
or employers íor whom he finds that by virtue oí their sizc a dctaiicd rrpon would 
be unduly burdcnsomc, but thc Sccretary may revoke such provision for simpJi-
fied íorms of any labor organization or employcr if he dctermines, aftcr such 
invcstigation as hc dcems propcr and due noticc and opponunity for a heanng. 
that thc purposes of this seciion would be served thereby. 

Criminal Provisions 
(29 U.S.C. 439) 

SEC. 209. (a) .\ny pcrson who willfullv violaics this title shall be fincd not 
more than $10,000 or imprisoncd for not morc than one year, or both. 

íb) .\ny pcrson who makcs a fal.se statement or rcprcsentation of a material 
íact, knowing it to be faJse. or who knowingly fails to disclose a matcrial fact, in 
any document, rcport, or other information required undrr thc provisions of this 

•Prlor to amendment by section 2(d) of Public Law 89-216, section 207(b) 
read as follows: "(b) Each person required to file a report under secUon 201(b), 202, 
203(a), or the second sentence of 203(b) sJiaU file such report within ninety days 
after the end of each of its fiscaJ years; except thaí where such person is subject to 
section 201(b), 202, 203(a). or the second sentence of 203(b), as the case may be, for 
only a portion of such a fiscal year (because the date of enactment of this Act occurs 
dunng such person"» fiscal year or such person becomes subject to this Act during 
its fiscaJ year) such person may consider that portion as the entire fiscal year in 
making such report." 
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title shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not morc than one 
year, or both. 

(c) Any pcrson who willfully makcs a false cntry in or willfully conceals, 
n siM. iM. withholds, or destroys any books, records, reports, or statements required to be 

kept by any provLsion of this title shall be fincd not morc than $ 10,000 or imprisoncd 
for not morc than onc year, or both. 

(d) Each individuaJ required to sign reports under secuons 201 and 203 
shall bc personally responsible for thc filing of such reports and for any statemcnt 
containcd thercin which he knows to be false. 

Civil Enforcement 
(29 U.S.C. 440) 

SEC. 210. Whencvcr it shall appear that anv pcrson has violatcd or is about 
to violate any of the provLsions of ihis tidc, the Sccrrtary may bring a civiJ action 
for such rcHcí (including injunctions) as may br appropriatc. .\n\ such acdon 
may be brought in thc dLstrict court of thc L'nilcd Statr<; whcrc the violaûon 
occurrcd or. at the option oí the partics, in thc Unitcd Statcs District Court for the 
District of Ckjlumbia. 

Surety Company Reports ' 
(29 U.S.C. 441) 

Sec 211. Each surety company which issues any bond required by this 
n su,. m: Act or the Welfarc and Pcnsion Plans Disclosurc Act shall file annually with 

the Secretary, with respect to each f scal year dunng which any such bond was 
in íorce, a rcport, in such íorm and deuil as he may prcscribe by regubúon, filed 
by the prcsidcnt and trea.surer or corresponding principal oflRccrs of the surety 
company, describing its bond experience under each such Act, including informa-
tion as to the premiums received, toul claims paid, amounts recovered by way 
of subrogatíon, administradvc and legal expensrs and such rclatrd data and 
iníormatíon as the Secretary sJiali determinr to be nrcessary in the public interest 
aind to carry out the policy of the AcL Notwithsunding the foregoing, ií the 
Secretary finds that any such specific information cannot be practicably asccr-
tained or would be uninformarivc, thc Secretary may modify or waive the 
requirement for such information. 

TITLE III—TRUSTEESHIPS 

Reports 
(29 U.S.C. 461) 

SEC. 301. (a) Evcry labor organization which has or assumcs trusteeship 
over any subordinatc labor organization shall filc with thc Sccretary within 
thirty days after thc date of thc enacimcnt oí this Act or thc imposition of any 
such trusteeship, and semiannually thcreaftcr, a rcport, signcd by its prcsidcnt 
and trcasurcr or corrcspxjnding principal officcrs, as well as by the trustccs 
of such subordinate labor organizaiion, containing the following information: 
(1 ) the name and addrcss of the subordinatc organization; (2) thc datc of cstab-
lishing thc trusteeship; (3) a detailed sutemcnt of the reason or reasons for esub-
lishing or condnuing the trustecship; and (4) thc naturc and extcnt of participa-
tion by the mcmbership of thc subordinate organization in the selcction of dclegates 
to reprcsent such organization in rcgular or sp ciaJ convcntions or other policy-
detcrmining bodies and in the election of oflficcrs of the iabor organiza on which 
has assumed trustceship ovcr such subordinatc orgamzation. The mitial rcjx rt 

*Section 211 was added by section 3 of Public Law 89-216 (79 Stat. 888). 
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shaJl also indude a full and complete account of thc financial condition of such 
subordinatc organization as of thc timc trustceship was assumed over it. Dunng 
the continuance oí a tru.steeship the labor organization which has assumcd trustee-
ship ovcr a subordinatc labor organization shall fiic on behaJf of the ."subordinatc 
labor organization the annual financial rcp irt rcquircd bv section 201 (b) signed 
by the president and treasurer or corresponding principal officcrs of the labor 
organizauon which has assumed such trusteeship and the trustecs of ihe subordinate 
labor organization. 

(b) The provisions of scction 201 (c), 205, 206, 208, and 210 shaU be 
applicable to rcpwrts filed undcr this tidc. 

(c) Anv person who wiilíully violates this section shall be fined not more 
than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both. 

(d) Any person who makcs a falsc sutemcnt or rcprcscnution of a matcrial 
fact, knowing it to be false, or who knowingiy faiLs lo disclose a matcriaJ íact, in 
any repx rt rcquircd under thc provLsions of this section or wiUíulIy makcs any 
lalse entry in or willfully withholds. conceaJs, or destroys any documents, books, 
record.s, repwrts, or statcments upwn which such rcpxjrt is based, shall bc fined not 
more than $10,(XX) or impnsoned for not morc than one ycar, or both. 

(c) Each individual required to sign a rcport undcr this sectjon shall be 
p>ersona]ly resfx)nsible for the filing oí such report and íor any statcment contained 
therem which he knows to be falsc. 

Purposes for Which a Tnisteeship May Be Established 
(29 U.S.C. 462) 

SEC. 302. Trusieeship>s shall be esublished and administcred by a labor 
organizauon ovcr a subordinatc body only in accordancc with ihc constitudon 
and bylaws of thc organization which has assumed trusteeship over the subordi-
nate body and for the purpose oí corrccting corrup ion or financial malpracúcc, 
assuring thc fjcrformancc of collcctivc bargaining agrcemcnts or othcr duucs oí 
a bargaining rcprcsentadve, restoring dcmocratic procedures, or otherwise carry-
ing out the legitjmatc objecis oí such labor organizauon. 

Unlawful Acts Relating to Labor Organizauon Under Trusteeship 
(29 U.S.C. 463) 

SEC. 303. (a) During any p)eriod when a subordinate body of a labor or-
ganizaiion is in trusteeship, it shali be unlawful (1) lo count the vt c of dclcgatcs 
from such body in any convenúon or eicction of ofîiccrs of the labor organizauon 
unJess the delcgates have becn chosen by secret baJlot in an electjon in which aJI 
the mcmbcrs in good standing of such subordinatc body wcre eligibie to participatc 
or (2) to transfer to such organizauon any currcnt rcccipts or oiher funds of the 
subordinate body cxccpt thc normal p>er capita tax and assessments payabie by 
subordinatc bodies not in trustceship: Provtded, That nothmg hercin contamcd 
shall prcvcnt thc distnbution of thc assets of a labor organizaiion in accordance 
with its constitution and bylaws upon the bona fide dissoluuon thcreof. 

(b) Any pjerson who willfully violates ihis section shall h)e fincd not morc 
than $10,(XX) or impn.soncd íor not more ihan one year, or both. 

Enforcement 
(29U.S.C.464) 

SEC. 304. (a) Up>on the written complaint oí any mcmber or subordinate 
body of a labor organization aJleging that such organizauon has vioiated the 
provisions of this title (except secuon 301) thc Secretary shaJl mvcsugatc thc 
compiaint and if the Sccrctary finds probabic cause to believe that such vioiatioa 

..IfkMl 



184 

has occurrcd and has not bcen remedied hc shaJI, v,ithout disclosing ihc identity 
of the complainant, bring a civil aclion in anv district coun of thc United Statcs 
having jurisdiction of thc labor organization for such rriicí (including injunc-
tions) as mav be appropriate. Any mcmber or subordmate body of a labor or-
ganization affectcd by any violation oí this titlr (except section 301 ) may bring 
a civil action in any dbtrict court of ihe United States having jurisdiction of the 
labor organization for such rclief (including injunrtions) as may be appropriate. 

(b) For ihe purpose of actioas undcr this section, district courn of the 
United Statcs shaJI bc dcemcd to havc jurisdiction oí a labor organization (1 ) in 
thc district in which the principal ofhcr of such labor organization is Icxratcd, or 
(2) in anv district in which its dulv authorizcd officers or agents arc cngagcd in 
conducting the afîairs of thc trusiecship. 

(c) In any proceeding pursuant to this section a trusteeship cstablishcd by 
a labor organization in conformity with thr prorcdurai rrquirrmrnts of iis con-
stilution and bylaws and authorizcd or ratificd aftcr a fair hcarine cither bcfore 
ihe exccutivc board or beíore such othcr bodv as mav bc providrd in accordance 
with ÍLs constitution or byiaws shail bc prrsumrd valid for a pxrriod of eightcen 
months from the datc of its esiablLshmcnt and shall not bc subjcct to attack dunng 
such pcriod exccpt up>on clcar and convincing proof that thc trustccship was not 
cstablished or maintamcd in good faith for a purpxjsc aliowablc under srction 
302. .\fter the cxpiration of cicrhtccn months thr trustccship shali br prcsumed 

n S..I. ijj. invaJid in any such procccding and its discontinuancc shali bc dccrecd unlcss 
thc iabor organization shall show by dcar and convincing proof that thc rontinu-
ation of thc truslceship is nccessary for a purpose allowable undcr scction 302. 
In the latler evcnt the court may dismiss thr complaint or rctain jurisdiction of 
thc cause on such conditions and for such p>eriod as it dccms appropnatc. 

Report to Congress 
(29 U.S.C. 465) 

SEC. 305. Thc Secreury shall submit to the Con^rcss at thc cxpiration of 
three years from the datc of cnactmcnt of this Act a rcport upon thc opcration 
oí this ude. 

Complaint by Secretary 
(29 U.S.C. 466) 

SEC. 306. The richts and remcdies provided by this tille shall bc in addition 
to anv and all other rights and rcmcdics at iaw or in equity: Provtded, 1 hat upon 
the filing of a compiaint by thc Secretary thc juri.sdiciion of thc district court ovcr 
sijch trustecship shall be exclusivc and ihe final judgment shaii bc res judicata. 

TITLE IV—ELECTIONS 

Terms of Office; Election Procedures 
(29 U.S.C. 4 8 1 ) . 

SEC. 401. (a) Every national or international labor organization, cxccpt 
a ícderation of national or intcrnational labor organizations, shall clcct its officcrs 
not Icss often than once cvcry fivc years cithcr by secrrt baliot among the membcrs 
in good standing or at a convrntion of dclcealcs choscn by srcrct baliot.. 

(b) Evrry iocai iabor orgamzation shall clcct its oflficcrs noi lcss oftcn ihan 
once cvcry ihrcc years bv secrct balloi among thc members in good sianding. 

(c) Every nationai or iniemational iabor organization, rxrrpi a írderation 
oí national or internaiional iabor orgamzá.ions, and c\cry local labor organizaiion. 
and its oíî ccrs, shall bc undcr a duty, cnforccable at thc suit of any bona fidc 
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candidate for oflf ce in such labor organization in thc dLstrict court of the Unitcd 
States in which such labor organization mainuins its principal ofTicc, to cnmply 
with all rcasonablc requcsLs of any candidatc to distribute by mail or othcrwisc 
at the candidatc s cxpcnse campaign litcraiurr in aid of surh person ? candidary 
to all members in good standing of such labor organization and to reírain from 
discrimination in favor of or against anv candidate with respect to the use oí ILus 
of mcmbcrs, and whenrvcr such labor organizations or ÍLs oflfîccrs authorize thc 
distribution bv mail or othcrwisc to mcmbers of campai?n litcraturc on bchalf 
oí anv candidate or of thc labor organization itsrlf with refrrrncc to such clection, 
simiiar distnbution at thc rcqucst of any oihcr bona fide candidatc shall bc made 
by such labor or?anization and its ofTiccrs, wiih cqual trcatmcnt as to the exp)cn.se 
of such dtstribuuon. Every bona fide candidate shall havc the right, oncc within 
30 davs prior to an clection oí a labor organization in which he is a candidatc, 
to insf>ect a list containing thc namcs and last known addrcsses of all mcmbcrs of 
thc labor orgamzaiion who are subject to a colleciivc bargaining agrcemcnt rc-
quiring mcmbership thercin as a condition of cmpiovment. which iist shall be 
maintaincd and kcpt at the principal ofîicc of such labor organizauon by a dcsig-
naied official thcrcof. .Adcquatc safcguards to insure a fair clection shall be 
provided, including the ri?ht of any candidatc to havc an obscrvcr at the f>olls 
and at the couniing of the ballots. 

(d) Oflficers of intcrmcdiate bodics, such as ^encral committces, sv'stem 73 s«<. uj. 
boards. joint boards, or joint councils, shall be clcctcd not Icss often than oncc 
cvcry four vcars by secret balloi among the mcmbcrs in good sUnding or bv lat>or 
organization oflficers reprcsentative oí such membcrs who have becn clectcd by 
sccrct ballot. 

(e) In any elcction required by this .section which Ls to bc held by secret 
ballot a reasonable opportunity shail be given for the nomination oí candidates 
and cvrrv' mcmber in good standing shall be eligible to be a candidatc and to 
hoid ofTicc (sub)ect to section 504 and to irasonablc qualificauons uniíormiy 
imf>oscd) and shall havc thc right to vote for or otherwise supp>ort the candidate 
or candidates of his choice. without being subject to p>cnaity, discipline, or im-
prop)er intcrfcrencc or rcpnsal oí any kind by such organization or any mcmber 
ihereof. Not lcss than fifteen days prior to thc clection notice thcrcof shall bc 
mailed to cach member at his last known homc addrcss. Each member in good 
sunding shall be cntitled to onc votc. No mcmber whose dues havc becn withheld 
by his cmployer for payment to such organization pursuant to his voIunUry author-
ization providcd for in a collectivc bargaining agreemcnt shall be declarcd in-
cligible to vote or bc a candidatc for oflficc in such organization by rca.son of 
alleged delay or dcfauli in the payment of dues. The votes cast bv members of 
each local labor organizatiun shall bc counted, and ihe rcsults publishcd, sep>-
arately. Thr election officials dcsignated in the constitution and bylaw?; or the 
sccrctary, if no other ofTirial is designatcd, shall prescrve íor onc ycar thc baJIots 
and all othcr rccords pertaining to the clcction. The cltction shall be conducted 
in accordancc with the ronstitution and bylaws of such organization insofar as 
they are not inconsiste. • with the provisions of ihis title. 

(f) When oflRcers are chosen by a convenuon of delcgatcs electcd by sccret 
ballot, thc convention shail be conducted in accordance with th; ronstitution and 
byiaws of the labor organization insofar as thcy are not inconsistcnt with the 
provisions of thus title. Thc oflficials doignated in thc constitution and bylaws 
or the sccretary, ií no othcr is designated, .shall preserve for one year the creden-
tials of thc dcicgatcs and all minutcs and nihcr records of the convention 
p)ertaining to thc clcction of officcrs. 
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(g) No moneys reccivcd by any labor organization by way of dues, assess-
ment, or similar ievy. and no moncys of an cmployer shall be contributed or 
applird to promotc the candidacy of any person in an ciection subjeci to the 
provisions of «his titlc. Such moneys oí a labor organization may be utilized for 
notices, íactual statements of issues not involving candidates, and othcr cxpcx\xs 
neccssary for the holding of an clcction. 

(h) If the Secrctary. upon application of any mcmber of a local labor 
organization. finds after hearing in accordance wiih the .Xdministrativc Procedure 
Act that the constitution and bylaws oí such labor orjjanization do not provide 
an adcquate procedurc for thc removal of an eicctcd oflRcer guilty of serious mi.s-
conduct. such ofhccr may be removcd, íor cause shown and after notice and 
hearing, by thc members in good standing voting in a secret ballot conducted 
by the officers of such labor organization in accordancc with its constitution and 
bylaws insofar as they are not inconsistent with thc provisions of this title. 

(i) The Secretary shall promulgate rules and regulations prescribing mimi-
mum .standards and procedurcs for dctcrmining the adcquacy of thc removal 
procedurcs to which rcícrence is made in subseciion ( h ) . 

Tj S..I iM. Enforcement 
(29 U.S.C. 482) 

SEC. 402. (a) A member of a labor organization— 
(1) who has exhausted the rcmcdics availablc undcr the constitution 

and bylaws of such organization and oí any parent body, or 
(2) who has invoked such available remedics without obuining a final 

decision within three calcndar montfis aftcr thcir invocation, 
may f le a complaint with thc Secrctary within one calendar month ihcreaíter 
alleging the vioiaUon of anv provision of section 401 (including violation of thc 
constitution and bylaws of the labor organization p>ertaining lo the eiccuon and 
rcmovaJ of oflficen). TTic challcngcd election shall bc presumed valid p>ending 
a final decision thereon (as hereinafter provided ) and in thc intcrim the afîairs 
of the organizadon shaJJ be conducted by the of iccrs electcd or in such other 
manner as its constitution and bviaw? may provide. 

(b) The Secrctary shaJI invcstigate such complaint and, if he finds probablc 
cause to believe that a violation oí this title has occurred and Jias not been 
rcmcdicd, hc shaJl, within sixtv davs aítcr thc filing of such comf>laint, bring a 
civil action against thc labor organization as an cntity in ihc district court of the 
the Unitcd States in which such labor organization maintains its pnncipai office 
to sct aside the invalid election, if any, and to direct the conduct of an ciection 
or hearing and vote up>on ihe removal of ofificers undcr ihe sup>ervision oí the 
Sccrctary and in accordancc with the provisions oí this title and such rules and 
regulations as thc Secretary may prescribc. The court shail have p>ower to ukc 
such action as it dcems prop)er to preserve the asscts oí the labor organization. 

(c) If, up >n a prep)ondcra.ice of the evidence afier a triai up>on the merits, 
the court finds— 

(1) that an clccuon has not been held within thc time prescribed 
by section 401, or 

(2) that the violation of section 401 may havc afîected the outcome 
of an elcction, 

thc court shall dcclarc the clection, if any, to be void and direct the conduct of a 
new election under supjcrvision of the Sccrctary and, so far as lawíul and prac-
ticable, in conformity with the constitution and bylaws of the labor organization. 
The Secrctary shall prompily ccrifv to the court thc namcs of thc p>er5ons electcd. 
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and the court shall diereupon cnter a decree declaring such persons to bc ihe of icera 
oí thc labor oganization. If the procceding is for the removaJ of officcn pursuant 
to subscctjon (h) oí scction 401, the Secrcury shail ccrtiív the rcsults of thc votc 
and thc court shall cnter a decree dcclaring whcdier such persons have becn 
removcd as ofificers of the labor organizalion. 

^f ^ í ^ " ° " ^ " directing an clection, dismissing a complaint, or dcsignalmg 
elected oflficcrs of a labor organizadon shaJI be appealablc in thc samc manner 
as the final judgment in a civil action, but an order direcung an election shall not 
be stayed p>ending appeal. 

Application of Other Laws 
(29 U.S.C. 483) 

SEC. 403. No labor organizadon shall be required by law to conduct clec-
tions of of iccrs with grcater frcqucncy or in a difîercnt form or manncr than is 
required by its own constitution or bylaws, cxccpt as othcrwise provided by this 
title. Existing rights and remcdies to enforce the consutudon and bvlaws of a 
labor organization with rcsp ct to elections pnor to the conduci thcrcof shaJI not 
bc afîcctcd by thc provisions of this tidc. The remcdy providcd by this titlc íor 
challcnging an elcction alrcady conducted shall be exclusive. 

Effective Datc 
(29 U.S.C. 484) 

SEC. 404. Thc provisions of this utJc shaJJ Ixcomc appiicablc— 
(1) ninety days after thc date oí enactment of tliis .\ct in thc casc of a 

labor organization whosc consdtution and bylaws can lawíuUy be modified 
or amended by acUon of its constitutionaJ oflfîccrs or goveming body, or 

(2) wherc such modification can only bc madc by a constituúonaJ 
convcntion of the labor organization, not later than the next cor^titudonal 
convention of such labor organization aftcr thc datc oí cnactmcnl of ihis 
Act, or onc year aíter such datc, whichcver is sooncr. If no such convcntion 
Ls hcld witJiin such one-year fjcriod, the executive board or similar govcm-
ing body emp)owcred to act for such labor organizadon betwcen convcntions 
is empowcrcd to makc such intcrim consututional changes as are ncccssary 
to carry out thc provisioris of this tidc. 

TITLE V—SAFEGUARDS FOR LABOR ORGANIZATIONS 

Fiduciary Respxjnsibility of Officers of Labor Organizations 
(29 U.S.C. 501) 

SEC. 501. (a) The of icers, agcnts, shop stcwards, and other reprcsenutives 
of a labor organization occupy positions oí trust in rciation to such organization 
and its mcmbcrs as a group. It is, thcrcforc, the duty of each such p>cr5on. taking 
into account the sf>ecial problems and íunctions of a labor organization, to hold 
its moncy and propeny solely íor thc bcncfit of thc organization and its mcmbcrs 
and to managc, invest, and cxp>end the same in accordance with its consutution 
and bylaws and any resoiutions of the goveming bodics adoptcd thercunder, to 
rcírain írom dcaJing with such organization as an adversc party or in behalí of an 
adverse party in any matter connccted with his duties and from holding or 
acquiring any p>ecuniary or p>crsonaI intcrcst which conflicts wiih thc interests 
of .such organizauon, and to account to the organization for any profit reccived 
by him in whatevcr capacity in connecdon with transactions conductcd by him 
or under his direction on bchalf of the organizadon. A gcncral cxculpatory 
provision in the constitution and bylaw: of such a iabor organization or a gcneral 
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cxculpatory resolution of a goveming body purporting to relic^e any such person 
of habihty íor breach of Oic duties declared by this section shaJI be void as against 
public p>oIicy. 

(b) Whcn any ofTiccr, agcnt, shop steward, or rcpreseniative of any labor 
organizadon is allegcd to havc violatcd thc dulics dcclarcd in subsection (a) and 
the labor organizadon or its govcming board or ofhccn. rcíuse or fail to sue or 
rccover damages or securc an arcouniing or othcr appropnatc relief within a 
rea<»onable dme after being requestcd to do so bv any mrmber of thc labor or-
ganizauon, such mcmbcr may suc .such ofîircr,.agcnt. shop stcward. or rcprescnu-
tive in any district court of the United Statcs or in anv State court of rompetcnt 
jurisdiction to recovcr damagcs or securc an accouniing or othcr appropnatc 
relief for the bencfit of thc iabor organization. No such procccdmc shail bc 
brought cxccpt upxjn lcavc of thc court obtaincd upon vcnficd applicaiion and 
for good causc shown which application may bc madc cx panc. Thr tnai judgc 
may alloi a reasonablc part o( ihc rccovcrv' in anv artion undcr this .subícction 
to pay thc fccs oí roun.scl prosccuting ihr suit ai thc instancc of ihr nicmbcr oí 
thc labor organization and lo rompcnsatc such mcmbrr íor anv cxpenscs ncccs-
sarily paid or incurrrd by him in conncciion with ihr iiticaiion. 

n sui. sjé. (c) .^nv pcrson who cmbczzlcs, steals. or unlawfuliv and willfuily abstracts 

or convrrLs to his own usc. or ihc usc o( anothcr, any of thc moncvs, fund:v, secur-
itics. prop>crty, or other assrLs of a iabor orcanizauon of which hc i$ an officcr, or 
by which he Ls cmployed, dircctly or indirccily, shall bc fined not morc ihan $ 10.CKX) 
or imprisoned íor not more than five ycars, or both. 

Bondíng 
(29U.S .C.502) 

SEC. 502. ( a ) ' Evcrv' oflfîcer, agent, shop steward, or othcr rcprescntauvc 
or employee oí any labor organizaiion (other than a labor organization whose 
prof>erty and annuaJ financial receipts do not exceed $5.000 in value), or of a trust 
in which a labor organizauon is intcrcstcd, who handlcs funds or other prop>erTy 
thcrcof shall bc bonded to provide protcction against loss by rrason of acts oí 
fraud or dishonesty on his part directly or through connivancr with oihrrs. Thc 
bond oí cach such p>crson shall bc fixcd at thc bcgmning of the organization's 
fiscal year and shall bc in an amount not iess than 10 per centum of the íunds 
handied by him and Jiis predcccssor or prcdcccssors, if any, dunnc thc prcceding 
fiscal ycar, but in no case morc than $5CK),(XX). If thc iabor organization or the 
trust in which a labor organizadon is intercstcd does not have a preccding fiscal 
year, thc amount of the bond shall bc. in thc casc oí a iocal iabor orcamzaiion. 
not less than $1,000, and in the casr of anv other labor oreanization or oí a trust 
in which a labor organization is interestcd, not iess than $10.000. Such bonds 
shall bc individual or .schcdulc in form, and shall have a corpx>rate surcty company 
as surety thcrcon. Any pcrson who is not covercd by such bonds shali not bc 
pcrmitied to receive, handlc, disbursc, or otherwisc excrcisc custody or control 
of thc funds or other propcrty of a labor organization or of a trust in which a 
labor organization is intercsted. No such bond shall b>e placed throu^h an agent 
or broker or with a surcty company in which any labor organization or anv ofîicer, 
agent, shop stcward, or other rcprcsentativc of a labor organization has any dircct 
or indircct intcrcst. Such surety company shall bc a corpxDratc surcty which holds 
a grant of authority from the Secrctary of thc Trcasury under the Act of July 30, 

^ 

^Prior to amendment by section 1 of Public Law 89-216, the first sentence of 
section 502(a) read as fbllows: "Sec. 502(a) Every ofHcer. agent. shop steward, or 
other rep>e$entabve or employee of any labor organization (other than a labor or-
ganizatíon whose property and annuaJ financial receipts do not exceed Í5.000 ia 
value), or of a tnist in which a labor organization is interested. who handles funds or 
other property thererof shaJI be bonded for the faitiiful discJurge of his duties." 
Section 1 of Public Law 89-216 aJso added the proviso at the end of secbon 502(a). 
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1947 (6 U.S.C. 6 - 1 3 ) , as an acccpuble surcty on Fcdcral bonds: Provided, That •' »••' »* 
when m the opinion of ihe Sccretary a labor organizadon has made othcr bond-
mg arrangements which would providc the protection requirrd by this secuon 
at comparabie cost or iess, he may exrmpt such labor organization írom placing 
a bond through a surety company holding such grant of authoritv. 

(b) Any pcrson who wiUfulIy violates this secdon shall be fincd not morc 
than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both. 

M a k i n g of Loans; Payment of Fines 
(29 U.S.C. 503) 

SEC. 503. (a) No labor organization shall makc directly or indirccdv any 
loan or loans to any oflficer or employee of such organization which rrsuÍLs m a 
total indcbtcdness on the part of .such oflficcr or cmploycc to thc labor org.-inization 
in cxccss oí $2.000. 

(b) No labor organization or cmploycr shall dirccdy or indircctly pay thc 
fine of any officer or employce convictcd of any willful violation of this Act. 

(c) .\n\ pcrson who willfully violatcs this scction shall bc fined not more 
than $5.000 or imprisoned íor not more than onc ycar, or both. 

Prohibit ion Against Certain Persons Hold ing Oflfice 
(29 U.S.C. 504) 

SEC. 504. (a) No person who is or has been a member of thc Cximmunist 
Party * or who has been convictcd of, or .servcd any part of a prLson tcrm rrsulting 
from his conviction of, robbery, bribery, extonion. cmbezzlrmrnt. ?rand iarccny. 
burgiary, arson, violation oí narcotics laws, murdcr, rape, assault with intcnt to 
kiJJ, assault which infiicts grievous bodily injurv, or a vioiation of utle II or III of n st«i. sj? 
this Act, or conspiracy to commit any such crimes, shall serve— 

(1) as an oflficcr, director, trustee, membcr of any executive board or 
similar goveming body, busincss agent, managcr, organizer, or oihcr em-
ployec (othcr than as an employee pcríorming cxclu-sivcly dcrical or custodiaJ 
duties) of any labor organization, or 

(2) as a labor relations consultant to a f>erson cngagcd in an industry 
or acdvity af ccting commerce, or as an ofiTicer, director, agcnt. or cmpioyec 
(othcr than as an cmployee f>erforming cxciusively clerical orcustodial duties) 
of anv group or association of employers deaiing with any iabor or^nization, 

during or for five years after the tcrmination oí his mcmbcrship in the Communist 
Party,' or for five years after such conviction or after the cnd of such imprison-
ment, uniess prior to thc end of such five-year period, in thc case of a f)erson so 
convicted or impri.soned, (A) his cidzenship rights, having been rcvoked as a 
result of such conviction, have been fully rcstorcd, or (B) the Board of Parolc 
of the United States Departmcnt of Justice determines that such persons service 
in any capacitv rcfcrTcd to in clause (1) or (2) would not be contrary lo the 
purp>oses of this Act. Prior to making any such determination thc Board shall 
ho'd an administrativc hearing and shall givc notice of such procccding by ceni-
fied mail to thc State, county, and Fcdcral prosccuting officiaLs in thc junsdiction 
or jurisdictions in which such pcrson was convicted. Thc Boards dctcrmination 
in any such proceeding shall be final. No labor organization or officer therrof 
shall knowingiy pcrmit any person to assumc or hold any ofîicc or p>aid position 
in violation of this subscction. 

(b) Any person who willíully violatcs this section shall be fined not morc 
than $10,000 or imprisoncd for not more than one \-ear, or both. 

*The U.S. Supreme Court, on June 7, 1965, held unconstitutionaJ as a biU of 
attxúnder the section 504 provision which imposes criminal sanctions on Communist 
Party members for holding union ofSce {U.S. v. Brown, 381 U.S. 437, 85 S. C L 
1707). 
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(c) For thc purp)oscs oí this section, any p>erson shall be deemed to have 
been "convicted" and under the disability of "conviction" írom the datc of thc 
judgmcnt of thc trial court or the date of the final sustaining of such judgment 
on appeal, whichever Ls ihe later event, regardicss of whcthcr such conviction 
occurrcd beforc or after the date oí enactment oí this Act. 

A m e n d m e n t to Sect ion 302, Labor M a n a g e m e n t Rela t ions Act, 1947 

SEC. 505. Subsertions ( a ) , ( b ) , and (c) of secdon 302 of die Labor 
» u.».c iM. Managemcnt Rcladons Act, 1947, as amcndcd, are amcnded to read as follows: 

" S E C . 302. (a) It .shall be unlawíul for any cmploycr or association of 
cmployers or any p>erson who acts as a labor relalions expcn, adviscr, or con.sultant 
to an employer or who acLs in thc interest of an cmploycr to pav, lend, or dcliver, 
or agree to pay, lend, or delivcr, any money or other thing of value— 

" ( 1 ) to any reprcscntativc oí any of his cmployccs who are emplo)ed 
in an industry affecting commcrcc; or 

" ( 2 ) to any labor organization. or anv oflRccr or cmploycc thcreoí, 
which rcpresenls, secks to rcprcsent, or wouid admii to mcmbcniiip, any 
oí thc employecs oí such cmploycr who arc cmploycd in an industry aflfccting 
commercc; or 

" ( 3 ) to any cmployee or group or committee of emplovccs oí such 
cmploycr employcd in an indusiry affccting commerce in cxccss of thcir 
normal comp)cnsation íor the purposc oí causing such cmplovcc or group or 
committec directly or indirectly to influcncc any othcr cmployecs in the exer-

n 5ui. íM. cise of ihc right to organize and bargain collccuvcly through rcpresentauvcs 
of their own choosing; or 

" ( 4 ) to any oflficcr or cmpJoyee of a labor organization cngagcd in an 
industry affccdng commcrce v»r]th intcnt to influencc him m rcsp>ect to any 
of Jiis actions, decisions, or dudcs as a rcpresentauvc of emp>lovccs or as such 
officcr or cmploycc of such labor organizadon. 

" ( b ) ( l ) It shall bc unlawful for any p>erson to rcquest. demand, receivc, 
or accept, or agrce to reccive or acccpt, any paymcnt, loan, or dclivcry of any 
money or othcr thing of value prohibitcd by subsection ( a ) . 

" ( 2 ) II shaJI bc unlawful íor any labor organization, or for any p>eTson 
acting as an officer, agcnt, represcntadve, or employee oí such labor orgarúzation, 
to dcmand or acccpt from ihe op)erator of any motor vchicle (as defincd in part 
II of thc Interstatc Commerce Act) cmployed in ihe tran.sporuuon of prop>erty 
in commercc, or thc employer of any such of>erator. any moncv' or other ihing of 
value payabic to such organizadon or to an oflficer, agent, rcpresentativc or em-
ployee thereof as a fec or charge for the unloading, or in connecdon with the 
unloading, of the cargo of such vehiclc: Provided, That nothing in this paragraph 
shaJl be construcd to make unlawful any payment by an cmpioyer to any of his 
cmployccs as comf>ensaUon íor their scrviccs as cmployces. 

" ( c ) The provisions of this scction shall not be applicable (1) in rcsf>ect to 
any moncy or othcr thing of value payablc by an cmploycr to any of his cmployecs 
whosc cstablbhed dutics indude acdng op>cnIy íor such cmp>lo\rr in mattcrs of 
labor reladons or p>crsonncl administradon or to any represcnuuvc oí his em-
ployecs, or to any oflricer or employec of a labor organization, who is aJso an 
cmployec or former cmployee oí such employer, as comp>cnsadon for, or by rcason 
oí, his scrvicc as an employec oí such cmployer; (2) with rcspect to thc paymcnt 
or dclivery of any moncy or oihcr tJung of valuc in satisíacuon of a judgmcnt 
of anv court or a decision or award of an arbitrator or impartial chairman or in 
compromisc, adjustmcnt, settlcmcnt, or rclcasc of anv claim, complaint, grievancc, 
or dispute in the absence of íraud or durcss; (3) with resp)ect to thc salc or f>ur-
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chaae of an artide or commodity at thc prevailing markct pricc in the regylar 
coursc of business; (4) widi respect to money deducted írom the wages of em-
ployees m payment of mcmbership dues in a labor organizadon: Provtded, That 
Ihe employer has received from each cmployee, on whcse account such deductions 
are made, a writtcn assignmcnt which shall not be irrevocable for a penod of 
more than one ycar, or beyond thc tcTminadon date of the applicable coilecuve 
agreement, whichevcr occurs sooner; (5) with respect to money or other dting 
of value paid to a trust fund csublished by such representativc, for the sole and 
cxclusive bcnefit of the employccs of such employer, and their familics and de-
pendcnts (or of such employecs, familics, and dcp>endcnts joindy with the cm-
ployccs of other cmploycrs making similar paymcnts, and their familics and 
dcpendcnts) : Provtded, That (A) such paymcnts arc hcld in trust íor the purposc 
of paymg, cithcr from principaJ or incomc or both, for the benefit of employees, 
their familics and dep>endents, for medical or hospital care, p)eiisions on retiremcnt 
or death of employecs, comf>ensadon for injurics or iJlness resulung from occupa-
donaJ activity or irîsurance to provide any of thc foregoing, or unemploymcnt 
bcncfits or life insurancc, disability and sickness insurancc, or accident insurancc; 
(B) the detaiJed basis on which such paymcnts arc to bc madc is specified in a 
written agTcement with the employer, and employees and emf>loycrs arc equaJIy 
rcprcsented in the administradon oí such fund, togethcr with such ncutral p)ersons 
as the rcprcsentativcs of the employers and the rcpresentadvcs oí employees 
may agree upx>n and in ihe cvent of the employer and employee group)s dcad-
lock on the adminLstradon of such fund and there are no neutraJ p̂ ersons cm-
fîowcred to brcak such dcadJock, such agrcement providcs that thc two groups 
shaJI agree on an imparriaJ umpire to decide such dispute, or Ln event of thcir 
faiJure to agrce within a rcasonable length of time, an impartiaJ umpirc to 
dccide such dispute shaJJ, on f>edtion of cither group, bc app>ointed by the 
district court of thc Unitcd Statcs for the di-strict where thc Lrust fund has iLs 
principaJ officc, and shaJI also contain provisions for an annuaJ audit of the 
trust fund, a statement of thc rcsuJts of which shaJI bc available for insf>cction 
by intcrested p̂ ersons at thc principaJ oflfice of thc trust fund and at such other 
places as may be dcsignatcd in such wnttcn agrecmcnt; and (C) such pavmcnts 
as arc intended to bc uscd for dic purpose of providing f>ensions or annuities for 
cmf>lovees arc madc to a separate trusi which provides Lhat the funds held thcrein 
cannot be uscd for any purpose othcr than paying such f>ensions or annuities; or 
(6) with rcsp̂ cct to money or other thing of value paid by any emf>lover to a trust 
fund established by such rcpresentadve for the purpose o( pooled vacauon, holi-
day, scverance or similar benefits, or dcfraying costs oí apprcnuccship or other 
training programs: Provtded, That the requircments of clause (B) of the proviso 
to dause (5) of this subsection shall apply to such trust íunds." 

TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
Investigations 

(29 U.S.C. 521) 

SEC. 601. (a) Thc Secreury shall havc power when he belicvcs it ncccs-
sary in order to dctermine whether any person has violated or is about to violate 
any provision oí this Act (except titlc 1 or amendmenLs madc by this Act to 
othcr statutcs) to make an investigaUon and in connection thercwith hc may 
cntcr such placcs and iasp>ect such records and accounts and qucstion such persons 
as hc may dcem necessary to cnable him to dciermine the facts relativc ihcreto. 
Thc Secrctary may rcp>ort to intcrestcd p>ersons or officials concemmg ihe facLs 
required to be shown in any repx>rt required by this Act and conceming the rea-
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sons íor failurc or refusal to file such a rcport or nny other malter which he decms 
to be appropnate as a result oí such an invrstigaiion. 

(b) For the purpose of any in^estigation providcd for in this Act, the pn> 
visions of scctions 9 and 10 (reiating to the attendancc of witnesses and thc pro-
duction of books, papers, and documents) oí thc Fcdcral Trade Commission Act 

» s - . . 717. of September 16, 1914, as amcndcd (15 U.S.C. 49, 50 ) , arc hereby made 
applicable to thc jun.sdiction, fxjwcrs, and duiics of thc Secretary or any oflficcrs 
dcsignatcd by him. 

Extortionate P i c k e t i n g 
(29 U.S.C. 522) 

SEC. 602. (a ) It shall be unlawful to rarrv on pickcting on or about the 
prcmLses of any cmplovcr íor thr purf>oír oí. or as pan of anv con.spiracv or in 
fiirthcrance of anv plan or piirposc for, thc prrbonal profit or cnrichmcnt of any 
individual ('excrpt a bona fidr incrca.sc in waijcs or othrr rmpioyrr bcncfits) by 
taking or obtaining anv nioncy or othcr thing oí value from such cmplovcr against 
his will or with his conscnl. 

(b) Any person who willfuily violato this scction shall be fincd not morc 
than $10,000 or imprisoncd not morc than twcntv ycars, or both. 

71 si.i. vw. R e t e n t i o n of R igh t s U n d e r O t h e r Federal a n d State Law$ 
(29 U.S.C. 523) 

SEC. 603. (a) Exccpt as explicitlv providrd to the contrary, nothing in this 
Act shall reduce or limit thc rcsponsibiiitics oí any labor organization or any 
oflficcr, agcnt, shop steuard, or othrr rrprcscnlativr of a labor organization. or 
oí any trust in which a labor oreaniz.Ttion is mtcrcstcd, undcr any othcr FcderaJ 
law or undcr the laws of anv State, and. cxccpt as explicitiy providcd to thc con-
trars', noihing in this Act shall takc away anv rieht or bar any rcmcdy to which 
membcrs of a labor organization arc cntitlcd under such othcr Fcdcral law or 
law of anv Statc. 

(b) Nothing contained in tiiles I, II, I I I . IV, V, or VI of this Act shaJI 
be construed to .sup)ersede or impair or othcrwise af cct the provisions of ihe Rail-

4s u.s.c. isi. way Labor Act, as amcndcd, or any of the oblieations. ntrhts, bencfits. pnviiegcs, 
or immunities oí any carricr, cmployce, or^anization. reprcseniativc, or pcrson 
subject thercto; nor shall anything containcd in said titics . cxccpt section 505) 
oí this Act be construed to coníer any rights. pnvilcges, immunitics, or dcfcnscs 
up>on employers, or to impair or othcrwisc afîcct the rights of any person undcr 

2» u'.s.c. 167. tJíc National Labor Relations .^ct, as amendcd. 

Effect o n State Laws 
(29 U.S.C. 524) 

SEC. 604. Nothing in this Act shall bc construcd to impair or diminish the 
authority of any State to cnact and cníorce gcncral criminaJ laws with respect to 
robbcry, bribery, cxtortion, cmbezzclment, grand larceny, burglary, arson, viola-
tion of narcotics law.s, murdcr, raf>e, assauit wiih intent to kiU, or assault which 
inílicts gricvous bodily injur)', or conspiracy to commit any of such crimcs. 

Service of Process 
(29 U.S.C. 525) 

SEC. 605. For the purp>oses of this .\ct, scr^icc of summon-S $ubp)ena, or 
other Icgal process of a court of thr Unitcd States upon an ofhcer or agcnt of 
a labor organization in his capacity as such shall const 'utc ser\'ice upon ihc labor 
organization. 
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Administrative Procedure Act 
(29 U.S.C. 526) 

SEC. 606. The provisions of the Administrative Procedurc Act shaJl be M S.... tsi. 
applicable to the issuancc, amendment, or rcscission of any rulcs or rcguladons, or ' " ' ^' ""' 
any adjudicadon, auihorized or rcquired pursuanl to thc provisioru of this Act. 

Other Agencies and Departments 
(29 U.S.C. 527) 

SEC. 607. In order to avoid unnecesarv- cxp>ense and duplication of func-
tions among Govemmcnt agencies, thc Sccretary may make such arrangemcnts 
or agrccmcnts for cooperation or mutual assistancc in the períormancc oí his 
funcuons under this Act and the functions of any such agency as hc may find to 
bc practicable and consistcnt with law. Thc Sccretary may utilizc the faciJities 
or scrvices of any department, agcncy, or cstablishmcnt of the Uniicd States or 
of any State or poliiical subdivision of a State. induding thc scrvices oí anv of its 
employces, with thc lawful conscnt of such dcpartmcnt, agcncy, or esublishment; 
and each dcpartmcnt, agcncy, or cstablishmcnt oí thc Unitcd Statcs is authonzcd 
and dircctcd to cooperate with thc Secrctary and, to thc extcnt p>crmitted by law, 
to provide such iníormadon and faciliiics as hc may rcqucst íor his assjstance in 
the performancc of his íunctions under this Act. The .Attomey Gcneral or his 
reprcsentative shall receivc from thc Sccretary for appropriate action such cvi- TJ SI... S4I. 
dence deveIof>ed in thc pcrformancc of his functions undcr ihis Act as may be 
found to warrant considcration for cnminal prosecution undcr thc provisions 
of this Act or other Fcderal law. 

Criminal Contempt 
(29U.S.C.528) 

SEC. 608. No p)erson shall be punished for any criminal contempt allcgcdly 
committcd outside the immediate prcscnce of thc court in conncction with any 
civil action prosecuted by thc Sccrctary or any other p)erson in any court oí the 
United Sutes undcr the provisions of this Act unless thc facts constituting such 
criminal contempt arc established by the verdict oí the jury in a procceding in the 
district court of the Uniied Statcs, which jury shall bc choscn and cmpancled in 
thc manner prescribed by thc law govcrning tnal jurics in criminal prosecutions 
in the district courts of the Unitcd Statcs. 

Prohibition on Certain Discipline by Labor Organization 
(29 U.S.C. 529) 

SEC. 609. It shall be unlawful for any labor organization, or any ofîicer, 
agcnt, shop steward, or other rcprcscntativc of a labor organization, or any em-
ployec thercof to finc, suspcnd. cxpel, or otherwise discipline any of its members 
íor exercising any right to which hc is cntitled undcr the provisions of this Act. 
The provisions of scction 102 shall be applicablc in thc cnforccmcnt of this section. 

Deprivation of Rights Under Act by Violence 
(29 U.S.C. 530) 

SEC. 610. It shall bc unlawful for any person through thc use of forcc or 
violencc, or threat of thc use of íorce or violencc, to restrain, cocrce, or intimidate, 
or attempt lo rcstrain, coerce, or intimidatc any mcmber of a labor organization 
for thc purp Dse of intcrfcring with nr prevcnting the cxcrcise of any right to which 
hc is entitled under the provisions of this Act. Any person who willfully violates 
this section shall be fined not more than $1,000 or impris ned for not more than 
one year, or both. 

Z}^ 
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Separability Provisions 
(29 U.S.C. 531) 

SEC. 611. lí any provision of this .^ct, or the applicadon of such provLsion 
to any p êrson or circumstances, shall be held invalid, thc rcmamdcr oí ihis Act 
or the application of such provision to f>ersons or circumstanccs olher than those 
as to which it is heid invaJid, shaJI not be íifTcctcd ihcrcby. 

TITLE V I I — A M E N D M E N T S T O T H E LABOR M A N A G E M E N T 
RELATIONS ACT, 1947, AS A M E N D E D 

Federal-State Jurisdiction 

nus.c. it4. SEC. 701. (a) Scction 14 of thc .Naiional Labor Relations Act. as amended, 
is amendcd by adding at thc cnd thcrcof ihc folIov*mg ncw subsection: 

" ( c ) ( l ) Thc Board, in iLs discrction, may, by rule of decision or by 
published rulcs adoptcd pursuant to thc .Administrauvc Proccdurc Act, dc-
dinc to asscrt jurisdiction ovcr any labor disputc involving anv class or 
catcgory of cmploycrs, whcre. in thr opimon of thr Board, thc cffcct oí such 
labor disputc on commcrce is not suflfîcicntly substantial to warrant thc cxer-
cise of its jurisdiction: Provided, That thc Board shali not dcclinc to assert 

71 si... s*». jurisdicdon over any labor dispute ovcr which it would asscrt junsdiction 
undcr thc sundards prevailing uf>on August 1, 1959. 

"(2) Nothing in this .Aci shall be dccmcd lo prc^cnt or bar anv agency 
or the courts of any State or Tcrriiory (induding Lhc CommonweaJth oí 
Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands). from assumin? and asserting 
jurisdiction over labor disputcs ovcr which thc Board dcclincs, pursuant to 
paragraph (1 ) of this subsection, to asscrt jurisdiclion." 

« uj.c iij. (b) Scction 3(b) of such Act is amendcd to rcad as follows: 
"(b) Thc Board is authorizcd to dclcgatc to anv group of ihrcc or 

morc mcmbers any or all of the fxawcrs which it may iLself excrcisc. The 
Board is also authorizcd to delegate to iu rcirional directors its powcrs undcr 

ítu.sc. 15» scction 9 to dcterminc the unit appropriatc íor thc purpose of collcctive 
bargaining, to invcstigatc and providc íor hcarings, and dctcrmine whether 
a qucstion of rcprcsentation cxists, and to dircct an clcction or takc a sccret 
ballot undcr .subsection (c) or (cj of section 9 and ccnifv thc rcsults thcrcof, 
exccpt that upon thc filing of a requcst thcrcíor with thc Board by any 
intcrestcd p)crson, thc Board may rcvicw any action of a regional director 
delegated to him under this paragraph, but such a revicw shall not. unless 
specifically ordered by the Board, opcratc as a siay of any action takcn by the 
regional director. A vacancy in thc Board shall not impair thc right of die 
remaining mcmbers to cxcrcise all of thc p)owcrs of ihc Board. and ihrce 
mcmbers oí thc Board shaJI, at all times, constitutc a quorum of the Board, 
exccpt that two mcmbers shall constitutc a quorum oí any group dcsigned 
pursuant to the first sentencc thercof. The Board shaJl have an of icial seal 
which shaJI be judiciaJJy nodccd." 

Economic Strikers 

r»u.s.c. ij». SEC. 702. Section 9 ( c ) ( 3 ) of the National Labor Rclations A a , as 
amendcd, is amcnded by amending thc second sentcncc thcreof to rcad as 
follows: "Employccs engagcd in an economic strikc who arr not rndtlcd to rcin-
.statement shall be cligible to votc undcr such rcgulations as thc Board shall find 
arc consistent with thc p>urposes and provLsions of thLs Act in anv elcction 
conducted within twelvc months aítcr the commencemenl oí thc strikc." 

.mmmmmmnmm 
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Vacancy in Office of General Counsel 

SEC. 703. Section 3(d) of the National Labor Relations .Act, as amended, » «J»c. lu. 
amendcd by adding aítcr the pcriod at thc cnd diereof ihc following: "In case of 

a vacancy in the oflf ce of thc Gcncral Counsel ihe President is authorizcd to desig-
natc the officcr or employee whoshall act as Gcncral Counsel during such vacancy, 
but no pcrson or persons so designatcd shall so act (1) for more than fony days 
when thc Congrcss is in scssion unlcss a nomination to fill such vacancv shall have 
been submitted to the Scnatc, or (2) after thc adjoummcnt sine die oí dic scssion of 
thc Senate in which such nomination was submittcd." 

Boycotts and Recognition Picketing 

SEC. 704. (a) Section 8(b)(4) of thc National Labor Relations Act, as » uj.o is*. 
amcnded, is amended to read as follows: 

"(4)(i) to engagc in. or to induce or cncourage any individuaJ em-
ploycd by any p>crson cngagcd in commcrcc or in an industry afîecting com-
mcrcc to cngage in, a stnke or a reíusal in the course oí his cmploymcni to 
use. manuíacture, process. transport, or othcrwisc handle or work on any 
goods, articlcs, matcrials, or commoditics or to períorm any sen'ices; or 
(ii) to threaten, coercc, or rcstrain any person cngagcd in commerce or in n sui. MI 
an industry afîecting commercc, whcrc in eithcr casc an object thereof 'a— 

"(A) forcing or requiring any cmploycr or self-employed f>erson 
to join anv labor or cmpioycr organization or to enter into any agrec-
mcnt which is prohibitcd by section 8(c) ; 

"(B) forcing or rcquiring any p>erson to ccase using, selling, han-
dling, transporting, or othcrwise dcaling in thc products of any other 
produccT, processor, or manufacturer, or to cease doing business with 
any other p)erson, or forcing or requiring any othcr empioyer to recognize 
or bargain with a labor organization as the rcprcsentativc of his cm-
ployecs unless such labor organization has becn ccrtified as thc rcprc-
sentative of such emplovees undcr the provisions of srction 9: Provided, 
TTiat nothing containrd in this clau.se (B) shall be constnjcd to make 
unlawful, where not otherwise unlawfuL, any primary strike or primary 
pickcting; 

"(C) forcing or requiring any cmplover to rccognizc or bargain 
with a particular iabor organization as ihe rcprcscntative of his cm-
ployees if another labor organization has becn ccrtificd as ihe rcpre-
sentativc of such cmpioyees under the provisions of section 9; 

"(D) forcing or requiring ;my employer to assign particular work 
to employces in a particular labor organization or in a panicular trade, 
craft, or class rather than to employces in another labor organization or 
in anothcr tradc. craft, or class, unless such employer is failing to con-
form lo an ordcr or ccrtification of the Board detcrmining the bargaining 
reprcsentativc for employees pcrforming such work: Provtded, That 
nothin? contained in this subsection (b) shall be coastrued to make 
unlawful a reíusal by any p êrson to entcr upon the premises of any em-
ployer (othcr than his own employer), ií the employces of such cmployer 
are engaged in a strike ratified or approved by a rcprcsentative oí such 
emplovecs whom such employer is rcquircd to recognize under this 
.\ct: Provided further, That for ihc purp>oscs of this paragraph (4) 
only, nothing containcd in such paragraph shall be construcd to prohibit 
publicity, other than picketing, for thc purp>osc of iruthfully advising 
the public, including consumcrs and mcmbcrs of a labor organization, 
ihat a product or products are produced by an employer with whom 
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thc labor organization has a primarv- dLspute and arc dl.stributed by 
another emplover, as long as such publicitv docs not havc an cfîect of 
inducing any individual employcd by any p^crson othcr than the pri-
mary cmploycr in the coursc of his emplovTncnt to rcfuse to pick up, 
dcliver, or transport any goods, or not to f>erform any services, at the 
establishment of thc employer engaged in such distribudon;". 

î» U.S.C. isa. (b) Section 8 of the National Labor Rdauons Act, as amended, is amended 
by adding at thc end thcrcof thc following ncw subscction: 

" ( e ) ll shaJl bc an uníair labor practicc for any labor organization and any 
employer to entcr into any contract or agrccmcnt. exprcss or implicd, whcreby 
such cmploycr ccases or rcfrains or agrccs to cease or rcírain from handling, 
using, .selling, iran.sponing or otherwise dcaling in anv of thc products of any 
oihcr cmplovcr, or to ccase doing business with anv othcr person, and any con-
tract or agrecmcnt cntcrrd into hcrctoíorc or hcrcaftcr contammcr such an agrce-
ment shaíl be to such extent uncnforcibic and void: Proiided, TTiat nothing in 

73 sui. JJ4. this subseclion (c) shail apply to an agrccmcnt betwccn a labor organizalion and 
an cmpioycr in the construction industrv rclating to thc coniractmg or subcon-
tracting oí work to be done at the sitc oí thc construclion, altcration, paindng, 
or rcpair of a building, structure, or othcr work: Provided further, That for the 
purposcs oí ihis subsecuon (e) and secuon 8!'b) (4) (B) thc tcrms'any cmploycr', 
'any p)crson cngagcd in commcrce or any industry affccting commcrce', and 'any 
person' when used in rclation to thc tcrms 'any othcr produccr. proccssor, or 
manuíacturer' , 'any othcr cmpioycr', or 'any oihcr p)erson shail not include 
persnas in thc relauon of a jobber, manufacturer, contractor. or subcontractor 
working on thc goods or prcmiscs of thc jobber or manufacturcr or p>eríorming 
parts oí an intcgratcd process of production in thc apparel and clothint; indu.strv: 
Provtdrd further, That nothing in Lhis .\ct shall prohibit thc cnforccmenl of any 
agreement which is wiihin thc forct oing cxcrption." 

(c) Section 8 (b ) of the National Lah>or Rcladons .Áct, as amended, is 
amcnded by striking oul thr word "and" at the end of paragraph ( 5 ) , striking 
out the period at the end of paragraph (6 ) , and msening in licu thcreof a scmi-
coion and thc word "and ", and adding a ncw f>aragTaph as foiJows: 

" ( 7 ) to pickct or cause to bc picketed, or thrcaten to pickct or cause 
to be pickcted, anv cmpiovrr wherc an objrct thcrcof Ls forcing or requiring 
an rmployer to recognizc or bareain v*ith a labor or^anization as thc repre-
scntativc of hLs cmpioyecs, or forcmg or rcquiring thc cmplovecs of an cm-
pioycr to arrcpt or .sricct such labor organization as thcir collccuvc bargaining 
rcprcsentativc, unlcss such labor organization is currcndy rcrtified as ihe 
rcprcscntativc of such cmployecs: 

" ( A ) whcrc thc cmployer has lawfully recognized in accordance 
with ihis Act any othcr labor organization and a qucsuon conccming 
reprcscntation may not appropnatcly bc raj.sed under section 9 ( c ) of 
thLs Act, 

" (B) whcre within the prcceding twclvc months a vaJid elccuon 
under secuon 9fc) of this Act has been ..jnductcd, or 

" ( C ) whcre such picketmg has becn conducted without a pctition 
undcr section 9(c ) being filcd within a reasonablc p>enod of timc not 
lo cxcecd thirty davs from thc commencemcnt of such pickedng: 
Provtded, That whcn such a peuiion has becn filcd the Board shall 
forthwith, without rceard to thc provisjons of section 9 ( c ) ( 1 ) or the 
abscnce of a showing of a substantial mtcrcst on the part oí the labor 
organizadon, direct an election in such unit as thc Board finds to bc 
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appropriatc and shaJI ccrtify the results thereof: Provided further, Tha t 
nothing in diis subparagraph (C) shall bc construed to prohibit any 
pickedng or other pubiicity íor the purpose of Uuthfully advising the 
public ( induding con.sumcrs) that an employer does not rmploy mem-
bers of, or have a contract with, a labor organization, unless an cfTcct 
of such pickedng is to induce any individual rmployrd bv any other 
f>erson in thc coursc of his cmpioyment, not to pick up, dclivcr or trans-
p>ort any goods or not to periorm any serviccs. 
"Nothing in this paragraph (7) shaíl bc construcd to pcrmit any act 

which would otherwisc be an unfair labor practicc undcr this scction 8 ( b ) . " 

(d) Sccdon 10(1) of dic National Labor Rclations .\cX, as amended, Ls n u.3.c i«« 
amcndcd by adding afier thc words "scrtion 8 ( b ) , " thc words "or section 8(c) 
or secdon 8 ( b ) ( 7 ) , " and hy striking out the period at dic end of thc third sen-
tencc and inscrting in iicu thereof a colon and thc following: "Provtded furlher, 
Tha t such officer or rcgional attorncy shaJl not apply for any restraining order TI SUL J»J. 
under section 8 ( b ) ( 7 ) ií a charge against the cmploycr iindrr section 8 í a ) ( 2 ) 
has bcen filcd and aftcr thc prciiminary invcsdgation, hc hsis reasonable cause to 
belicve diat such charge is true and that a complaint should issue." 

(c) Scction 303(a) of thc Labor Managcmcnt Rcladons Act, 1947, is n u s . c i r 
amcndcd to read as follows: 

" ( a ) It shail bc unlawful, for the purp>ose of ihis section only, in an 
industry or activity afîecting commcrcc, for any lab>or organization to cngage 
in any acdviiy or conduct dcfined as an uiifair labor pracuce in secdon 
8 (b ) (4) of thc National Labor Rclatioas Aci, as amcndcd." 

B u i l d i n g a n d Cons t ruc t ion Indus t ry 

SEC. 705. (a) Section 8 of the National Lah>or Rclations Act, as amcndcd » uj.c. isi. 
by scction 704 'b ) of this .Act, is amendcd by adding at Lhc cnd thcrcof the 
following ncw subsecdon: 

" ( f ) It shall not bc an uníair labor pracdcc undcr subsections (a) and 
(b) of this section for an empioyer engagcd primariJy in thc building and 
coastruction indastry to make an agrccmcnt covcring cmployccs cngagcd 
(or who, uf>on their cmploymcnt, will bc cngagcd) in the building and con-
strucdon indiLstry with a labor organizadon of which building and construc-
Uon cmployces arc members (not cstablished, mamtained, or a.ssistcd by 
any acdon defincd in section 8 ( a ) of this .-̂ ct as an uníair labor practice) 
becausc ( 1 ) thc majority status of such labor organization has not b>ccn 
cstablLshed under the provisions of section 9 of thLs .Xct prior to thc making 
of such agrccmcnt, or (2) such agrccmcnt rcquircs as a condition of cm-
ploymcnt, membership in such labor organization aítcr the sevcnth day 
foilowing the beginning of such cmployment or thc cfîcctivc daie of the 
agreement. whichcvcr is latcr. or (3) such agrcement rrquircs thc cmplovcr 
to notify such labor organization of opponunitics íor cmplovment wiih such 
emplovcr. or givcs such labor organization an opoortunity to rcfcr quaJified 
appiicants for surh cmployment, or (4) such acrccmcnt sp>ccifies minimum 
training or expencncc qualifications for employment or provides íor priority 
in opportunities for enipioymcnt ba.sed upon lcngth of service with such 
employer, in the industry or in the particuiar geographical arca: Provided, 
That nothing in this subsection shall set a.sidc thc final provLso to secdon 
8 ( a ) ( 3 ) of this Act: Provided further, That any agrccment which would 
jc invalid. but for dause (I ) of this subscction, shall not be a bar to a 
f>ctiuon filcd pursuant to section 9 (c ) or 9 ( c ) . " 
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(b) Nothing contained in the amcndmcnt madc by subsecdon (a) shaJl be 
construed as auihorizing the exccuiion or application of agTcements requiring 
mcmbcrship in a labor organizadon as a condition oí cmplovmcnt in any Sutc or 
Territory in which such cxecudon or applicadon is prohibitcd by Sute or 
Territorial law. 

Priority in Case Handling 

» uj.c 1«*. SEC. 706. Scction 10 of the National Labor Rdadoas Act, as amendcd, is 
amcnded by adding at thc end thereoí a new subsecdon as follows: 

"(m) Whene\'cr it is chargcd ihat any f>erson has engagcd in an un-
fair labor practicc within thc meaning of subsecdon (a)(3) or (b)(2) of 
secdon 8, such charge shaJl bc given prioritv ovcr all othcr cascs except cases 
of like character in the oflTicc wherc it is fiicd.^r_to which it is rcferred and 
ca.ses given priority under subsccdon (1)." 

Effective Date of Amendmcnts 
SEC. 707. The amendmcnts madc by this titlc shall uke effect sixry days 

aftcr thc daic of thc cnactment oí this Act and no proviaon of this tidc shall bc 
deemcd to makc an uníair labor practicc, any act which is performed prior to 
such cfîective date which did not consdtute an unfair labor practice pnor thereto. 

Approved Septcmber 14, 1959. 

73 Sl.l. u*. 
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LOCAL UNION OFFICER INTERVIEW FORMAT 

Name 
Unio 
Posi 
Leng 
Expe 
Leng 
Date 
A-1 
1 . 

2. 

3. 

n: 
t ion: 
th of Time in Union: 
rience: 
th of Time in Office: 
of Interview: 
Union Administration: 

4 

5 

Financial Reports 
Does your local union have a budget? If so, how is it 
determined, approved, monitored? (particuíarly, with 
respect to salaries) 
Who is in charge of your local union's financial 
administration? 
Are reports of your local union finances regularly 
sent to the Secretary of Labor? How frequently? (who 
handles?) 
If yes, 
a. Are these required reports? (Why; What or Who 

requires them?) 
b. How difficult is it to comply with the reporting 

requirements? (explain) 
c. Is the report put together entirely by union 

personnel? If not, who does it? 
d. How much time is spent putting together the 

reports? 
e. What costs are involved in meeting these 

reporting requirements?(direct & indirect, time 
and $ per year) What items do you include in 
these costs? Has there been an increase or 
decrease in the costs? (Since when?) 

Are local officers of the union bonded? (If so, 
which positions and give the specifics.) 
To the best of your knowledge do local officers or 
their families have any financial dealings with 
employers whose employees are or may in the future be 
represented by this union? 
If yes , 
a. Has there been any change in the frequency of 

such dealings since the passage of the LMRDA 
b. Do they file any reports regarding their 

dealings? (Filed with whom?) 
c. How are local union officers made aware of 

requirements of this nature? 
If reports are filed, are local union reports that 
are filed with the Secretary of Labor made available 
to your members? (How?) 
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a. (1) What reports of union finances are available 
to the members, in addition to LMRDA reports? 
What is contained in them? Which of these are 
distnbuted on a regular basis to the union 
members? How? How often? 
(2) Do you publish any of these reports in 
newsletters or other union publications? 
(3) Are members made aware of the availability of 
these reports? (How?) 

b. (1) When was the last time a member asked to see 
the reports? 
(2) How was the request handled? (furnished, 
examine but not copy, copy at own expense) 
(3) How frequently do members ask? 

c. (1) Has any member asked to see the union's 
books, records or accounts? 
(2) How was the request handled? 
(3) How frequently have such requests been made? 

7. Have changes occurred in your local union's 
financial administration as a result of the LMRDA? 
What impact have these changes had? (good or bad) 

8. Has your union ever been contacted by your parent 
organization or anyone in the Government concerning a 
report? ( filed or one that had been neglected to be 
filed?) 

9. What changes would you recommend in LMRDA in the area 
of financial reporting? 

* 10. How successful do you feel that the reporting 
requirements of the LMRDA have been in making the 
individual member aware of how union funds are spent 
as compared to what would have been if the Act had 
not been enacted? 

Scale 1 
* 11. If the Act were repealed today, what effect do you 

feel there would je, in the future, on the level of 
members' awareness of union financial information, in 
tne future? (Why; availability of information, 
members interest) 

Scale 2 
* 12. Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 

indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess these reportiriy requirements? 

Scale 3 

A-2 Union Administration: Dues and Officer Compensation 
Increases 

1 . What Ts The procedure for raising dues, the per 
capita tax, initiation fees? (To what extent can the 
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2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 . 

1 2 

* 13 

14 

* 15 

local act independe 
What information or 
supplied to members 
What is the present 
capita tax, and ini 
time they were chan 
How often have dues 
What has been the U 
dues increases? De 
How much opposition 
expressed? Describe 
a. How are union e 

determined, app 
the current sys 

b. To what extent 
and state union 
(District, Stat 

Are union dues keep 
contributions?(Desc 
Are your local and 
(Business agent?) 
If yes, How are sal 
for union officers 
What has been the e 
awareness of union 
s alaries? 

been t 
struct 
and ab 

ntly in 
financi 
where a 
amount 

tiation 
ged? Wh 
been ra 

nion's s 
scribe. 
t0 dues 

How h 
xpenditu 
roved, m 
tem? (Wh 
are memb 
funds a 

e, Inter 

this regard?) 
al data is typically 
dues increase is sought? 
or formula for dues, per 
fees? When was the last 
y? 
ised? 
uccess record in achieving 

increases has been 
as it been handled? 
res, including salaries, 
onitored? What preceded 
y any change?) 
ers advised of how local 
re spent? Describe. 
national) 
e from campaign 

a. What has 
level or 
expenses 
s alary changes, 

If there have been 
b. What impact hav 

your union? (go 
What changes would 
area? 
How successful do y 
protecting the unio 
funds as compared t 
had never been enac 

If the Act were rep 
there be, in the fu 
how union funds are 

Considering both th 
indirect) associate 
assess the portions 
members' awareness 

separ ati 
ribe how) 
state union officers compensated? 

ary and benefit levels established 
and employees? 
ffect of the LMRDA on membership 
dues structure and officer 

he overall effect of LMRDA on the 
ure of dues? (Administrative 
ility to obtain desired dues or 
increase in opposition?) 

changes; 
e these financial changes had on 
od or bad; tangible or intangible) 
you recommend in LMRDA in this 

ou feel that the LMRDA has been in 
n member from the misuse of union 
0 what would have been if the Act 
ted? 
Scale 1 

ealed today, what effect would 
ture, on the members' awareness of 
spent? 
Scale 2 

e benefits and costs (direct or 
d with the Act, how would you 
of the LMRDA dealing with 

of how union funds are spent? 
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A-3 
1 . 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

How are 

1 1 . 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

b 
c 
d 

Scale 3 
Uriion Administration-Local Elections 
How often are membership meetings held? 
members made aware of the meetings? 
Which local union positions are elected? 
How often are elections held? 
Is there any notice given of the election? (Type and 
T iming) 
Who is/is not eligible for nomination in local union 
elections? 
How does someone get on the ballot? 
How are the elections conducted? 
Who is/is not eligible to vote in union elections? 
How are members supplied with information concerning 
election procedures? 
Who supervises the election? 
a. Who supervises the election campaign? 

Who counts the ballots? 
Who keeps the elections ballots and for how long? 
Who has the responsibility within the union for 
being aware of any election requirements under 
the LMRDA? 
What has been the percentage voting in the past 
elections? (last election) 
What accounts for any change? 
To what degree has the LMRDA affected the 
percentage? 
What does the union do to encourage or discourage 
p articipat ion? 

opposition candidates usually express their views 
union publications? (Explain procedure) 
Can they use union publications? 
Can they use union mailboxes? 
Can they use union membership lists? (right to 
copy vs. right to inspect) 

What type of articles or letters would your union 
accept from an opposition candidate for printing in 
the union newsletter or other union publications? 
How can opposition candidates distribute their 
campaign literature? 
Are there any costs to the union associated with 
complying with the LMRDA requirements regarding 
elections? (Direct or indirect) 
Has the union been involved in any legal action 
pertaining to its elections? Describe. Internal 
procedural challenges? Describe. 
What changes in your election procedures at the local 
level have been caused by the LMRDA? 

Do 
i n 
a . 
b . 
c . 
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17. What impact have these changes had on your union? 
(good or bad) 

18. What changes would you recommend in the LMRDA in the 
area of local union elections? 

* 19. How successful do you feel that the Act has been in 
protecting members' rights in local elections as 
compared to what would have been if the Act had never 
been enacted? 

Scale 1 
* 20. If the Act were repealed today, what effect do you 

feel there would be, in the future, on the level of 
protection of rights of union members in local 
elections? 

Scale 2 
* 21. Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 

indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess the portions of the LMRDA dealing with the 
rights of union members in local elections? 

Scale 3 
A-4 Union Administration-State Elections 
1 . How often are State or District Conventions held? 

How are the unions made aware of the Conventions? 
2. Which state or district union positions are elected? 
3. How often are state or district elections held? Is 

the vote by representatives or by referendum? 
4. Is there any notice given of state or district 

election? (Type and Timing) 
5. Who is/is not eligible for nomination in state or 

district elections? 
6. How does someone get on the ballot for the state or 

district election? 
7. How are state or district leaders elected? (How are 

the elections conducted? 
8. If by referendum, what has been the percentage voting 

in the past elections? (last election) 
9. If by referendum, what accounts for any changes? 

10. If by referendum, to what degree has LMRDA affected 
the percentage? 

11. If by referendum, what does the union do to encourage 
or discourage participation? 

12. Has the election structure changed since the LMRDA? 
(delegates) 

13. Who is/is not eligible to vote in the state or 
district elections? 

14. How are members supplied with information concerning 
election procedures for the state or discrict 
elections? 

rv 

&c 
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16 

1 8 . 

1 9 . 

2 0 . 

21 . 

2 2 . 

2 3 . 

* 2 4 . 

15. Who supervises the state or district elections? 
a. Who supervises the election campaign? 

Who counts the ballots? 
Who keeps the elections ballots and for how long? 
Who has the responsibility within the state or 
district for being aware of any election 
requirements under the LMRDA? 

Is there a newsletter or other publication at the 
state or district level?If yes, do opposition 
candidates usually express their views in these 
publications? (Explain procedure) 
a. Can they use union publications?(Both levels) 
b. Can they use union mail boxes?(At other locals) 
c. Can they use union membership lists? (right to 

copy, right to inspect) 
17. What type of articles or letters would your union 

accept from an opposition candidate for printing in 
the union newsletter or other union publication? 
How can opposition candidates distribute their 
campaign literature? 
What are the costs to the union as a result of 
complying with LMRDA election requirements? 
Has the union been involved in any legal action 
pertaining to its state or district elections? 
Describe. Internal procedural challenges? Describe 
What changes in the state or district election 
procedures have been caused by the LMRDA? 
What impact have these changes had on your union? 
(good or bad) 
What changes would you recommend in the LMRDA in the 
area of state or district union elections? 
How successful do you feel that the Act has been in 
protecting members' rights in state or district 
elections as compared to what would have been if the 
Act had never been enacted? 

Scale 1 
25. If the Act were repealed today, what effect do you 

feel there would be, in the future, on the level of 
protection of rights of union members in state or 
district elections? 

ScalR 2 
26. Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 

indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess the portions of the LMRDA dealing with the 
rights of union members in state or district 
elections? 

Scale 3 

^ 
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A-5 
1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

* 10. 

* 11 . 

* 12. 

A-6 
1 . 

Union Administration: Trusteeship 
Is the union currently or has it been involved in a 
trusteeship? Describe. 
If yes, why was it (were they) imposed? (Has the 
number of trusteeships imposed changed since the 
enactment of LMRDA?) 
What are the requirements imposed on the union in a 
situation involving a trusteeship? 
a. If a trusteeship was imposed did the union 

conform to these requirements? 
b. Who made the decision to create the trusteeship? 

(Internal/with external advice?) 
c. How long was the trusteeship in effect? (Dates?) 
Has a trusteeship involving this union ever been 
extended? 
Has the imposition of any trusteeship been challenged 
by a member? 
Has the union been involved in any legal action 
concerning a trusteeship? (What?) 
After LMRDA was enacted, did the union change its 
rules or practices governing trusteeships? 
If yes, what effect have these changes had on your 
union? (good or bad) 
What change would you recommend in the LMRDA in this 
area? 
How successful do you feel that the Act has been in 
protecting local union members from unjustified 
trusteeships as compared to what would have been had 
the Act never been enacted? 

Scale 1 
If the Act were repealed today, what effect do you 
feel there would be, in the future, on the level of 
protection of union members from unjustified 
t rusteeships? 

Scale 2 
Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 
indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess the portions of the LMRDA dealing with union 
t rusteeships? 

Scale 3 
Union Administration: Discipline of Members 
In general, are you familiar with instances in your 
union where members have been fined, suspended, 
expelled or otherwise disciplined? (Which:Has the 
LMRDA had any impact on the frequency of disciplinary 
actions?) 
i f yes , 

^ 
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2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

6. 

7 

* 8 

* 10 

B-1 
1 . 

2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 

b 
c 
d 

a. How may instances? 
b. What were the circumstances? (explain) 
What are the procedures foUowed by the union in 
issuing discipline? 
a. Is the matter to be put in writing? 

Is there a hearing? 
Before whom? 
What is the procedure? (Time to prepare defense, 
notice, representation) 

e. How closely do you believe that the locals are 
following this policy? 

f. Are you familiar with any instance were legal 
action has been initiated by disciplined members? 

Is there an appeals procedure within the union? If 
so, what length of time is involved? 
How would a member go about appealing? 
Have appeals been filed in a discipline case? (What 
were the results, How common?) 
Have there been any changes in the procedures for the 
discipline of members since the LMRDA? (What are 
they?) 
If yes, what has been the impact of these changes? 
(good or bad) 
What changes would you recommend in the LMRDA in this 
area? 
How successful do you feel that the Act has been in 
protecting members from arbitrary disciplinary 
actions as compared to what would have been if the 
Act had not been enacted? 

Scale 1 
If the Act were repealed today, what effect do you 
feel there would be, in the future, in the level of 
protection afforded union members from arbitrary 
disciplinary actions? 

Scale 2 
Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 
indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess the portions of the LMRDA dealing with union 
discipline of members? 

Scale 3 
Union Lead°rship: Electoral Challenges (Local Level) 
When was the most recent oppositionchallenge TÔ the 
union leadership? (which positions?) 
How many challenges of this type have there been over 
the years? (increase since LMRDA?) 
How successful have opposition candidates been? 
What has accounted for the challenges? 
Is there an organizea and/or permanent opposition? 

• ^ 
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6 

7 

8 

B-3 
1 . 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

B-4 
1 . 

2. 

(names and contact?) 
What has been there effect of the LMRDA 
challenges? 
How do you feel t 
0 f stability of u 
would have been i 

on 

If the Act were r 
feel there would 
stability of unio 

Considering both 
indirect) associa 
assess the effect 
stability? 

B-2 Union Leadership: 

hat the Act has affected the level 
nion leadership as compared to what 
f the Act had not been enacted? 

Scale 2 
epealed today, what effect do you 
be, in the future, on the level of 
n Íeadership? 

Scale 2 
the benefits and costs (direct or 
ted with the Act, how would you 
of the LMRDA on leadership 

Scale 3 
Membership Participation in 

Elections 
C see section A-4) 
Union Leadership: Officer Turnover (Local Level) 
What tu 
level? 
How lon 
Is ther 
o fficer 
Has the 
Why? 
How may 
(requir 
Have an 
o fficer 
What is 
o fficer 
How wou 
the uni 
Union L 

rnover has there been in officers at the local 

g have the present officers been in office? 
e any limitation on the number of terms an 
may serve? 
re been more or less turnover since LMRDA? 

an 
emen 
y of 
s ch 
the 

s of 
Id y 
on? 
eade 

Regarding u 
e a 
and 
/r ac 
nges 
t po 
the 

a. Giv 
10 
age 
cha 

b. Wha 
to 

Regardi 
a. Wha 

occ 
b. Wha 

the 

ng u 
t ch 
urre 
t po 
LMR 

officer be removed from office? 
ts) 
the requirements or rules pertaining to 

anged since the LMRDA? 
effect of the LMRDA on turnover of local 
the union? 

ou evaluate the effect of such turnover on 

rship: Officer Characteristics 
nion officers' personal characteristics: 
profile of leadership now, in contrast to 
20 years ago. in terms of 
e/sex/qualifications/background? (What 
have occurred; Both levels) 

rtion of these changes can be attributed 
LMRDA? (describe) 
nion officers attitudes: 
anges in policy or orientation have 
d in the leadership? (both levels) 
rtion of any changes can be attributed to 
DA? i^describe) 
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B-5 
1 . 

2. 

3. 

Union Leadership: General 
What changes in the LMRDA relating to the areas of 
union leadership need to be made? 
Are there problems in these areas which are not now 
addressed by LMRDA? 
What do you feel the overall effect of the Act has 
been on the level of union democracy as compared to 
what would have been if the Act had never been 
enacted? 

Scale 2 
4. If the Act were repealed today, what effect do you 

feel there would be, in the future, on the level of 
union democracy? 

Scale 2 
5. Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 

indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess the portions of the LMRDA dealing with union 
democracy? 

Scale 3 
C-1 General Overall 
VIEWINÍ ; THE: ACT ÚVÍRALL : 
1 . Since the LMRDA was passed do you feel that your 

local unions' relationships with management have 
improved or deteriorated? (explain) 
a. What effect has the Act had on these 

relationships? 
b. Has the Act had any effect on Collective 

Bargaining? explain in terms of 
1. contract rejections 
2. formation of negotiating tea 
3. level of membership involvement/ 

awareness 
c. Has the Act had any effect on contract 

administration? 

2. What is the single most important issue that the 
LMRDA has addressed 

3. What is the single most significant change brought 
about by the Act? 

4. Has your union ever been contacted by the Department 
of Labor concerning issues covered by the ^ct 

5. What would happen if your union forgot to turn in a 
required report? 

6. Are there any areas of the Act that you feel are 
ignored or not being enforced by the government and 
unions? 

7. a. Has the Act had any effect on the level or amount 

•X 
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of dissent within the union? (explain) 
b. Has the Act increased the likelihood that a 

dissenter will be successful? 
8. Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 

indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess the impact of the LMRDA? 

Scale 3 
9. Are there any other officials or members in your 

union who you would recommend we talk to concerning 
the impact of the LMRDA on union administration and 
leadership? 

1 
• ^ 
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STATE OR DISTRICT UNION OFFICER INTERVIEW FORMAT 

Name 
Unio 
Date 
Natu 
dist 
How 
Leng 
Expe 
Leng 
A-1 
1 . 

between local and state or 

members, distribution: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

n: 
of Interview: 

re of the relationship 
rict union: 
many locals, number of 
th of Time in Union: 
rience: 
th of Time in Office: 
Union Administration: Financial Reports 

s your state or district union have a budget? If 
how is it determined, approved, monitored? If 
, how is this intermediate level of the union 

Doe 
so, 
not 
fin 
Who 
fin 
Are 
reg 
f re 
If 
a. 

b. 

c . 

d. 

e . 

Are 
(If 
a. 

anced? (particularly, with respect to salaries) 
is in charge of your state or district union's 

ancial administration? 
reports of your state or district union finances 

ularly sent to the Secretary of Labor? How 
quently?(who handles?) 
yes, 
Are these required reports? (Why; What or Who 
requires them?) 
How difficult is it to comply with the reporting 
requirements? (explain) 
Is the report put together entirely by union 
personnel? If not, who does it? 
How much time is spent putting together the 
reports? 
What costs are involved in meeting these 
reporting requirements?(direct & indirect, time 
and $ per year) What items do you include in 
these costs? Has there been an increase or 
decrease in the costs? (Since when?) 
state or district officers of the union bond'̂ îd? 
so, which positions and give the specifics.) 
To the best of your knowledge do state or 
district officers or their families have any 
financial dealings with employers whose employees 
are or may in the fu'-.ure be represented by this 
union? 
If yes, 
(1) Has there been any change in the frequency 
of such dealings since the passage of the LMRDA'̂  
(2) Do they file any reports regarding their 

imm mm 
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dealings? (Filed with w 
(3) How are state or d 
made aware of requireme 

b. Do local officers or th 
financial dealings with 
are or may in the futur 
union? 
If yes , 
(1) Has there been any 
such dealings since the 
(2) Do they file any r 
dealings? (Filed with w 
(3) How are local unio 
requirements of this na 

6. Are state or district union 
with the Sec. of Labor made 
members? (How?) 
a. (1) What reports of uni 

to the members, in addi 
What is contained in th 
di°tributed on a regula 
members? How? How often 
(2) Do you publish any 
newsletters or other un 
(3) Are members made aw 
these reports? (How?) 

b. (1) When was the last t 
the reports? 
(2) How was the request 
examine but not copy, c 
(3) How frequently do m 

c. (1) Has any member aske 
books, records or accou 
(2) How was the request 
(3) How frequently have 

7. Are local union reports tha 
of Labor made available to 
a. (1) What reports of loc 

available to the member 
reports? What is conta 
these are distributed o 
union members? How? How 
(2) Do the local unions 
reports in newsletters 
publications? 
(3) Are members made aw 
these reports? (How?) 

hom?) 
istrict union officers 
nts of this nature? 
eir families have any 
employers whose employees 
e be represented by this 

change in the frequency of 
passage of the LMRDA? 
eports regarding their 
hom?) 
n officers made aware of 
ture? 
reports that are filed 
available to your 

on finances are available 
tion to LMRDA reports? 
em? Which of these are 
r basis to the union 
7 
of these reports in 
ion publications? 
are of the availability of 

ime a member asked to see 

handled? (furnished, 
opy at own expense) 
embers ask? 
d to see the union's 
nts? 
handled? 
such requests been made? 
t are filed with the Sec. 
your members? (How?) 
al union finances are 
s, in addition to LMRDA 
ined in them? Which of 
n a regular basis to the 
often? 
publish any of these 

or other union 

are of the availabilitv of 
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8 

10. 

* 1 1 . 

* 12. 

* 13. 

A-2 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

(1) Generally how frequently do local union 
Tiembers ask to see the reports? 

are the requests handled at the local 
m 
(2) How 
level? 

c. (1) Are you aware of any members that have asked 
to see a local union's books, records or 
accounts? 
(2) How was the request handled? 
(3) How frequently have such requests been made? 

a. Have changes occurred in your state or district 
union's financial administration as a result of 
the LMRDA? What impact have these changes had? 
(good or bad) 

b. Have changes occurred in your local unions' 
financial administration as a result of the 
LMRDA? What impact have these changes had? (good 
or bad) 

Has your union ever been contacted by your parent 
organization or anyone in the Government concerning a 
report? ( filed or one that had been neglected to be 
filed?) 
What changes would you recommend in LMRDA in the area 
of financial reporting? 
How successful do you feel that the reporting 
requirements of the LMRDA have been in making the 
individual member aware of how union funds are spent 
as compared to what would have been if the Act had 
not been enacted? 

Scale 1 
If the Act were repealed today, what effect do you 
feel there would be, in the future, on the level of 
members' awareness of union financial information, in 
the future? (Why; availability of information, 
members interest) 

Scale 2 
Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 
indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess these reporting requirements? 

Scale 3 
Union Administration: Dues and Officer Compensation 
increases 
What Tsthe procedure for raising dues, the per 
capita tax, initiation fees? (To what extent can the 
local act independently in this regard?) 
What information or financial data is typically 
supplied to members where a dues increase is sought? 
What is the present amount or formula for dues, per 
capita tax, and initiation fees? When was the last 
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4 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12. 

* 13. 

* 14. 

* 15. 

A-3 
1 . 
2. 

ess record in achieving 

campaign 

time they were changed? Why? 
How often have dues been raised'? 
What has been the Union's succi 
dues increases? Describe. 
How much opposition to duês increases has been 
expressed? Describe. How has it been handled. 
a. How are union expenditures, including salaries, 

determined, approved, monitored? What preceded 
the current system? (Why any change?) 

b. To what extent are members advised of how local 
and state union funds are spent? Describe. 
(District, State, International) 

Are union dues keep separate from 
contributions?(Describe how) 
Are your local and state union officers compensated? 
(Business agent?) 
If yes, How are salary and benefit levels established 
for union officers and employees? 
What has been the effect of the LMRDA on membership 
awareness of union dues structure and officer 
salaries? 
a. What has been the overall effect of LMRDA on the 

level or structure of dues? (Administrative 
expenses and ability to obtain desired dues or 
salary changes, increase in opposition? 

If there have been changes; 
b. What impact have these financial changes had on 

your union? (good or bad; tangible or intangible) 
What changes would you recommend in LMRDA in this 
area? 
How successful do you feel that the LMRDA has been in 
protecting the union member from the misuse of union 
funds as compared to what would have been if the Act 
had never been enacted? 

Scale 1 
If the Act were repealed today, what effect would 
there be, in the future, on the members' awareness of 
how union funds are spent? 

Scale 2 
Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 
indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess ths portions of the LMRDA dealing with 
members' awareness of how union funds are spent? 

Scale 3 
Union Administration-Local Elections 
Who supervises local eiections'.'' 
Has the union been involved in any legal action 
pertaining to its elections? Describe. Internal 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

* 6. 

at the local 
procedural challenges? Describe 
What changes in your election prôcedures 
level have been caused by the LMRDA? 
What impact have these changes had on your union? 
(good or bad) 
What changes would you recommend in the LMRDA in the 
area of local union elections? 
How successful do you feel that the Act has been in 
protecting members' rights in local elections as 
compared to what would have been if the Act had never 
been enacted? 

Scale 1 

7. 

8. 

A-4 
1 . 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 . 

12. 

13. 

If the Act were 
feel there would 
protection o f ri 
elections? 

repealed today, what effect do you 
be, in the future, on the level of 
ghts of union members in local 

Scal 
the ben 

ated wit 
ons of t 
members 

Scal 
Union Administration-Sta 

Considering both 
indirect) associ 
assess the porti 
r ights o f union 

e 2 
efi 
h t 
he 
in 
e 3 
te Elections 

ts and costs (direct or 
he Act, how would you 
LMRDA dealing with the 
local elections? 

How 
How 
Whic 
How 
the 
Is t 
6 lec 
Who 
d ist 
How 
dist 
How 
the 
If b 
in t 
If b 
If b 
the 
If b 
or d 
Has 
(del 
Who 
d ist 

of ten 
are th 
h stat 
of ten 
vote b 
here a 
t ion? 
is/is 
rict e 
does s 
rict e 
are st 
electi 
y re f e 
he pas 
y r e f e 
y r e f e 
oercen 
y re f e 
iscour 
the el 
egates 
is/is 
rict e 

are St 
e unio 
e or d 
are st 
y repr 
ny not 
(Type 
not el 
lectio 
omeone 
lectio 
ate or 
ons co 
rendum 
t elec 
rendum 
rendum 
tage? 
rendum 
age pa 
ection 

) 

not el 
lectio 

at 
ns 
is 
at 
es 
ic 
an 

ig 
ns 
g 

n? 
d 

nd 
> 

ti 

e or D 
made 

tr ict 
e or d 
entati 
e give 
d Timi 
ible f 
7 

et on 

istrict Conventions held? 
aware of the Conventions? 
union positions are elected? 

istrict elections held? Is 
ves or by referendum? 
n of state or district 
ng) 
or nomination in state or 

the ballot for the state or 

istrict leaders elected? (How are 
ucted?) 
what has been the percentage voting 
ons? (last election) 
what accounts for any changes? 
to what degree has LMRDA affected 

, what does the union do to encourage 
rticipation? 
structure changed since the LMRDA? 

igible to vote in the state or 

ns? 
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16 

1 8 . 

1 9 . 

2 0 . 

21 . 

2 2 . 

2 3 . 

* 2 4 . 

a 
b 
c 
d 

14. How are members supplied with information concerning 
election procedures for the state or district 
elections? 

15. Who supervises the state or district elections? 
Who supervises the election campaign? 
Who counts the ballots? 
Who keeps the elections ballots and for how long-^ 
Who has the responsibility within the state or 
district for being aware of any election 
requirements under the LMRDA? 

Is there a newsletter or other publication at the 
state or district level? 
If yes, do opposition candidates usually express 
their views in these publications? (Explain 
procedure) 
a. Can they use union publications?(Both levels) 
b. Can they use union mail boxes?(At other locals) 
c. Can they use union membership lists? (right to 

copy, right to inspect) 
17. What type of articles or letters would your union 

accept from an opposition candidate for printing in 
the union newsletter or other union publications? 
How can opposition candidates distribute their 
campaign literature? 
What are the costs to the union as a result of 
complying with LMRDA election requirements? 
Has the union been involved in any legal action 
pertaining to its state or district elections? 
Describe. Internal procedural challenges? Describe. 
What changes in the state or district election 
procedures have been caused by the LMRDA? 
What impact have these changes had on your union? 
(good or bad) 
What changes would you recommend in the LMRDA in the 
area of state or district union elections? 
How successful do you feel that the Act has been in 
protecting members' rights in state or district 
elections as compared to what would have been if the 
Act had never been enacted? 

Scale 1 
* 25. If the Act were repealed today, what effect do you 

feel there would be, in the future, on the level of 
protection of rights of union members in state or 

district elections? 
Scale 2 

* 26. Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 
indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess the portions of the LMRDA dealing with the 
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r i g h t s o f u n i o n 
e l e c t i o n s ? 

members i n s t a t e or d i s t r i c t 

A-5 
1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

* 10. 

* 1 1 . 

12. 

A-6 
1 . 

Union Administration 
Have an 
involve 
If yes , 
number 
enactme 
What ar 
s ituati 
a. If 

con 
b. Who 

(In 
c . How 
Has a t 
e xtende 
Has the 
b y a me 
Has the 
concern 
After L 
rules o 
If yes , 
union? 
What ch 
area? 
How suc 
protect 
trustee 
the Act 

y of 
d in 
why 

of t 
nt o 
e th 
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Scale 3 
Trusteeship 

Is in this state or district been 
eship? Describe. 
were they) imposed? (Has the 
ps imposed changed since the 

ments imposed on the union in a 
a trusteeship? 
was imposed did the union 
requirements? 

ision to create the trusteeship? 
xternal advice?) 
trusteeship in effect? (Dates?) 
volving this union ever been 
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ing local 
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subordinate body? 

en involved in any legal action 
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ect have these changes had on your 
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d you recommend in the LMRDA in this 

0 you feel that the Act has been in 
union members from unjustified 

compared to what would have been had 
en enacted? 

Scale 1 
repealed today, what effect do you 
be, in the future, on the level of 

ion members from unjustified 
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t? (Which;Has the LMRDA had any 
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2. 

3. 

4. 
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6. 

7. 

* 8. 

* 9. 

* 10. 
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Electoral Challenqes (State or 

ent opposition challenge to the 
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3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
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n? 
adership: Officer Characteristics 
g union officers' personal chacteristics: 
a profile of leadership now, in contrast 
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to 
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amount 
unions? 

7. a. Has the Act had any effect on the level or 
of dissent within the union? (explain) 

b. Has the Act increased the likelihood that a 
dissenter will be successful? 

* 8. Considering both the benefits and costs (direct or 
indirect) associated with the Act, how would you 
assess the impact of the LMRDA? 

Scale 3 
9. Are there any other officials or 

union who you would recommend we 
the impact of the LMRDA on union 
leadership? 

members in your 
talk to concerning 
administration and 

L 
î ae 
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MANAGEMENT QUESTlONNAIRE 
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a. 

b. 

a. 

b. 

ce wi 
ce wi 
Inter 
Do 
of 
due 
Do 
the 
In 
ade 
(ex 
How 
ava 
fin 

th un 
th th 
view: 
you h 
this 
s; Wh 
you s 
U.S. 
your 
quate 
plain 
woul 
ilabl 
ances 

lons in general: 
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6a 
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sed o 
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opin 
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eader 
succ 
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s? 
ess f 
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to w 
nact 

owle 
cern 
ed b 
f no 
are 
bein 

ul d 
e me 
hat 
ed? 

ledge of the financial affairs 
budgets, salaries, expenditures, 
e source of your information?) 
eports filed by the Union with 
ent of Labor? 
are the members of this local 
med about the union's finances? 
asis) 
te the accuracy of information 
local member about union 

Scale 4 
d do you feel the average local 
union finances? 
Scale 5 
dge of this local, are the LMRDA 
ing union financial reporting: 
y the local? 
t what would you change? 
the rights of local members in 
g adequately protected by the 

0 you feel that the Act has been 
mbers' rights in local elections 
would have been if the Act had 

Scale 1 

5. Has there ever been an opposition slate within this 
local? (describe) If yes, are its rights being 
protected adequately by the union leadership? 
(basis , source) 

6. Based on your knowledge of this local, are the LMRDA 
requirements concerning union elections: 
a. being followed by the local? 
b. adequate? If not, what would you change? 

7. Has this local ever been in trusteeship? 
If yes, 
a. Do you know why, and whether it was necessary? 
in your opinion were the members' right? protected 
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adequately? 
b. Based on your knowledge of this local, are the 
LMRDA requirements concerning trusteeships: 

1. being followed by the local? 
2. adequate? If not, what would you change? 

8. Has this local ever fined, suspended, expelled or 
otherwise disciplined members? (C ircumst ances'^) 
a. How successful do you feel that the Act has been 
in protecting members from arbitrary disciplinary 
actions as compared to what would have been if the 
Act had not been enacted? 

Scale 1 
9. Based on your knowledge of this local, are the LMRDA 

requirements concerning union discipline: 
a. being followed by the local? 
b. adequate? If not, what would you change? 

10. How frequently has there been a turnover in the 
leadership of this local? (reasons, how) 

11. Has there been a change in the characteristics of 
this local's leadership over the last 20 years, 
regarding such things as age, race, sex, 
qualifications , background, attitudes, others? 
(what, reasons) 

12. Do you know about the degree of participation by the 
membership in union elections? (what is it) 
a. What does the union leadership do to encourage 
or discourage membership participation? 

13. Other than issues already discussed, what effects 
has the LMRDA had on this local? 

14. Since the LMRDA was passed do you feel that your 
relations with the local union have improved or 
deteriorated?(explain) 
a. What effect has the Act had on these 
relationships? 
b. Has the Act had any effect on Collective 
Bargaining? Explain in terms of: 

1. contract rejec':.ions 
2. formation of union and management 
negotiating teams 
3. level of local membership 
involvement/awareness 

c. Has the Act had any effect on contract 
administration? 

15. What other effects have the Act had on management? 
16. What is the single most important issue that the 

LMRDA has addressed? 
17. What is *:he single most important change brought 
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RESPONDENT: 

UNION IDENTIFICATION: 

POSITION: 

INTERVIEWER: 

DATE: 

INTERVIEW ASSESSMEN'T 
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