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Preface

Des?|te determined competition from national unions,
unaffiliated intrastate iand smqle em;t) %Yer unions con%mHe
to accou t for a small, relatively stable proportion of the
membership in or an|ze abor.” However, ‘the. American
labor movement Iy usually is defined’ to include the
O and its affl ated umons and the national unions
outside the federation. The exjstence of local una[flhated
unions, more often than not, is overlooked entirely

The eclipse of the small upaffiliated local unions
W ich once ac ounted for a relativel 5|gn| icant se?ment

organized abor In the United State$, began with th
passage of the National Labor Relations (Wagner) Act |
1935 “and was hastened by the emer\%lence and growth o f
strong national unions during World :

_ The Bureau, of Labor Statistics hiennial surveys of
union membersh| for the most part, have been confined
to national and m%ernanona umons that is, those labor
organizations which bargain with more than one employer
In"more than one State.” To fill the gap in its member-
ship statistics, the Bureau conducted its first survey of
local unaffiliated unions in 1961 This, the Bureau’s second
syryey, permits a look at trends and should provide a
basis for further research into the nature and activities
of these organizations.

This study was prv\})ared in the Bureau’s
dustrial Relations by Winston L |I y and

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis
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Unaffiliated Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions, 1967

Introduction

. Unaffiliated intrastate and single-employer unions (exclusive of government
unions) 1 constitute a numerically small, relatively stable propgrtion of the American
labor movement. Two surveys conducted by the BLS in 1961 2 and 1967 indicate
that unaffiliated upion membership in both years was about 2.6 percent of the mem-
bership in all unions in the United States,”3 as shown in the following tabulation:

Union membership in the United States

1961 1967
Number Number
Union (in thousands) Percent (in thousands) Percent
Total -— 17,456 100.0 18,301 100.0
AFL—CIO affiliates (including
directly affiliated labor unions)-----— 14,103 80.8 14,975 81.8
National unaffiliated unions--------- — 2,901 16.6 2, 852 15.6
Unaffiliated intrastate and
single-employer unions--------------—- 452 2.6 475 2.6

Despite a 196167 decline from 1,277 to 884 in the number of usable sched-
ules, overall membershlﬂ Increased about 23,000. The total number of workers
covered by agreements, however, dropped by more than 13,000

Alreaﬁiy high in comparison with natjonal unions, the r(?po_rtions of women
and_ white-colfar workers in the unaffiliated unions increased during the 196167
eriod—for women, from 29.31to 34. 1percent and for white-collar membpers, from
510 32.6 gercent. Increases in these two categories and in total membership may
pe. attributed almost entirely to the continued growth of older, larger unions. Unaf-
filiated unions newly organized since the previous survey accounted for only slightly
over 10,000 members, a figure more_than offset by membersh|g losses from uniors
dlsslc()lved or affiliated durgn the period.. Relativély few women or white-collar
workers were members of these new unions.

. Comparjsons of 1961 and 1967 data showed _deillnes in the number of ynaf-
filiated uplons in nearly all industries and geographical areas. ™ However, S|gn|f|cant
membership increases ‘were noted In services, communications, primary metals, and
several otfier industries, and membership was up 25 percent or more in 13 States.

With a drop of 30 percent in the number of qualifyin? organizations, the over-
all numbers of local units and current agreements "also” fefl, although the average
number of locals and of agreements per Union rose slightly.

1 Hereafter referred to in this bulletin as unaffiliated unions.

2 See Unaffiliated Local and Single-Employer Unions in the United States, 1961, BLS Bulletin 1348 (1962).

3 Although the figures in the tabulation for national unions are actually for 1960 and 1966, the time difference
probably does not affect the comparison significantly. For details regarding these union figures and for the source of
statements on the characteristics of national unions made throughout this study, see Directory of National and Inter-
national Labor Unions in the United States, 1961 and 1967, BLS Bulletins 1320 (1962) and 1596 (1968).
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Scope and Method

For both the 1961 and 1967 surveys, the Department of Labor's Office of
Labor-Man_ag,emen,t and Welfare-Pension Reparts (OLMWPR) provided the Bureau of
Labor Statistics with union listings compiled from ‘reports received under the Labor-
Management Reporting and Disclosure Act (LMRDA) of 1959, The Bureau, in turn,
canvassed by mail questionnaire all_unions whose ‘reports indicated the1y were not
national in scope (as defined bly the Bureau for directory Rurposes).4 hese unions
were asked whether their coflective bargaining relationships were confined to a
single employer or employer association, “or if"two or more employers or associa-
tion's were upder contract; to a single State. . An affirmative answer to either of
these screening questions placed the union within the scope of the survey. Each
qualifying unionalso was asked for its membership (dues paying or in good” standing)
in the” current period,5 the number of workers covered by its “collective bargaining
agreements, and the industry and th where the workers were employed, “Other
questions dealt with the proportions of women and white-collar waorkers, the number
of locals and agreements, multiemployer bargammq, and affiliation with similar
ynions.  The 1967 survey requested the union to state the year |t was_orgamze_d.
As is_customary in most’ BLS surveys, respondents were assured that information
submitted would be used for statistical purposes only.

Of 1,527 questionnaires mailed out by the Bureau in 1967, 1, 176 were re-
turned, a response rate of 77 percent, or approximately 8 percentage points lower
than in the earlier surve%.ﬁ On examnation, 884, or only 58 percent of the mailing,
proved ysable. Of the 292 returns which were excluded, 46 reported that_they were
neither intrastate nor single-employer unions, but were national in scope,7 Another
135 reported either having affiliated” with or havm%, been defeated by a natjonal union
in .a National Lapor Rel Lons Boar? (NLRB) %Iec ion.8 Eighteen rfeported that the
union had been dissolved because of a plant” shutdown, company merger, or reorgan-
ization, and another 76 returng indicated that the unions were "no longer in existgnce
but gave no further details. The other 17 reports were returned because they did
not reach the proper union official, probably many of these unions were defuntt.

o i St B, PE Ul e S S T e
| | untry. ve submi : -
ment of yI_pabor as re U|re¥j under. the. KMF%A; others, ecauséj_oti_madequate |[|’n¥or-
mation, may have escaped. |d§nt|f|cat|0n, Most of these or%nlzatlons are small, .
man ap?ear to be short-lived, and unlike national unions, they rarely employ office

staff or tull-time officers.

On the other hand, the Bureau bhelieves that the suryey accounts for virtually
all local unafﬂh?(ted unions which have negotiated major collective agreements E
ering 1,000 workers or more). ™ Thus, unions that may have been Overlooked or

4 Because of the reporting requirements of the LMRDA, no unions of government employees were included in the

Survey. . e A . . .
Y 5.The question was modified in the 1967 survey to elicit information on ,dues,-paryln% members or members in
good standmcq, hut the change Is_not believed to have seriously affected comgaratlve fI?U es.Tor the two studlesh ,

, .6 Compared with the 1961 survey, the 1967 study suggests a_possible deterioration in the position of the unaffil-
iated unions. ~ Although the number of operating unions reportmg declined from 1,277 to 884, the number of unions re-

portmq that they weré no longer in existence increased from 197 to 229. A check of gne-fifth of the 351 nonresEondents
against the files of, OLMWPR Indicated that at least one-half of them had filed terminal reports and gone qut of existence.

1 .Some of these unigns misinterpreted the "sc,o?e" ci,uestlon. _In"any case, they will be surveyed for possible in-
clusion in the Bgr%au's ext directory of natignal and I!]n ernational Tg[uons. _ L ,

tional 8 Irf1fc,||u ted in this group wére 94 unions which reported affiliation with AFL—CIO organizations and 41 with
national unaffiliated unions.

.9 For many vears, the Bureau has been striving to include all aPreem_ents covering 1,000 workers or more (ex-
clusive of ,fhe railroad and airline_industries, for which a%r,eements are filed with the National Mediation Board as.required
by the Railway Labor Act) in its file of collective bargaining agreements, which has been set up under the provisions of
séction 211 of the Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947
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that failed to respopd should have on_ISy a minor effect on the membership and agree-
ment coverage totals presented in this study.

Since the questions asked in the 1961 and 1967 survegls were  essentiall
the same, comparisons were made hetween the two sets of datd. Details of thes
comparisons appear, where appropriate, in the text, Such comparisons do not
necessanlfv_ Andicate trends within ‘the same grouP, of unions because the 1961 and
1967 unaffiliated union po&ulatmns were not identjcal. As previously noted, some
unions reporting in the 1961 survey no longer. existed and & number’ were formed
after that date.” In addition, some unions Dbelieved to be operating in both survey
years failed to report in 1 year or another.

In an effort to determine trends within the I_ar%er unions, 1961 returns were
o(l), wherever possible, with returns from unionS reporting a 1967 membership
or more.

matche
of 1,00
Period of Organization

, Several thousand local and single-emp_loyer unions are estimated to have existed
in the United States at one time or another "in ‘the decade prior to the passage of the

Wagner Act. Of these, only a few have survived. In the 1967 surve%/, 778" of the
884 unions responded to the” question on date of organization, but of these, oply 40,
with 50,000 members, claimed to have been established before 1936. (See table 1)

Altogether, 317 unions, havinq membership of nearly 320, 000 (two-thirds of
the total), Survived the massive World War_ll_or?anlzmg drives conducted by national
unions. ‘Thus, the bulk of the membership is in focal unaffiliated unions which have
demonstrated considerable staying power in the past and are likely to do so in the
future. More than half 54618 he”reporting unions were established after 1945, but
these account for only 128, 000 members.

Unaffiliated unions established during the 1961-67 period (56), reported only
10,000 members. 0 These unions were generally small; '35 claimed 100 members
or fewer, and 17 between 100 and 500 members. Onlfy three of the newer unions
r?ported a m?mbersmp In e,xcgss of 1,00?,, and two of them appear to be the result

of ‘mergers of unions organized at an earlier date.

Only about 11 percent of the members in the new unaffiliated unions were
women, a ratio below that in national unions. Thuys, the substantial Increase in
women membership myst be attributed to increased women membership in the older
unions.  Similarly, only abou 15_Rercent of the new members were white-collar
workers, about the sanie as that in national unions.

Most new unaffiliated unions_(14) were organized in retail trade, but these
accounted for only 648 workers. The petroleum " industry, with three new unions,
added the greatest number of workers (3,600). No unusual trends were apparent
by States or regions; States that had the greater number of older unions tended
to lead In the establishment of new ones. Penns%lvama added 10 new unions with
3,352 members, and New York gained 12 with 1,633.

10 . By comparison, during the 1961—67 period, 229 unaffiliated unions, with membership of more than 30,000, are
known to have dlsban(%yed or affIJI%IEd with’ national unions. Because man reéurns from the dissolved unions were incom-
plete, exact membership or period of organization distributions could not e determined.
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Virtually all of the new upaffiliated unions bargained with a single employer,
and normally consisted of a single local with a single” current agreement.

A strong relationship was found between unaffiliated union age and 1967
membership size. In general, older unions tended to be larger. About 70 percent
of the unions regortlng more than 1,000 members in 1967, but only 27 percent of
those reporting 250 mémbers or fewer, claimed to have been orgqanized. before 1946.
As shown in cnart 1, the large unions made up 85 percent of total 1967 membership
in the pre-1936 union group, but only 47 percent of the membership in unions es-
tablished after 1960. By comparison,” the ‘smallest unions accounted for only 3 per-
cent of total membership in the oldest group of unions, but nearly 32 percent of
membership in the newest group. This distribution may be explained, in part, b
the tendency to organize the Iar%er_compames and plants earlier. It also may re-
flect a growth and "survival of the fittest" pattern; the unions (and companies) be-
came more capable of survival as they grew larger.

_ Precise information js lacking on the industrial distribution of unaffiliated
upion._membershijp prior to the 1961 Survey. ~Membershi f|?ures for 1967 are
classified by industry and datg of a union*s fouynding, ~and reflect to some extent
the periods durm% which unaffiliated unions gained a foothold in particular indus-
tries. Chart 2 indicates that 1967 unaffiliated union membership in a number of
industries was concentrated heavily in unions organized much earlier.  More than
three-quarters of union members in electrical and nonelectrical machme_r%/, trans-
Portatwn equipment, communications, and utilities were in unions established during
the 1936—45 period. Few members employed In services, on the other hand, weré
In_unions established d rmg this ﬁ_enod, r|[i§rhaps because of the sharp curtail-
ment of many services that accompanied World War Il. More than half the member-
ship in services were in unions or?anlze_d before 1936. A substantial proportion of
unign membpers in_services, as well as in primary metals, were in unions organized
during 1946—60. Only one mdustrg/—_ petrgleum products—had as much as 10 percent
of its" membership 1n unions orgénized during 1961—67.

_No significant relationships were found between the periods of organization  of
the unions and their regional distributions. The more populous, highly “industrialized
Northeastern, North. Central, and Pacific States tended to have the” greater 1967
membership for unions of all ages.

Size and Composition of Membership

In 1967, 884 unaffiliated intrastate and sm(_}le-employer unions enrolled 474,600
membhers. gSe_e table 2.) . BQ/ comparison, 1,27 _T_mons reported 452,500 members
in 1961,  AsS in the prevjous survey, most unaffiliated unjons, é)artlcularlg thosg
whose activities were confined to_one_emploxer, were small, and presuma IR/ ha
resource% comme surat% with their 5|fze. Imost half the unions '(423) egc nad
00 mempers or fewer but accounted for only 3.5 percent of the total membership

covered by the study.

Despite the sharﬁ), drop in_the number of reporting organizations, overall
membership increased slightly, This increase could be attributed almost entirely
to the growth of larger unaffiliated unions.

Almost all the decline in the numbers of upaffiliated unions since 1961 was
among the small unions, while the number of unjons having over 1,000 members
increased shghthg, from 103 to 106.. Total membership_in"these large unions in-
creased from™ 265,000 (59 percent) in 1961 to 340,000 (73 percent) in 1967. This
growth occurred almost entirely in the older unions, since only three new large
unions were formed during this’ period. 1

11 Two of these large unions appear to have been formed through mergers of smaller unions.
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Chart 2.
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Growth was oncentratg in unions that had over 50(%0 m%mbers, hese
dou led In numbeg rom 8 and mcr_gse |n membershr(p rom 800 p
f n h r% Rercent urrnP 191 Four brﬁr uni ps In servhes hcu
art)[/] osp % and .three in” electrica machmery accounted for a bout three- urt
e mempbersh | in each of these Industries. Lar%e unions .also were prev lent
rl comw r\rcatron trans ortattron edurpﬁnent tilities, and prrmar metals early
| of the larger unions Were found Inthe northern industrial States.

Bargaining Cove AIt ough overaII mem ership increased slightly, the
67 surve r}]\% d Ine | total pumber rhers cavere % ﬁe tive
rp Ining ‘agree ents ?rom 4 0 In 1%11 {0 46? dvo% in 1967 t(%ee fa %‘S
Ind atron? %ta many #e surviving unions have heen successful in recruit] g
orkers orée pro ortron of unions .rep rtrnrp arg arnrntrr unit covera e m excess of
mbers IP The pro ortton of ‘umions “repor nrg unlon sh r]dttronsls
eased from 77 to 88 percent, rrous% % reater proportion o the arger

ns reported coverage 'in excess of mempers

W
m
n

n

em
Cr
unto

Women Members TheIJ ahor ovemegt has, been marked in recent years by

?In increase In 1progorron of women members; to some extent this increase h -
ects the growt men ﬂartrcr pation in the [abor orce his Increase has been
Earttcu arI evrdent in unaff |ated ops. In 1961 the unaffi |ated union surve
ounted 132,800 wo en mem ers 209 etof total me ﬁ |(p g/
p en mem er?np ab sen 100, or to percent o taI ee tabIe 4.
touqh qveral em ers rose a jout 5 gere women mem rs | 2
ercent. Since tofa mem ershrep in unsffrlr tﬁ pntons rose h Xdz

omen membershr r|g 000, the tigures repre ent ecIrne 0 men
members In hoth bso e an tive terms.

B compartson t? rp]roportron of women |n naron | and mternatronal rlrons
increase more sowg ro ercent In tqb percent In hough
1o6 aFI)emC%m ership rosé about 5 percent women mem ershrp showed a garn ‘of aho

The | crease in the number and 8rotporthon of wo en un frIrated unions
Q d be attr ute aImost entirely to membership growth |t n o larger unions.
%h tyt ree ercent of 5 women were In u pn 7lgavrn over 1,000 memtﬁers

3 % dat omeH ggcounte cent oL total mem ershbp in
en Sr?n “SY b3990re co’m arison, pergent Of thertr]g dnl?eeg Rarlt ?osgmeesn?of
th mem berghrp of unronsyorgaaned durrng %gl—&np P

W deCoIar Me bers.. As wrth women .mempersh %p white-collar Y)v ers
rr r t a su st ntra and incre f ng proportion of unarfiliage %ron mem e 814
su |cated white-collar “membership constrtue
tot I Se This roRortton represented an .increase
ort | 9 and an increment of mor rt an onet |r in. tot aI w |tec ar m
ers comparison, the propprtron 0 such members in nattoHaI and inter-

nat |oTn p] s rose mare slowly to 14.3 percent, whic represented
one-fourth Mmcrease in tofal’ mer bershi

oo
v

*2 In 1961, 269 unrons reported contract coverage in excess of dugs-pa mg membershrp in_123, by margins of
20 percent or morg). number had fallen to 146 (70 by margins of 20 percent or more

the, ather hand |n 1961 19 unions reported that mempership exceeded coverage by over 16 000 workers, while
in 1967, 1%8 unions reported that membership exceeded coverage by 32,000 workers.

A union shop “condition™ is defined as a condrtton whiere membership equals bargaining coverage, and does
not necessarr Sy mean that a_unjon shop exists,
0

me relationship is to be expected, since the majority of women workers are in white-collar occupations.
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The data, howeyer, did not indicat any significant formation of white-
COllar unions, memfersn! “’nvté“mt’at%d”e e denrro%rs i Izrr%lr)enst pen, tto“ e-
mem[) 9 ﬁrcﬂ onxta\rl\r’re 2 percent of al whrt ar members. wh.
chart white-c W r ers a re atrvey smaI ro ortr N o te unrons
rgan |zed sinc 8 unrons re orte ite-collar me
e S, In the a orrt ese ue collar workers orme o Ity ear
?nbeourtljrom bue coIIIaercgccaurpaNr%rnserS were In 138 unions whrc BW |

About threF -fifths . of the] white- oIIa members were | no manufa wrrng in-
dstrres |mar|¥ Servi efs %s(prta o nhunrcatrons tee one). ese” two
ndustries "along accounted for If o al Ite-col ers. ost of the
lrjetwlaﬂgéng workers were In elec rrcaI machrnery transporatron equipment, and the

. Unaffiliated unions included varied groups such as technolo ical .resear
engmeers ne spaper reporters, msur:énce agcents bank tellers, television an
anfiouncers, chemical researchers musitians.

Industrial Distribution

Although unaffiliated intrast te an singl loyer unions were foun in all
dndustrres H%rr marn streng ﬂr j} %61 adE 99 vryas COﬂCﬁ rte ew |n
stries éhat %enera p are considered therr tra %ton al strong 0 x mantr
turing Industries contnued to account for over half of all workers covere by collec-
tive %eements—e ectrical maclhrner transportatron equi ment rrmar metas
chemr als machrnery (except electrical), and etroleum f IS Iplus
e nonma ufacfuring dustrres—servrces comm nrca 3 one n gda%

8r|ca r] rdas utilities—encompassed over 3 out Workers represent y
|n epen ent local ufiions.

_ Compared with the total number of union members in broad industrial cate-
gories, the local mdependents made their best showrn in the p trpleum—chemrcal
rubber groups, althou represented a small (and” slightly “declining) proportion
of total union strength 6 members as compared with 569,000 in_ national unions

eIectrrcaI and 935 utilities, services, and communijcations (telephone
and telegraph) the vast majofity of union'members belonged to national organizations.

: The n mher of regortrng nions. de ld ed in nearly all mdustrles Qf the éhree

mdustrres} ﬂr g{lrncr ases é gain (20) was sr nifl cant In retal tra
embership, howele creasle in" more 'than 0Z€n stries Frvr

commuynications,. primary meta tragp rtatron e%ur ent, an eIe trrca machiner

showed. su sta(qtraq mcr aﬁes w percent or more in s verdl
Industries, was E Irn mrnrnﬁ olesale "an tgl trade ike the
national upions, ern epen ocals showed a continuing lack success |n organ
izing workers in agriculture, finance, and rnsurance

State Membership

Z graph caI |str|buYt3|on of unaffiliated unions did not ch %e srgnrfrcantly

g
in the 1961—% ero S In .10 or fewer unronlsvwere foun

Sates tates New Yor Ohro an enns ania_had more than 90 See
%ee??ﬁ wga%mngr pBortén unrﬁ ec Ié]ret onnem%evrr(ertaéesronsr oertgﬁ rom
%ndoralh a)n alna al[]oui Ianeaagn d heenn t)vearmgfp r)ons mcreased 2 on[]y two Stearggy_
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Una ffrIrahed intrastate and srnhq iolga/e ronds gesembls natronal unions in
m r r gr ers ip concentratlon in Mg g “ stria |Zﬁ tates— Penpnsylvania, \(rrr
Yo ’ New Jerse rfornra an |no| o(h not in this rankrn er
Southern %ateg as We ers %h ve [l tto -work laws, have resiste
ganization by both natrona unaf ate unions

Number of Locals

The 884 %naffrlrfi

500 Iocalg %e ﬁed unrornslsrnlncluded in the 1967 § rvey reported a tgtal of
[locas in rcaI the srnoe

umber compares with 1277 "unjons an 2,05
OR/§r or rntrastate Hnron IS st or}

DS
]

i i B el e S Bl T
Percent in p1961 1% d Illec the ‘Increasing gommatron) ?the una ffrl-

g change may'r

ated union group by Tlarger~unions.

n unions rep ?r ? ore than one local had 799 aftrlrates A]bout 26 per-
ent of t e rnt rastate unaffiliated unions were. mu %Jocgl Fg atron — 9 I ss
than the por tror] of such un ns rep ortrno in ut g the 1 (i or-
tion 0 srn e employer or fsn rH assoc tion unaffr rate nions. .In large
measure, rs p tron reflected t esence o numerous :il Hters in state-
wide ass e\atro o ur es and hos rta personne' monro srng eJnsp OVer unions,
most mutroca o nizat o ere ound "in petroleum refiffin tribution,
communications, pu rtres

Collective Bargaining
As shown .in table 9, 773 of the 884 u affrlraied unrg s included in the 196

Isnurg/fe%chad%negotralesds athsaln]grlﬁ fg6 emwehnrie worietr0 (:aoveragmsdr)of)%ree entE i ort%)

eleven unjons were party to two agreem ore and to
accounteg for 5% percent of those 1n BHett at the filne. of the stqu)]/ ¥

The incidence of separate agreem s amo ons. ne otrarnﬁ with a singl
PIO er or assocratron contrasts. with that among ae e o lat ng It
e than oPe em V‘yer 0r ass cratron, w ste te r erent a zational
uo reso tes ot pes of unions. irn aosr IS confl
H emPP yer, a smg a reement norma wr resu - when a unron
It s vg emB enrs or ass cratr P ate reements are more r
oncluded, ~Almost three-fourt e infrast n r or

I t"three-f t frastate tin
?reeme’n/| or more, compare wrt ercent oft ng -em er 0 as
OUP st of the muItra reement unrons In t Ir c egor ere WO r erf n

e scatg red %ant service facilities; typrca y, those” work ers In the IC

em
0
Str

moé

cgg

trqrtes or petroleum industries.

Forty-three. of the una frIrateriaunrons representrn

TG g U e A B
eac TI % remarnrn unrons é] rne Wit BSSOCla IOﬂS or m Nea]ra)/
an Ftk represente H FfSSOCIaIIOI’] argaming were . |n nonmanlr ct

irds o
rnJustrres ese, over one- were In services, prrmarry hospita

Associations of Independents

The 1967 response to. the guestion on cquncils, federations, associatigns, and
other groups joined %y una%%rlrate(ﬂ unions permits onfy a few general o%servatrpns As

38,700 Workers rF)orted

ile
tw.0-
uring
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in the 1961 survey, rt was {r of alwaxs clear whether an orqjanrzatron listed on the
ederatjon. or an_association .of autonomous unroLrs of a

uestronna re was ind ee

aren a multl ocal or anrzatro INce regfo Hng unions, were asked to
urnrs on e organization’s name, cassr Ication ese organizations was not
always possible.

?netheless ap. arentlgr few unaffrlrated | trgstate and srn le-employer unions
maintain formal ties wr r u% unr ns ns re o ted these arranPe-
ments rn 967 or less han one he nu ber ssochratruns n
1961. 5 sharg drop, artrcu ar the number re ort mem ers Id)ld
comﬁanywr e, asso at grom 0 3 su rgests the ossrb |tg of ¢ons a ations
?mo g assa;cra 10ns o tyﬁ ut such ? rrcarlt changes . co not be etermined
rom ecause of ‘the. inclusio

ship rn unions forming assoclations incr easedsegllfg;rhtly?r%orﬁnl%000 e0 g%ut leO%]B)Oed

The National Federation of Independent Unions, which had 15 reporting unions,
accounted for a total o 20,080 memgees. b P J

ssocratrons composed of u jons whose membershi J" rrses p rticular. occu-
atrons nurses rneers gua were prevalent. amon endent oca unron
rne separate or an atro pe w r% 1dentified, ase on reports from 1
unions having a mem ers rp of near

members

ht a socr ations ere anywide and included 23 yniong having, a tota
Hg ts g 000, ese rﬁPes yconsrste Iarger ofzunrons mth %hemrca
and petro eum industries

Unaffiliated Unions Terminated During the 196167 Period

In addition_to the 88é functrﬂnrn unions eturnrn usable questrennarrs in
the 967 survey, 229drg ﬁte hat t ¥ ere no er | exr tence cthese,
&r ercent reported eit Fr having atfi |ated wrt r havrng gen dde eated _In
Hf ection by a national unjon. Ninety-one had Peen (u eede I,uAFL

Jrates an 1 d national independent unidns. I rferent AFL-IO unions
and 15 n trona \n (h?P nt unrrins were name 6 Bairona rzatr ns c.-

counted a[r Eta—the Steelwork %s % hemc a]n Ato

or ers gamsters (1 Auto Workers ; hrnrs (7); and Electrica
Waorkers IU ) (o)

ht urns rr}drfated that 18 other unaffiliated unions had been terminated as

result o usin allure % shutdown, or. movement, or company meruer or.
% d rhrzatron e remarnrn returns indicated termination only;"no information
about the circumstances was diven.

Because mladay of the (iu stronnarres ere 8 ngIete no. accurate memRershrp
Br other ﬁata be compile gaenerﬁ, the Isbanded unrgr&s a&t pear tg ave
een sma ase on the avarlable d OWEVer, more than mem Bgsen or

about three %meﬁ e num er |ndte neWI or anrzed unions, appear to have
regr senltg ¥ ter Inafed organi atro No srgnrfrca tindustry or geo-
graphical dist |but|on was und

15 This number excludes muItrIocaI unions shown in table 8, unless they were part of an association or federation.
16 The Natronal Federatron of Indelpen ent_Unions (NFIU) was created in 1963 by a merger of the Confederated
Unions of America {C an t e Natronal ndependent Unjon Cauncil (N In 1961 9 unrons having 12,000 mem-
bers reported %ffrlra ion with J 2 unions, having 6,000 m mber wrth ét
figure is un oubtedly hrgher since many of the remaining returns mdrcate only that the union no longer
existed and made no mention of a siccessor.
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The limited data available indjcate that during 196167, a much tqreater number
of unaffiliated unions were terminated than were Qrganlzed, and that fthese accounted
for a membership loss that was not offset b?{ gains_from the newly formed unions.
The apparent stability of the membership in the “unaffiliated sector of the labor move-
ment may be the result of membership losses in small unions offset by membership
gains in‘large unions.

, Among the large unaffiliated unions replaced by or affiliated with national or
international “unions during the 196167 period were the following:

Independent Metal Workers Union— 2, 200 workers (Hughes Tool
Co., Houston, Tex.) retplaced by the
United Steelworkers of America.

Textile Machine Works_Em\R/onees Independent Union— 3, 400
workers _&Texule Machine Works, Reading, Pa.) replaced by the
United Steelworkers of America.

Independent Petroleum Workers. Union of Bayway— 1, 400
workers (Humble Qil and Refining Co., Bayway Refinery,
Linden, J} replaced by the

International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs,
Warghousemen and Helpers of America. (IPWU
retained clerical members.)

Rochester Independent Workers Local No. 1— 3, 100 workers
General Dynamics Corp., Stromberg-Carlson Division,
ochester, "N, Y. ) replaced by the _ _

International Union of Electrical, Radio_and Machine
Workers of America. (RIW retained Electronics
Divisions workers.)

gapization of Plant Clerical and Office Forces of Northern

alifornia and Nevada— 1,900 workers (Pacific Telephone

and Tele%raph_Co_.g replaced by %he _
Communications Workers of America.

Houston Paper and Pulp Mill Worker’s_Union-—-1 150 workers

(Champion Papers, Inc,, Pasadena Texé) r%placed by the
Interpanon?(l Brotherhood of Pulp, Sulphite and Paper
Mill Workers.

Natural Gas Workers Union— 2,800 workers (East Ohio Gas
Co., Cleveland, Ohio) replaced hy the
Service Employees International Union.

Independent Condenser Warkers Union, Local No. 2— 2, 200
worlker% Sprt?]gue Electric Co., North Adams, Mass. )
replace e
P Inter%ational Union of Electrical, Radio and Machine
Workers of America.

Local 433, Independent— 1,100 workers (Wagner Electric Co.,

Tung-Sol Division, Newark, N.J.) replaced’ e ,
International Union of Electrical, Radio and Machine
Workers of America.
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Large Unions: 1961 and 1967 Data Compared

_ The statistics for the 1961 and 1967 studies are not entirely comparable,
since some unions were newly formed or disbanded during the period, and other
unions failed to report in one of the surveys.

_To obtain a sef of data useful in determining trends, the 1967 questionnaires
for unions reporting 1,000 members or. more were matched as closely as possible
with 1961 returns. ~ Out of 107 unions in this group, 91 matches weré obtained.

The matched returns indicated that membership in the 91 unions for 1967 was
255,300, or 542percent of all unions reporting, This compared with a_ 1961 mem-
bership of 220, 200, or 49 percent of the menibership for unions reporting that year.

_ Membership increase for the largest unions was nearly 16 percent, compared
with an overall increase of 5 percent. “Of the unions reporting a 1967 membership
of 1,000 or more, 59 had increased, 30 decreased, and 2 remained the same. (See
table 10.? The greatest increases were noted among large unions in the machinéry
ge,xcept electrical), chemicals, transRortatlon equipnient, “and service industries.

izable decreases were noted in leather and leather products, and retail trade.

—

_ Bar ammg upit coverage increased 10 percent for the 91 unions, from 238,600
in 1961 to 262,700 in 1967. “In both years, coverage was the same as membership
In 52 unions. _Coverage that exceeded membership “declined from 34 to 3L unjons,
ang coverglpe in excesS of 10 percent above membership dropged from 24 to 23
unions. embership that exceeded coverage rose from 5 to 8 unions, and by a 10

percent margin or more from 5 to 6 unions.

Few significant membership ch_an(l;es were noted by State. (See table 11.)
The greatest fet increase was found in [llinois 0(8 7_89?._ Other substantjal increases
occurred in Hawail (6,018), Indiana (3,882), and Virginia (3,866). In these States
and several others, the increases in the matched large unions represented the entire
Increase for unaffiliated unions since 1961, Small nét declings gunder 1.000) were
noted in Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Texas, and Wisconsin.
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Table 1. Dues-Paying Membership in Intrastate and Single-Employer
UnalgnsgbyPer?od o%pOrgantlzan[on, 1967 g ploy
White-collar members

Dues-paying members Women members

Period of organization Number Total umber Number
0 gm Percent gm Percent gm Percent

unions  thousands) thousands) thousands)
884 474. 6 100. 0 162. 1 34.2 154.8 32.6
Union specifying a date -mrmrrmeseremeremsrrmmerenes 778 4475 94.3 155.9 34.8 145. 1 324
. 10 33.7 1.1 30. 90.0 30. 90.5
T ) 184 35 34 %9 13 73
1936- 131 141.% %gg 53.1 37. 8 59. 41.7
191032 me 1 . 18 %0 270 196
1946-50 115 56.2 11. 8 177 315 17.3 30.7
1951-60 290 61.4 1%.9 16.5 26.8 8.6 14.0
1961-67 56 10.6 2 1.1 10.7 1.6 14,7
Unions not specifying a date --rreseemeremanes 106 27.1 5.7 6.2 23.0 9.7 36.0

1 All membership statistics in this and subsequent tables include both dues-paying members and members in good standing,
NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Percent figures based on unrounded numbers.

Table 2. Dues-Paying Membership 1 of Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions, 1967

All unions Single-employer unions Intrastate unions
Dues-paying Dues-paying Dues-paying
Number of members Number Percent N mrrtl)grr#bers Number Percent Numr%g[r#bers Number Percent Numnﬁgrnfbers
3'" Percent n Percent (in Percent

thousands) thousands) thousands)
884 100.0 4746 100.0 822 100.0 390.4  100.0 62 100.0 84.2  100.0
20-50 members 294 33.3 7.0 . 286 34.8 6.8 17 8 12.9 0.2 0.2
i oo g b o4
il pon o ST N T N I
e Don o e A
amy G gl Do 1§1§ 5
(2)'v5e?1-5?‘0% 16 zlé 158.5 %gf H 13 161‘%)4l %H % 321 48.‘61 5171%

1 Allmembership statistics include both dues-paying members and members in good standing.

NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals.
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Table 3. Agreement Coverage of Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions, 1967

All unions Single-employer unions Intrastate unions
. - ) W arkers in. Warkers in. Warkers in .
Number of workers in bargaining unit bargaining unit bargaining unit bargaining unit
Number Percent Number Number Percent Number Number Percent Number
§|”n Percent gm Percent in Percent
thousands) thousands) thousands)
884 100.0 480.8  100.0 822 100. 0 416.9  100.0 62 100. 0 64.0 100.0
1-50 workers 36 357 6.6 14 305 31 6.5 1.6 1 1.7 0.2 0.3
51-100 workirs ---------------------------------- 120 136 9.0 1. 110 134 8.1 }% 10 16.1 .8 13
101-150 wor 78 2.3 83 %g Jil 8.6 9.0 . 2 362 .3 b
151-200 work 5 0 10 . 52 6.3 9.3 2.2 6 . 1.9 1.6
201-250 wort 32 3.6 1.1 1.5 kil 3.8 6.9 11 1 1.6 . .3
251-300 waor 34 3.8 9.4 %% 33 4.0 8& 2.2 1 1.6 3 )
301-400 work 40 4.5 14.3 . 38 4.6 13. 3.3 2 3.2 N 1.2
401-500 work 32 3.6 14.1 31 28 3.4 12. 8 3.1 4 6.5 38 3.0
501-1,000 wo 93 1.8 475 2% 62 1.5 42.5 10.2 1 11.2 . 1.8
1,001-2,5 8.1 115.8 24 60 1.3 97.2  23.3 12 1853 18.6 %g %
2,501-5,0 2l 2.4 75.5 15.7 17 2.1 50.4 14.2 4 . 16. 1 .
Over 5,00 17 1.9 1612 33.5 155 1.8 142.4 34,2 2 3.2 18.8  29.4
NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Percent figures are based on unrounded numbers.
Table 4. Proportion of Women Members in Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions, 1967
All unions Single-employer unions Intrastate unions
Percent of women members me(r)nmheenrs mWe[rJn eenrs mWe?n eenrs
Number Percent Number Number Percent Number Number Percent Number
gn Percent gm Percent glﬂ Percent
thouSands) thousands) thousands)
884 100. 0 162.1 100.0 822 100.0 117.2 100.0 62 100. 0 44,9 100.0
44.2 368 44.8 23 37.1
% 13.8 5.3 88 107 13.0 4.9 4.2 12 24.2 0.4 0.9
I RO 1 I 2 O I S O
80 g:g 26 139 78 i e 14 b 9.1 0 48
48 . 23.3 144 47 5.7 22.4 }8& 1 16 9 2.0
21 31 67.9 419 20 2.4 310 . 7 11.3 36.9  82.2
NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Percent figures are based on unrounded numbers.
Table 5. Proportion of White-Collar Members in Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions, 1967
All unions Single-employer unions Intrastate unions
. White-%ollar White-%ollar White-collar
Percent of white-collar members members members r%embers
Number Percent Number Number Percent Number Number Percent Number
gm Percent gln Percent gm Percent
thousands) thousands) thousands)
884 100. 0 154.8  100.0 822 100. 0 103.7  100.0 62 100.0 51,1 100.0
570 5 3l 50.0
68 1.1 3.1 2.4 g? 1.4 3.2 31 7 113 0.5 1.0
66 1.5 8.2 “ 53 65 1.9 8.2 1.9 (*i )
24 2.1 1.1 50 24 2.8 7.4
a 1.0 }.9 1.2 7 . 1.2 1.2 2 3.2 N 1.4
1.0 4 2.8 4.4 4.2
138 15.6 128.8  83.2 17 14.2 78.9  76.0 21 33.9 49.9  97.6

1 Less than 100 members.
2 Less than 0.05 percent.

NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Percent figures are based on unrounded numbers,
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Table 6. Dues-Pagin Membershipl and Agreement Coverar_}e of Intrastate and
|n8|e-E ployer'Unions, by Industry, 196

All unions Single employer unions Intrastate unions
Ay orkers in orkers, in orkers in
ndusty s L 1 D“ewv'"g bafga'{“ng . WD e
ber Number Numhber ber Number er Number
\ Per- Per- . Per- ) Per- Pe
in thoy- in thou- in thou {Hou in thou- m thou
gands) cent (sands) cent (sands) cen s ands) Cent [sands) cent [ cf wéni
Al indUStrigsesmsemsermmereseeeees 884 474.6 100.0 480.8  100.0 822 390.4  100.0 416.9 100.0 62  84.2 100.0  64.0 100.0
M anUFaCtUTingermmsermmsermmseremeeenees 545 3117 65.7 336.9 70.1 516 287.5  73.6 3040 72.9 29 24.2 28.8 32.9 514
Ordnance and accessories 2 3.3 0.7 3. 0.7 2 3.3 . 33 0.8
_Fr% ‘ic%’édr#é”n‘ﬂ?%‘étﬂﬁnd““s 481 8.27 18 7.8 16 451 8.6 89 1.1 .8 3 0.1 0._2 0.1 0.2
Textile m il pro ? ! 25 6‘1 {3% é2§ {35 24 421 {3& éZg Pl 1 4 4 4 5
A |pare and other inished
4 .8 2 .3 1 4 .8 2 .3 1
Lumber and “wood products
except furnityre 2 11 2 11 2 10 .8 i .9 22 2 3 2 4
Furniture an f|xtures 1 .8 2 .6 1 1 8 .2 .0 1 _ _
18 6.0 1.3 6.7 1.4 18 6. 1.5 6.7 16 B -
34 5.6 1.2 6.7 1.4 3 50 1.3 6.0 14 3 6 8 6 L0
rP od 57 371.0 8.0 38.3 8.0 5 37.0 9.5 3.2 92 -
Petroleum refining and
related | USIFI% - — 42 26.C 55 316 6.6 38 23.2 59 2.9 6.7 4 2.8 3.4 3.8 59
R“|abetrc§nd mjscellanetus D59 172 62 048 012 15
Lgatﬁer a d Ieather roducts 16 8.6 2.0 9, 218 1 3,3 162 8.2 1,53 % % % 39 1}5 &92
Stone, clay, and gaspro uct ? 1.3 3 &% .3 ? &.3 3 818 . - - - -
Primary metal industries— - 40 361 7.2 38. 7.79 4 3.1 9.2 38 9.1 - -
Fabricated metal ?roducls 5 8.7 1. 8.4 1. 47 8.1 2.1 1.8 1.9 } .6 1 .6 9
Machinery, ex%e electrical— — 54 416 8.8 42.5 8.8 50 36.7 9.4 316 9.0 4.9 58 49 1.
Electrica énac H 3/ equip-
ment, and supplie 54 54.2 114 59.4 11.2 5 5.1 168 59.2 162 i 2 .2 .2 .3
Transportation e?m e 34 46.2 9.7 57.2 1.9 & 39.2 0 42.3 1 7.0 8.3 14.8 23.2
Instruments and ed
prodHcts ------------------- 6 7.0 15 7.0 15 6 7.0 1.8 7.0 L7 - - -
Miscellaneous manufacturlng
industries 13 53 11 48 10 1t 25 6 2.0 5 2 2.8 3.3 2.8 4.4
Nonmanufacturing---s---m-m 325 1614 34.0 1427 29.7 293 1016 26.0 1118 26.8 3 59.7 70.9  30.9 48.3
Minin crude etroleum, and
natuta| % %ducneon T R T L A D S Y I A T . o
a l 58 131 2.8 131 2.7 5 5.7 1.5 5 14 4 7.3 8.7 7.3 114
1 38.3 8.1 47.71 9 15 384 gg 4.7 114 - - - - -
: 23 24.3 51 2%69 } 19 21.3 . 2.0 53 4 2.9 3.5 2,8 4.5
3 6.7 1.4 . . gg 6.0 1.5 58 14 4 .8 [2) . 1.2
16 1&6 3319 4.1 lq_] 4.0 1&1.7 a7 3 1 . 1 .2
4§ 570 g o A 23 013 8wy s 1wy oW
2 2 )l 3 22 ' 2 %i | g ; g
3 37 (33 3.6 (3 13 3.7 (3 3.6 3 . (3 3 (25
Unclassifiable establishments— 14 15 .3 13 3 B 1.3 3 113 1 c2 2 2.3

All membership statistics include both dues-payin members and members in good standin
Less than pm bers or workers coveredp% agg ree g -

1
2
3 Less tnan 0.05 percent.
NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Percent figures are based on unrounded numbers
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Table 7. Dues-Paying Membershipl and Agreement Coverage of Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions, by State, 1967

All unions Single-employer unions Intrastate unions
St I%um- E?nuee%g ing a?rlé?rﬁnlgn - Dues. %eymg Vt\)larr%lj(a%rnslnla - Dngsm%eyrmg a?”%]'e nIg
W umbe Numb Numb
g b e T v v N
United S tates - 884 474.6 1000 480.8 1000 822 390.4 1000 416.9 1000 62 842 1000  64.0 100.0
g0 1 08 02 08 02 _ _
6 ! z?i 5 zé')l ?37 5 7@2 oMo W1 109 170
: R i f L% W WY
s L : :? '. 21 8 9 8 12
: oo @ L 87 79 142l
% '. %j gé 07 %52 3 8.8 10.:5 8_8 138
J % %% L g 1:.8 é . 3)3 éz 3
% : E% [N RN NN
; 3 ! § 03 4 g
22 2 3% ) ) & B S
%% 0 32 <?g o
. . : . 3 - , , - _
6 : 67g 8 43 18 of 7.'% 41721 LT 2
o 10 oty o o W 0 a5 o 0w
o 9 .' 1% o 55 % sy 1 1 R I
}{% (’s'}f&l'é'n'g 1 e 1%3 431§ wi oy 1w @ G @ G
guoteésai(;]ma ; 1 ; : ; P )
i})g{g%?see 2 '.7% 2(367 4 7 A )9 52% 2(3§ T35 41 43 6D
Vermon Z I : Z 1 - - - - -
%'a' t'”'afé.'n ! : % ig 5'.05 ﬁgl w2 ot ot gt sd
W iscons e } ) 4 10 3‘.% 2:% 2 21 25 21 33
by s S oA BLodh T

[l membeyship statistics include both dues-payin rs and members in good standin
é@essﬁq mr% ers orworgr covered %))/ $e ents g 3
ess 5percent

NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Percent figures are based on unrounded numbers,
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Table 8. Number of Locals Affiliated With Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions, 1967

All unions Single-employer unions Intrastate unions

e ks s il ik

Number of locals Unions  Locals pi/ﬁgg %llnmla Unions  Locals m%ﬁbgrsl 8%1?'”3 Unions  Locals mpefﬁggrsl mn?m
tho&sands) thousa‘w 5) thousand” thousandas) thousands' thousands)

All unions 884 1600 4746  480.8 1344 390.4  416.9 62 256 84.2 640
5 B e Ml o4 4 B 4
i oA o S
¥ [ O A
o . - S T
P i %; o4 %2% gobdo1
fo¢ 3 3.‘ W 1 ST 3 1 31 8%

1 All membership statistics include both dues-paying members and members in good standing.
NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Percent figures are based on unrounded numbers.

Table 9. Number of Basic Collective Bargaining Agreements Negotiated by Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions," 1967

All unions Single -employer unions Intrastate unions
. Colle;:tl ve C0||EIJIIV9 Collecuve
Number. of collective bar- alnl bar alnln a|n| 9
gaining agreements Number agr 0s es Number agr emws . Number agr e osrkes
Number  (int 0 Number int Number  (in thou-
san s sand sands
All unions 884 1,625 480.8 822 953 416.9 62 672 64.0
agreement . 7% ﬁ 3? 73 7 3% . %
agreeme ts . . 21,
reements . . \
% agreemenn . . .
Pl - - -
-30 adreement 1 12 - : - 1 12
. : I : |
ver 9 agreements - 2§ éi ) 2§ gi

NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Percent figures are based on unrounded numbers.
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Table 10. Changes in Dues-PayUlﬁiol\r/]Isenhbe‘

Industry

All indUStrigs-mmrmmrmmermermeemeeens
Manufacturing-------ss-seemmsememeenee
E'dam& i i —
i
el an 8 Hertflnlshed
mber hd Wood products,

exCe t?ur tur
Eurnl ure ar] . IXfUTES—
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ot
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nFunlc ‘IIOHS
LnJp Iesgle era —
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anst et|0n‘
|sce Vaneous nonmanufacrrm J—

1 All membership statistics include both dues-paying members and members in good standing.
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Table 11. Changes in Dues-Paying Membershipl in Major Intrastate and Single-Employer Unions, by State, 196167

; Decrease Increase
I}l)FtdérC]creﬁsee 25|percent hess than Same ss than 25|percent
State Dugs- mare per em Dugs- per ent
inions mpearWeqrs Unions meqrs Unions %eqrs Unions pearwgrs Unions R('é‘e"rs Unions par%eq
United States--mm-rmmsemmseremeeee 9 35378 5 5939 25 8,853 2 0 2 10487 3 39,683
1 2,716 1 1 ,
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All membership statistics include both dues-paying members and members in good standing.
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Appendix.  Questionnaire

BLS2725 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR Budget Bureau NO. 44-s670009.
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS AP *1 pinx D196,
BoDreBart er]t of WASHINGTON, o.c. 20212

Menbership Suney of Single-Eployer ad Intrastate Uniors in the Uhnited States, 1967
. Union Identification: OH:ICE

onIy
(Please change if shown incorrectly above)

L |3 your oIIe t|ve har |n|n reIatlonshlp
"r”x 4 Do assouaal0¥1 % ployets? D LTSS selovg o | LG otk dnan L company or
2, sAerr?ttr\]/\?o IL%rr];[saq[ W|H1C|?18 a|1ns%||ch é/{)tier)epre- 1 1Yes, only 1 State. | 1 No, more than 1 State,

# atnswereﬁi "No” to both Land 2, enter your name below without answering the other questions, and return the
he enclosed envelope.

If ? answereld "Yes” to either lor 2, please enter the information requested below and teturn the form in the
entlosed envelope

3. Number of set>arate locals or branches locals or branches.
4.1 r nion affil h( regular r
asn)yo hel# bonloﬁ Icéﬁtr?glwgssoéleat’ldp a ?géje?atpo%esof) |onsq§l pita tax to) | | Yes | 1No
5. If "Y,\slzs,” please give name and address of organization with which affiliated:
ame
Address
6. Year union was organized:
[I. Membership:
1. Number of members (dues-paying or in good standing) as of March or April 1967 (or another recent month).  members
2. Approximate percentage of members who are women. %
3. Approximate percentage of members who are in "white-collar” jobs (office, technical, professional, sales). %
[11. Collective Bargaining Coverage:
1. Number of agreements currently held by your union. agreements

2. Total number of workers covered by these agreements (i.e., in bargaining unit) as of

employers
4. 1f more than one employer, do they negotiate as an association? 1 1Yes I INo
5. Industry or business of employer(s) under agreement.
6. In what citv or State are most of vour members eiiioloved?  Citv State

Name of person reporting Title Date
If you want to receive announcements of Bureau industrial relations studies, check |

(Please use back of form for any comments regarding this survey you may wish to make.)
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BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS REGIONAL OFFICES

REGION VI

NEBR

KANS

Kansas City

OKLA
REGIONVI”
HAWAL
Req_l Region Il
603-B Federal Building 41 Ninth Ave.
Government Center New York, N.Y. 10001
Boston, Mass, 02203 Phone: 971-5405 (Area Code 212)
Phone: 223-6762 (Area Code 617)
Re%ion V Region
19 South Dearborn St. 37 Mayﬂower Building

Chicago, HI. 60604 1 North Akard St.
Phone: ?53 7230 (Area Code 312) DaIIas Tex. 15201
Phone: 749-3516 (Area Code 214)

= Regions VII and VIl will be serviced by Kansas City.
== Regions IX and X will be serviced by San Francisco.
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-tianta

Region I
1%6 Penrt1) Square Building

Phlladelghla Pa 19107

Phone: 597-7796 (Area Code 215)

Regions VII and VIII
ederal Office Bmldlniq:
911 Walnut St 10th Floor
Kansas City, 641
Phone: 37 2481 (Area Code 816)

e°s

pn*
REGION M

us BR

VIRGIN ISLANDS

PUERTO RICO

Re%w_n I\
uite 540
1371 Peachtree St. NE.
Atlanta, Ga. 30309
Phone: 526 5418 (Area Code 404)

Regions IX and X
450 Golden Gate Ave.
Box 36017
San Francisco, Calif. 94102
Phone: 556-4578 (Area Code 415)
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