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An injury to one is an injury to all. 
		ILWU leader Harry Bridges (invoking the old Wobbly motto)

The low wages and exploitation of one will pull down the wages and conditions of the other…. Any advancement of one is tied to the advancement of the other. It is in [sic] this context that makes foreign policy, trade, and immigration central issues to the labor movement…There can be no separate peace.
		Tyree Scott (Rosenblum, 2014) 
 

Scholars routinely underline that social movements typically are not unitary, homogeneous, or historically fixed in either their substantive agendas or constituent members.  Rather, “in most cases, social movements are amalgamations of diverse groups, often with the same general goal(s), but with differences in specific agendas, identities, and strategic orientations” (McCammon & Moon, 2015, p. 1).  Coalition building is important for activists to multiply resources, expand movement agendas, and enlarge impacts over time.   As such, the project of generating solidarity around common causes and overcoming “collective action” challenges by fragile movement alliances typically requires persistent effort.  Research suggests that shared beliefs and ideological orientations, prior social ties among activists, opportunities and threats or common “enemies” in the broader context, and organizational resources all play a role in effective coalition formation, persistence, and activation (Van Dyke and Amos, 2016; McCammon and Moon, 2015; Van Dyke and McCammon, 2010; McCann, 1994).
But successful generation of collective commitment and solidarity among diverse groups itself can be problematic.  Many case histories illustrate that some groups, subject positions, and issue agendas prevail over others in movement coalitions.  Many egalitarian activists have argued that leading groups in coalitions often promote a one-dimensional “collective identity politics” that is inadequate and even stifling or harmful to progressive, transformational struggle.  For example, Black feminist writer Audre Lorde (1984) recognized the need for different groups to find common ground in their lived experience of oppression, but she argued that they must also recognize subject differences and build on them as a source of strength and empowerment through activist alliances.  Lorde was, specifically, critical of the second wave feminist and women’s rights movement for privileging white middle-class women and their interests, thus leaving unchallenged the pervasive injustices of racism, classism, heterosexism, patriarchy, and homophobia that oppressed many people, including women.  Lorde was part of the efforts to forge networks of Black lesbian feminists in the polyvocal Combahee River Collective as a challenge and alternative to the limitations of white feminists’ fixation on gender as the only or primary source of oppression (Combahee River Statement, 1977).  Drawing on a long tradition of work by Black women thinkers and activists, they wrote in a well-known statement that “we see as our particular task the development of integrated analysis and practice based upon the fact that the major systems of oppression are interlocking. The synthesis of these oppressions creates the conditions of our lives. As Black women we see Black feminism as the logical political movement to combat the manifold and simultaneous oppressions that all women of color face” (1977; see also Eisenstein, 1979). 
	This commitment to recognizing and sustaining differences among allied activists found its way into critical sociolegal analysis as “intersectionality” theory. The core point of intersectionality theory was to expose how “single axis thinking undermines legal thinking, disciplinary knowledge production, and struggles for social justice” (Cho, Crenshaw, and McCall 2013, p. 787; see also Crenshaw, 1989; Hancock, 2016).  The implication is that both scholarship and progressive struggle must transcend one-dimensional collective identity and single-issue politics, which inherently fall short of radical change, reproduce axes of hierarchical injustice, and facilitate “divide and conquer” strategies by dominant groups and institutions.  In this perspective, building and sustaining diverse coalitions around dynamic multi-issue agendas is the key to transformative impact. 

Problems, Paradoxes, and Possibilities in Rights-Based Movements
This chapter addresses a closely related complication for movement expansion.  Bonds of alliance among diverse groups and interests on large-scale transformative goals often are undercut or diverted by what sociolegal scholars identify as the “politics of rights” enacted by many movements.  Critical legal scholars have long argued that rights-based discourses and tactics adopted by social movements, including especially litigation, tend to individualize claims, narrow politics to separate identity group terms, fragment movements, and divert attention from broad economic redistribution (Scheingold, 1974; Klarman, 2007; Rosenberg, 2008; Goluboff, 2007), thus compounding collective action dilemmas.  Scholars of intersectionality further contend that legal mobilization strategies reify rather than resist institutionalized inequalities and oppression of those who are legally and socially constructed as “undeserving” of full rights status (Brown, 1995; Albiston, 2009; Kandaswamy, 2008).  Fighting to advance discrete causes and interests in court, it is argued, often indirectly supports systematic advantages of some marginalized groups and interests over other subgroups.  Even when discrete movements forge coalitions, the new alliances “often reinforce existing hierarchical exclusions through the continued marginalization of those issues (and subgroups) that uproot conventional power dynamics the most” (Adam, 2017, p. 134).  For example, a host of studies document how national LGBTQ movement groups in the United States focused their struggles on issues of greatest concern to white gay men and lesbians, such as same-sex marriage, while overlooking other intersectional dimensions of hierarchy and oppression – especially race and class -- that afflict LGBTQ persons (Cummings & NeJaime, 2010; Kandaswamy, 2008).  
This chapter follows my own earlier work and scholarship of other authors in recognizing that rights based legal mobilization can be both constraining or narrowing and expansionist in developing substantive agendas and group alliances (McCann, 1994, pp. 307-08).  Indeed, I have argued frequently that the transformative impacts of legal rights mobilization campaigns can be assessed by the degree to which they, even when successful on discrete reform issues, continue to expand into new forms of struggle, enlist new group participants in alliances, and confront new intersectional dimensions of injustice and policy issues.  The capacity or proclivity for expansionist struggles turns on several general factors to which legal mobilization scholars are especially attentive. 
First, legal mobilization studies (McCann, 2008) tend to adopt a capacious approach to conceptualizing law and social contestation. This approach is grounded in an interpretative perspective that rejects, or balances, conventional positivist understandings of law largely limited to discrete, determinate rules or policy actions and official actors. Rather, law is also understood as particular traditions of knowledge and repertoires of communicative practice. The focus is not simply on behavior but on the intersubjective power of law in constructing meaning. As such, attention is directed to how legal discourses and symbols intersect with and express broader ideological formations within historical contexts (Meyer & Boutcher, 2007; McCann, 1994; Hunt, 1990). Attention to legal meanings does not necessarily preclude instrumental considerations about effects or impacts of litigation, lawyers, and courts, but the latter are not the exclusive or even primary focus of inquiry.  Indeed, most legal mobilization studies focus on legal naming, blaming, and claiming by social movement activists as well as subject formation in spaces where the shadows of official law and actors are often quite dim. The key point is that legal constructions are indeterminate, polyvocal, and contingent, and hence do not inherently “cause” problems of fracturing and privileging (McCann, 1994).  
This is especially true for constructions of legal rights, which often are at the heart of group struggles for change.  Many struggles aim to enlarge settled legal terms of rights, while others aim to introduce new conceptions of rights derived from other legal terrains, marginal social experiences, or cultural traditions.  Arguably one advantage of rights discourse is that it is especially abstract and indeterminate, and thus rights claims are capable of evoking a variety of meanings for differently situated actors aspiring to forge common causes.  Recognizing the plasticity of rights claiming, and especially of “novel” rights claiming (Polletta, 2000; McCann, 1994; Herman, 1993), underlines how rights are constantly reconstructed, permitting both expansion and constraint, in processes of struggle.  As I have noted elsewhere, “large-scale social movements rarely begin with grand architectonic designs and radical social agendas…Rather, counterhegemonic movements most often evolve incrementally through a series of more limited local struggles over quite concrete, often trivial ends,” eventually adding allies in coalitions around new issues (1994, p. 307). 
Second, just as rights claims and counter-claims and the logics on which they are constructed are dynamic and volatile, collectivities of people allied in political struggle change over time as well.  Subject commitments and identifications usually are constantly in motion as the terms of struggles develop (Fantasia, 1989).  As such, the common referent of rights-based “movements” should not be reified as discrete “things,” but rather should be understood as dynamic formations of different, evolving subject groups and articulated interests.  Some group struggles are fairly narrow in participant identification and issue focus, but many struggles over rights and justice enlist people and organizations that are differently situated along lines of institutional affiliations, economic status and power, and identification in terms of race, gender, sexuality, and the like. In sum, movements – constituents, goals, claims, and strategies -- tend to be internally heterogeneous, contested, and mutable over time, which makes the very focus on “social movements” per se often misleading and their manifestations elusive (Payerhin & Zirakzadeh, 2006). To invoke the poet, those activist groups which are not busy being constantly reborn (expanding) are usually in the process of dying (narrowing) in their capacity to advance egalitarian change. 
   There can be no doubt that official law, legal institutions, and the overall administration of legal violence in most cases overwhelmingly express the instrumental will as well as the ideological and institutional biases supporting dominant groups in any given social social context (McCann & Lovell, 2020).  These arrayed forces limit realistic options for challenge within existing institutional terrains and raise huge financial, political, and material risks or costs for those who challenge inherited hierarchies.  Legal norms and institutional processes often work to “divide and conquer” challengers to the status quo.  But this does not mean that legal ideologies necessarily colonize the minds of subjects, erase all principled terms of contestation, or destroy the inclination for dissent and capacity for struggle by those persons disadvantaged by existing hierarchies.  Indeed, the very principles grounding the rule of law provide resources for challenging practices and relationships that defy basic norms of equal protection and due process as well as specific substantive legal entitlements, including those enforced by secondary illiberal or authoritarian traditions in dual and hybrid legal orders characteristic of racial capitalist regimes (McCann & Kahraman, 2021).   The rule of liberal law – even when coexisting with other traditions of repressive or authoritarian law – generally constitutes hegemonic governance that is more open to contestation, both through and beyond law, than more purely authoritarian forms of rule (McCann, 1994; Chua, 2014).  Often the larger constraints for movements lie in challenges of mobilizing resources to wage struggles, including constructing agreement over claims, group alliance or solidarity, and tactics of action in the face of hegemonic domination and exercise of brute force.  
	Some excellent empirical studies have illustrated the challenges and dynamics of expanding social movement coalitions to address intersectional dimensions of hierarchy and exclusion. Erin Adam’s impressive theoretical and empirical 2017 study shows that local LGBTQ and immigrant rights movements initially developed somewhat separately in both Washington State and Arizona, but eventually formed uneasy coalitions, largely because they came to recognize common “enemies” to their interests and political causes (see also Mayo Adam, 2020). While both movements together expanded and unified to produce discrete campaign “wins” on specific issues, the successful coalitions also reinforced inherited exclusions of issues and voices concerning hierarchies and injustices.  Adams’s key theme underlines a paradox:  a common “civil rights past” facilitated a collective identity that expanded the coalition while “thwarting the power dynamics responsible for centering the interests of the most privileged constituencies within social movements” (2017, p.132).  Social movements ostensibly aiming for greater democratic equality in society often end up thwarting democracy within movement coalitions.  Adam suggests that struggles for social justice might best proceed by “centering the needs of marginalized groups rather than centering the desire to ‘win rights,’” although she recognizes that “we should think about rights in terms of their paradoxical implications for collective political action rather than in one-dimensional either/or terms” (2017,

p. 164).  That is my position in previously published work and in this chapter as well.

The Historical Legacy of Filipino American Labor Activists
The remainder of this chapter will document and analyze an extraordinary legacy of dynamic if volatile class-based, multi-racial and multi-ethnic coalition building committed to a broadly transformative agenda of anti-racism, anti-capitalism, and anti-imperialism led by Filipino American labor activists over seventy-five years on the American West Coast.  As I and George Lovell (2020) have demonstrated in a long historical book study, these struggles were animated persistently around claims of rights that were pressed both in and, especially, beyond judicial institutions, often through tactics of contentious politics typically identified with social movements.  We have labelled this activity as “rights radicalism,” in that labor activists both mobilized conventional liberal rights for radical transformation of hierarchical social relations and to some degree transformed the very meanings of rights themselves in radically egalitarian directions.  My analysis here identifies Filipino labor activists as a dynamic catalytic and leadership force interacting with myriad other groups in a variety of social justice causes over several generations. These labor activists were notable for both their expansionary alliances with other progressives and their variegated intersectional issue agenda.  Here I focus on the second generation of activists in the 1970s and 1980s, beginning with the historical context from which the activists and their trademark “rights radicalism” developed over the 20th Century.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The historical struggles of Filipino American laborers, from 1900-2000, are chronicled in our long book Union by Law (McCann & Lovell, 2020). All of the empirical claims and narrative offered in this chapter are anchored in the book, but our core analytical argument about expansionary coalition and issue agenda building around radical rights is developed anew here and, at best, buried in the historical book narrative. ] 

The first key contextual factor is that Filipino migrant laborers from the start, in the 1920s, were subjected to similar conditions of racial and class exploitation as were many other groups of racialized low-wage proletarianized workers in West Coast extraction industries (agriculture, packing, salmon canning).  Such workers were needed for capital accumulation but also were feared, resented, and even loathed by white capitalist owners, white workers (many in Jim Crow AFL unions), vigilante groups, and political elites.  Black people (freedmen) were granted formal rights status after the Civil War, but they experienced at best semi-free status as exploited second-class citizens in Jim Crow America. Filipinos were colonial subjects rather than aliens but, like Chinese, Japanese, and Mexican laborers, they were denied de jure rights and subjected to violence authorized or administered by law.  The ideological arsenal of stigmatizing racial tropes applied by white Americans to all these groups likewise was similar; allegations of existential criminality, violence, predatory male hypersexualization, indolence, deficient intellectual skills or discipline, and the like were common for all these groups of workers (Kramer, 2006; Baldoz, 2004; Ngai, 2004).   It thus should not be surprising that Filipinos forged alliances with other racialized workers in organizing around workplace rights, full citizenship rights, voting rights, rights to interracial marriage, rights to own or lease property, and securing due process rights as they were routinely criminalized, prosecuted, punished, and deported by dominant groups and their official representatives.  Illiberal, authoritarian law (McCann & Kahraman, 2021) authorized and administered repressive rule over the racialized proletariat, while law itself became a terrain of contesting hierarchy, exclusion, and domination. Filipino workers were advantaged by their exposure to American colonial schools and legal status as “nationals,” but the facts that they were relatively limited in number, poor, migratory, and new to American soil limited their potential economic and political power relative to other marginalized groups.  
[bookmark: _Hlk79066987]The second important contextual factor for the development of multi-racial, multi-ethnic class politics was the communitarian, arguably radical, even proto-revolutionary consciousness of rights, freedom, and justice that Filipino conscripts brought with them from struggles against Spanish and then American colonialism in the Philippine homeland (Bernas, 1977; Schumacher, 1978).  Accounts of these origins vary widely, but most scholars underline how the dissenting intellectual José Rizal and his followers transformed – or at least crystallized the historical transformation of – Spanish and American liberalism into more defiant, spiritual, and communitarian visions during the late nineteenth century. “The Filipino tradition on civil rights not only ante-dated the coming of the Americans, but in certain respects later went beyond what the nervous American colonial officials ever ventured to concede,” writes one expert (Schumacher, 1978, p. 233).  In this regard, the Filipino legacy exemplifies Polletta’s argument that “novel” rights claims usually develop far from mainstream institutional sources of legal rule, often in the experiences of political activists mobilizing from the bottom up for change (Polletta, 2000).  Indeed, as the activists’ visions of rights were born in the colonized Philippines and continued to develop through allied struggles in the colony and metropole, we might underline the transnational character of their aspirational legal consciousness.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: _GoBack]Third, this home-grown tradition of rights radicalism was further expanded and sharpened by Filipino migrant workers’ encounters with traditions of Left, socialist, labor-based radicalism that proliferated in the American West Coast in the first half of the twentieth century (Gregory, 2004).  In particular, the “one big union” ideal of the Wobblies and their motto “An injury to one is an injury to all” underlined the commitment to broad cross-class, multi-racial coalitions of workers seeking radical, fundamental change in racial capitalist America. It is hardly surprising that many of the Filipino activists openly identified as Leftists and even communists in the period following the Russian Revolution through the Cold War era.  Literary radicals like John Steinbeck and journalist Carey McWilliams likewise shaped and reflected on the politically radical cultural context, in the process greatly influencing Carlos Bulosan, the inspirational chronicler of the Filipino workers’ struggles in the metropole. Bulosan clearly identified the common injustices and dreams shared by the racialized underclass. “America is not a land of one race or one class of men.  We are all Americans that have toiled and suffered and known oppression and defeat, from the first Indian that offered peace to the last Filipino peapickers…America is also the nameless foreigner, the homeless refugee, the hungry boy begging for a job and the black body dangling from a tree” (1973, p. xxiv). And that ethos grounded subsequent intersectional group and issue struggles for decades to come.  Many such struggles involved expanding classic liberal rights to groups denied rights status and subjected to illiberal, authoritarian law.  But many claims went far beyond liberalism to include socioeconomic rights to radical redistribution of wealth and productive power. Bulosan’s manifesto “Freedom from Want,” commissioned in 1943 as one of FDR’s “Four Freedoms in America” (1943), exemplified this egalitarian reconstruction of rights. 

(O)ur march to freedom is not complete unless want is annihilated….What do we want? We want complete security and peace. We want to share the promise and fruits of American life. We want to be free from fear and hunger. If you want to know what we are—We are Marching!

Fourth, several critical historical developments during the 1930s and 1940s in the United States created political opportunities for Filipino activism.  On the one hand, the economic depression of the 1930s both catalyzed desperate struggles for survival by low wage migrant workers and invited the complex body of national legislation identified with the New Deal.  The Wagner Act in particular authorized rights to labor organizing and bargaining for industrial workers; the act mostly excluded workers of color in the agricultural sector, but Filipinos and other workers managed to win inclusion of fruit packers and salmon canners within the worker-protected rights.  Invoking the Fourteenth Amendment, Filipino nationals began to organize and affiliate with a host of labor unions to expand their workplace and political power in the 1920s.  Labor unions became critical “social movement organizations” and “support networks” (Epp, 1998) for Filipino political and legal struggles for decades to come.[footnoteRef:2]  While pillars of the Filipino community, Filipino labor leaders persistently struggled against AFL-led “divide and conquer” racial strategies to ally with unions and organizations representing other Asian American, African American, Mexican American, and even white workers.  Even in the early years, the commitments to multi-racial class alliance and an ambitious multi-issue agenda for social transformation were evident. On the other hand, World War II compelled the US government to forge military alliance with the Philippines, follow through on earlier commitments to national Philippine independence, and open opportunities to citizen status for Filipino American migrants and others who joined the war effort.  These wartime transformations moderated racist persecution of Filipinos and provided them leverage to improve their situation at work, in society, and in politics.  At the same time, the war also deepened a divide between radical Left activists and moderate Filipino labor union activists, a divide that grew as US officials cracked down on alleged communist activists during the McCarthy era.  [2:  I hope that, among other contributions, this essay calls attention to often overlooked labor-based social movements or “social justice unions” as dynamic agents of legal mobilization politics (Cummings, 2016; Fisk & Reddy, 2020).] 


Finally, all of these other developments were reinforced by Filipino laborers’ eventual affiliation with the International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union in 1950.  The ILWU broke with the Jim Crow oriented AFL and joined the more radical Left-led CIO in 1936, following a dramatic, bloody waterfront strike in 1934 (Kimeldorf, 1988).  The ILWU provided invaluable support to Filipino workers in the Alaska salmon canneries, including in disputes both among union factions and with repressive state officials.  Most notably, ILWU Local 37 leaders successfully fought alongside of ILWU president Harry Bridges against US government efforts to convict and deport alleged communists in the early 1950s.  Bridges was among the most radical and successful labor leaders of the twentieth century, and his direct support and fabled example of democratic progressive leadership was hugely influential to Filipino radicals in Local 37.  As scholars John Alquist and Margaret Levi (2013) have demonstrated, Bridges was a genius at building trust from the rank and file in fighting for “the interest of others” among the working class.  Under his leadership, the ILWU routinely forged coalitions around progressive politics, effectively “managed heterogeneity,” and undertook or threatened strikes, slowdowns, stoppages of work unloading ships, and the like in support of struggles for myriad working class interests, racial justice, and human rights around the world.  Bridges and his leadership cohort grounded the union in “ten guiding principles” that underlined internal union democracy, cross-class worker solidarity, prohibitions on racial discrimination, and internationalism even when there was “no gain” directly to the union rank and file (p.101).  Bridges notably appropriated the motto “an injury to one is an injury to all” to express these intersectional commitments.  Local 37 leaders for the most part followed and enacted these same principles through the early 1950s, although their radical agenda was challenged by moderates and met with government repression.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Filipino labor activists in the first generation did not actively advocate for women’s rights.  That is in large part because the labor force that US employers conscripted from the Philippines was over 95% male, thus reinforcing the segregated patriarchal structure of workplace relations. The first-generation workers did form alliances with unions that represented female workers, like UCAPAWA, however.  In the second generation, after Filipina women migrated and women of all races worked in the canneries, the progressive activists directly took up women’s rights causes.  Moreover, women rose to prominent leadership roles in Local 37 where Terri Mast became president, and the KDP, where Cindy Domingo and other women were dynamic forces.] 


The Rebirth of Filipino Labor Radicalism and Intersectional Coalition Building 
Filipino American-led labor rights radicalism in the 1970s built on this legacy of previous decades. On the one hand, the exploitative, unjust working conditions in the Alaska salmon canneries continued for the second generation of workers. Filipinos and Natives were confined to the lowest paid, most unhealthy and unsafe jobs on the canning production line; virtually all the middle and upper-level managers were white.  Living quarters and food were separately allocated and often highly inferior to that for others. “Basically, white fisherman catch all the fish, Asians and Alaskan Natives do the actual handling and canning of the fish while white-dominated management supervises the entire operation,” summarized a study in 1973 (ACWA Report, Sept. 10, 1973). “Asian and minority workers have always received the lowest pay, while white employees have received greater wages.  The difference is sometimes several thousand dollars,” wrote two activists (ACWA Report, 1973).   Racism pervaded the culture of the cannery operations and local communities, intersecting with class hierarchy in the “plantation economy” of the racial capitalist context.  Union challenges to these conditions had largely abated, as ILWU Local 37 had been purged of its progressive leadership in the 1950s and taken over by a group of conservative, arguably corrupt union leaders who did little to improve the lives or defend the rights of rank and file workers. Unlike when “the union was good” in the 1930s, “the leadership ha[d] come to be an extension of the companies and has not provided the working members with any democratic system for the workers to be heard.”
On the other hand, a second, younger generation of Filipino workers, mostly during summer jobs between educational activity, for the first time was subjected to the harsh work conditions, corrupt practices, and racism experienced by their fathers. A group of activists – led by Silme Domingo, Gene Viernes, Nemesio Domingo Jr., David Della, and others – emerged from this cohort.  Inspired and animated by the Left minority civil rights and anti-imperialist movements that thrived in the Seattle area during the late 1960s, the young activists aimed at once to revive the Left progressivism of the first-generation leaders and to infuse it with the new organizational forms, style, and substantive commitments of the era’s youthful countercultural radicalism.  Already involved in a host of radical political associations, including the Marxist-oriented Union of Democratic Filipinos (KDP) that was committed to bringing down dictator Ferdinand Marcos in the Philippines (Cruz, Ciria, & Occena, 2017), the young Filipinos began to organize for action around workplace rights, affordable housing, immigrant rights, and much more.

Tyree Scott and Radical Rights Mobilization: “No Separate Peace”  
The mode of reform politics developed by the young cannery worker reformers owed much to the struggles of the earlier generation, but it also was greatly influenced by the dynamic crusades of Tyree Scott in the late 1960s.  Scott was an African American from Texas who fought as a marine in Vietnam and moved to Seattle in 1966 to find that he, like his father, was excluded from work as an electrician in the racially segregated building trades (see Griffey, 2011).  The young Scott, disenchanted with the civil rights movement and attracted to the more aggressive politics of Black nationalists, embarked on creative campaigns that fused conventional legal challenges and disruptive grassroots protests, strikes, and work stoppages. Scott first demonstrated his leadership skills in 1969, when he formed a new organization, the Central Contractors Association (CCA), and led local Black contractors in a fight to gain lucrative federal construction contracts. A Washington State Board Against Discrimination had found several years earlier, in 1966, that there was rampant discrimination in the building trades.  Only a handful of non-white applicants were being admitted to apprenticeship programs, and they were often harassed and prevented from advancing.  The Seattle Building Trades were thus still overwhelmingly dominated by whites, a holdover from the Jim Crow era.  Scott worked through CCA to develop a sustained array of inventive actions protesting such discrimination around the Puget Sound.  Scott led a series of high-profile direct-action civil disobedience campaigns that temporarily shut down construction projects at Boeing Field, the University of Washington, the Medgar Evers Pool, and other sites in the city. Largely based on this grassroots action by CCA, the Department of Justice filed a lawsuit against the white unions. In June of 1970, Federal District Court Judge William Lindberg ruled that the Seattle Building Trades violated Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and ordered an affirmative action plan to be implemented by a multi-party Court Order Advisory Committee (CCAO).  It was one of the most sweeping early Title VII decrees ordered by a U.S. court (Griffey, 2011).
These actions generated substantial disruption and division in the Puget Sound Area and within the CCA.  Scott left the CCA to found the multi-racial United Construction Workers Association (UCWA) at the invitation of the Seattle branch of the American Friends Service Committee (AFSC).   Scott was quite wary of lawyers and skeptical toward the power of court orders to transform workplaces unless combined with robust, on-the-ground organizing.  He recruited workers and potential workers into the UCWA to monitor enforcement of Judge Lindberg’s order. Scott continually challenged the CCAO for dragging its feet in implementation of the affirmative action program ordered by the court.  Faced with a lack of sufficient progress, Scott led UCWA members back to the streets in 1972, again paralyzing numerous construction sites in Seattle.  In July, 1972, Judge Lindberg added UCWA as a party with double representation on the COAC, giving Scott and his colleagues more formal power to monitor and pressure for implementation in the apprenticeship programs. These activities in turn provided Scott considerable notoriety in the national scene of workplace civil rights activists. 
Scott’s larger strategy took advantage of legal and political opportunities aggressively developed by progressives within the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) in the Nixon Justice Department (Mulroy, 2011).  This strategy institutionalized a “private-public attack on discrimination” as a viable enforcement strategy.  Scott ended up contracting with the EEOC to undertake a massive organizing campaign in the US South and Southwest around workplace discrimination lawsuits. The logic was to organize around filing lawsuits, in order to use the lawsuits as a basis to mobilize coalitions of minority workers, local lawyers, and other progressive groups in alliance with federal government supporters in the EEOC. “We went to the South to do this EEOC contract.  And the idea of the EEOC contract…was to educate workers about Title VII.  But what we actually did, was we organized..... [W]e got the names of all the workers who had filed complaints with the EEOC… [W]e got local lawyers together in every one of these towns. And then we’d put them together with these workers.  And so, at the end of the year, we had more than two dozen lawsuits filed in those six or seven cities…. We were having a ball” (T. Scott, personal communication, March 17, 1998).  At the same time as the EEOC provided paid contracts for Scott’s skillful organizing efforts, the UCWA was finding success raising money to support its various causes. Along with funding from the AFSC, liberal foundations, faith groups, and public interest groups donated substantial amounts to support the legal campaigns. 
Scott understood that he was developing these strategies in an unusually favorable legal climate.  He summarized for me that the “law was good then, so we were winning.” Scott also understood, however, that formal legal action had to be supplemented by other activities designed to ensure implementation.  He never relied upon law or litigation alone, and never gave up on direct action as a component of his campaigns.  Scott often distinguished between “normal” lawyers and “creative” lawyers who were more politically oriented and willing to bend existing legal standards and use law to advance equality and serve substantive justice.  “[W]e had figured out some sophisticated approaches of dealing with the law, so we would not just demonstrate, but we would also file lawsuits and make up causes of action and whatever.  It was really creative, and effective…”  

	Scott’s expanding campaigns on racialized workers’ rights issues around the nation required him to develop a broader and more stable funding base for his activities, especially after the election of Nixon in 1972 resulted in a curtailment of federal grant money for social justice causes.  It was this need for a broader financial base that led Scott to develop a new model for an activist law firm and the creation of the Northwest Labor and Employment Law Office (LELO) in 1974.  Scott’s innovation was to establish his own law office that could bring Title VII lawsuits rather than contracting with outside “public interest” attorneys at private firms or separate organizations.  Creating LELO meant that legal fees collected through the Title VII suits could then be used directly to fund broader organizing campaigns rather than going to the attorneys or their organizations (Griffey, 2011, pp. 55-60).   It also gave the political activists considerably more control over the lawyers with whom they worked.  The original proposal for LELO that was used for fundraising explicitly distinguished the LELO model from government funded legal services programs and private “public interest” lawyers.  The goal of the new model was to carefully select creative, politically-oriented lawyers and employ them directly so that diverse movement goals would be guiding the lawyers rather than the other way around. 
	
Scott continued over the next three decades to be a major advocate in multi-racial coalitions for low-cost housing, immigrant rights, women’s rights, international human rights for workers, and related anti-imperialist campaigns, including the “Battle in Seattle” over the World Trade Organization in 1999.  He became well known, through his incessant proselytizing and monthly newsletter published by LELO, for his mantra “There can be ‘No Separate Peace.’”  Scott insisted that no single social justice issue could advance apart from others.  This was no airy homage to unity, but a clarion call for all workers – of different races, ethnicities, nationalities, sexes, etc. – to fight for their manifold interrelated class interests against corporations, state officials, even union leaders. “The low wages and exploitation of one will pull down the wages of the other,” he declared.  “Any advancement of one is tied to the advancement of the other.  It is in(sic) this context that makes foreign policy, trade, immigration central issues to the labor movement” (Rosenblum, 2014).  Intersectional coalition building to advance an ambitious rights agenda was the core of his leadership legacy.

	
Adapting the Model: The ACWA Is Born Around a Legal Mobilization Strategy 

The transformative civil rights campaigns led by Scott catalyzed organizing among multi-racial alliances of progressive workers’ rights and Left reform groups around the Puget Sound.  Scott soon became an ally of the young Filipino-led activists who were trying to reform the canneries.  He used his financial resources to provide some early help in their campaigns, and integrated their organization into the plans for Northwest LELO.  The strategies that the cannery workers developed quite clearly mimicked Scott’s understanding of the need to take advantage of the law when the law is “good” but also his understanding of the limits of law and awareness of the need for ongoing coalition organizing work to supplement any legal advances.  

The key person who helped link Scott with the cannery workers was Michael Woo, one of a handful of Asian American activists who participated in the movement led by Scott.  Woo was connected to the campaign in the canneries because he worked in Alaska during summers while he was in high school in the late 1960s.  It was there that he met Filipino Americans Silme Domingo, Nemesio Domingo, Jr., and other key members of the reform activism among young cannery workers.  The Domingo brothers, already seasoned by Left activism in multiple causes, and Woo had already become known as troublemakers for their expressions of discontent about the terrible work conditions at the canneries.  As a result, after the summer of 1971, Silme and Nemesio Jr. received letters firing and blacklisting the young men from future employment.  Silme and Michael Woo then forged a plan to make an undercover trip to Alaska in the summer of 1973 to observe conditions, gather information, take pictures, and assess prospects for organizing workers for lawsuits at four canneries. The UCWA paid $10,000 from EEOC contract funding to sponsor the trip and granted paid release time for Woo, a UCWA staff member, for the activity. “With the EEOC contract, we were able to free up the money that we had raised for the Seattle project, because it didn’t have strings attached, and use that for the cannery stuff in Alaska,” Tyree Scott explained to me years later.  

	 Woo later recalled that, in addition to documenting conditions through photographs and observation, he and Domingo spent a good deal of time getting to know workers.  They needed to find potential plaintiffs for future lawsuits, and also knew that they would have to organize workers as on-the-ground observers in order to facilitate any settlements.  The report that the two activists later filed is striking in two regards.  One feature was the sophistication of the young activist workers’ understandings about the contours of job segregation. The report outlines at length the facts of racially segregated hiring practices, reserving easier skilled positions for whites and the most tortuous, low-paying work for non-whites. It documents in detail the poor, unsanitary work, living, and eating conditions for the latter. The report frames the situation relentlessly in terms of “discrimination.” Their understanding went far beyond “intentional” discrimination to structural discrimination and institutional racism, the types of claims that fit the “pattern and practice” and disparate impact-oriented logic upheld as a cause of action by the US Supreme Court several years earlier in Griggs v. Duke Power Co. (1971).  When they later filed Title VII lawsuits, the founding document used in fundraising appeals reflected this broad understanding: “Many of the problems, despite the conflicting arguments, have evolved from one source, which is discrimination...  in the economic sense, but also the moral sense.” (ACWA, 1973, p. 1).  Equally striking is their realization that they had to take matters into their own hands because they could not rely on the EEOC.  Forty-three complaints had been filed against the Alaskan canning industry, and all were still pending. Thus, as the young activists saw it, they had very limited available options except to file Title VII lawsuits and use them as a resource for broad organizing campaigns among workers and their allies.  

Several other very important developments occurred in the Alaska canneries during the summer of 1973.  First, while visiting one of the canneries, Silme and Michael met Gene Viernes, who also had been blacklisted for his subversive challenges and would quickly become one of the key figures in the reform campaign.  He practiced everyday resistance by stealing fruit, sneaking into the Whites Only mess hall, and in 1972 leading a successful hunger strike protesting unsanitary food in the mess hall for Filipino workers (Chew, 2012, pp. 20-1). Viernes, who was researching the early history of Filipino immigrants in central Washington, agreed to go to Seattle to meet with other activists.  Then, following the completion of the report about the exploratory excursion to Alaska, the young activists together formalized the developing progressive workers’ group as the Alaska Cannery Workers’ Association (ACWA).  On October 12, 1973 they established a constitution and incorporated as a 501(c)(3) tax-exempt, non-profit organization in order to be able to raise foundation money and donations for their campaign.  The organization was modeled directly after Tyree Scott’s United Construction Workers Association and was independent of ILWU Local 37. 
	
The ACWA joined with Scott’s UCWA and the United Farm Workers (UFW) in co-founding LELO to legally represent minority workers.  In late 1973, Silme Domingo, Nemesio Domingo Jr., and several dozen Asian American and Native American workers filed a LELO-sponsored class action lawsuit against New England Fish Company, charging discrimination in violation of Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.  A few months later, with funding from ACWA, Michael Woo and ACWA director Sam Cabansag went to central California to meet with both young and old workers in an effort to identify plaintiffs.  They learned that 65 members of Local 37 had staged a wildcat strike at the Wards Cove cannery and filed a petition with grievances to the management. They also met with Philip Vera Cruz, who had helped Cesar Chavez organize the 1965 grape strike in Delano, a momentous event that led to the formation of the UFW (Chew, 2012, p. 22).  In the spring of 1974, two more lawsuits were filed, one against NEFCO-Fidalgo in Ketchikan, and another against Wards Cove Packing Company, Columbia Wards Fisheries, and Bumble Bee Seafoods. All three lawsuits against the canneries challenged segregated job ladders, segregated housing facilities, unsafe work and living conditions, and inequitable wages for jobs performed by racial minorities and women. “They framed their grievances around equity, fairness, and civil rights” (quoted in Domingo, 2011, p. 1).  

Both the founding documents and later recollections of key participants make it clear that the litigation activity was, from the very beginning, closely connected to broader community organizing goals.  The ACWA incorporation papers show that the activists, like their colleague Tyree Scott, understood that legal advocacy had limited transformative power unless combined with broader, sustained coalition building. The report noted both the promise of law and its limitations.  “Recent court victories have demonstrated a potential for holding employers accountable regarding employment of minorities and women.  However, many of these victories become headlines only to lie dormant while the affected class fails to take advantage of them.”  The proposal thus outlined a “comprehensive” approach that combined pursuit of judicial victories with diverse efforts to mobilize the community for broader political action through “the formation of a worker association to enforce court decisions and generate community support.”  Thus, the lawsuits were conceived not as an end in themselves but as a vehicle for broader organizing work around multiple social justice issues.  
	

The Fate of the Lawsuits  

The legal processes were slow and played out over many years, and in one case for decades.  Two of the legal actions were very successful in directly affecting workplace organization and practices.  In Domingo v. New English Fish Co and Cervantes v. NEFCO-Fidalgo, the companies agreed to settlements that included substantial damages and enforceable commitments to undertake reforms at the canneries.  Those settlements came (in 1982 and 1984) after courts had found widespread discrimination at the initial trial phase.  The trial courts were thus in a position to issue orders for damages and orders to significantly alter work conditions, hiring and promotion practices, and wages. The preemptive settlements short-circuited what could have been a very lengthy appeals process.  One settlement reportedly included nearly $6 million in damages to minority workers for lost wages and damages, much of which was directed to workers from the older generation who had toiled in the canneries for a long time without chance of advancement. Michael Woo later summarized the significant financial impact of the lawsuits:

[P]eople who were in the affected class, including myself, were able to get a financial monetary settlement out of it.  Which took me out of renting to being able to put a down payment on a house… That’s my legacy from all that is this place, a roof over my head. 

Woo also noted that participation in the lawsuits had been a politicizing event for him.  

You know, that was really the first thing that I had done that even resembled anything political.  But, you know, it got me starting to read books, we started attending rallies, and Seattle in the ‘70s, as you know....  the whole movement at that time that was going on.

The third lawsuit, Atonio vs. Wards Cove Packing Co., lost at trial; the workers appealed successfully, winning a judgment before a Ninth Circuit Appeals Court panel, before the US Supreme Court unexpectedly took it on and ruled against the workers in 1989. The appellate
court had followed Supreme Court precedents on evidentiary standards, and it was not until the Supreme Court ruled several years later in the case that standards shifted to make discrimination cases less winnable.  The Filipino-led coalition not only lost the case, but the case was used by the High Court to kill off future claims of institutional discrimination against minority and female workers.


Broader Indirect Effects of the Legal Mobilization Strategy 

The legal strategy of the minority labor activists was radical in at least two senses. First, it substantively reconstructed the disparate impact logic of Title VII civil rights law in progressive directions to challenge historical structural discrimination that institutionalized longstanding racial and class inequality.  This approach went even further than lawsuits won in earlier cases by various worker plaintiffs, but it was still shocking that the Supreme Court essentially killed it in the Wards Cove ruling (Lovell, McCann, &Taylor, 2016).  Nevertheless, the commitment to challenging intersectional race and class (and gender) discrimination at work and more broadly in society lived on among activists, and West Coast labor radicals generally, for decades.  Second, the activists used the lawsuits as resources for mobilizing a host of interrelated progressive political causes. We mention just briefly several dimensions of these indirect effects, as they are complex stories in themselves, documented elsewhere.  Each of these histories of political engagement is unique and involve many organizations and activities.  However, they all were interdependent with, and drew energy and resources, from mobilization around the ACWA lawsuits.  

The lawsuits enhanced the stature of the young labor leaders in alliance with both the KDP local and Philippine coalition activists aiming to bring down Ferdinand Marcos and his tyrannical regime.  Involvement in the anti-Marcos struggle broadened and deepened the activists’ commitments to radical political ideologies, internationalist anti-imperialism, and novel constructions of human rights.  Among the novel outreach efforts to the local community was the public staging of a mock trial of co-defendants Marcos and the US government on international human rights charges concerning torture, inhumane treatment of prisoners, trampling of civil liberties, corruption, misuse of funds, and economic exploitation.  The event combined the activists’ interest in dramatic performance with aspirational ideas about law, legal process, and substantive rights that drew on but transcended mainstream US law.  Likewise, mobilization around the lawsuit bolstered the independence of the ACWA and arguably even radicalized adherents from both older and younger rank and file workers. 

At the same time, the lawsuits were crucial to the efforts of ACWA struggle to take over and democratize ILWU Local 37.  The ACWA thus became a springboard to win support from other union members, including the often skeptical manongs (Filipino elders), for electing new leaders. The lawsuits were invoked as evidence of their commitment and skill in advancing the welfare of the rank and file as well as to catalyzing a broad agenda of intersectional race, class, and gender justice issues.  Moreover, the ACWA attorneys used the lawsuit to win a court order for reinstatement and return to work for blacklisted reform activists.  In 1975, they formed a “Rank and File Committee,” named after a reform group of manongs in the 1940s, to analyze failures of the union leaders and their undemocratic governance structure.  The RFC drafted a new union constitution and instituted a shop steward program to “help workers understand their rights and press their grievances” (Stamets, 1982, p. 47).  They then directed their efforts to union leadership elections, running on a platform of increasing fairness in the dispatch system, democratic reform, and supporting working women’s and immigrants’ rights.  The RFC made some gains in the 1978 election but fell short of their hopes; the 1980 elections then gained eleven of the seventeen executive board position plus Silme Domingo as Treasurer, Nemesio Domingo, Sr. as Vice President, and Gene Viernes in the critical post of Dispatcher.  They did not challenge Tony Baruso’s reelection bid for president, but they did expect to reduce his power in the short run and replace him before long. 
In all these ways, the civil rights lawsuits were deeply implicated in a host of struggles for political power – within the union, on a host of rights campaigns around the Puget Sound region, and in the Philippines.  These struggles were at once inspiring, transformative, and calamitous. The most tragic moment occurred on June 1, 1981, when several members of the Baruso-allied Tulisan gang entered the dispatcher’s office and shot Gene Viernes and Silme Domingo to death.  The murders deeply shook the reformers, who immediately began to organize broad national intersectional coalition support, media attention, and legal strategies to demonstrate that the murders were assassinations perpetrated by a conspiracy of the union boss Baruso and his thug allies, funded by Marcos, and assisted by US state officials (Withey, 2018).  The conspiracy was eventually exposed and proved in a dramatic, precedent-setting civil wrongful death lawsuit that culminated in 1989, the same year that the Supreme Court ruled in the Wards Cove case and Marcos died in Hawaii. 

Conclusion:  On Rights, Radicalism, and Intersectional Coalition Building
This chapter has illustrated the ways in which rights advocacy, and specifically what I call “rights radicalism,” can be a constitutive force in building ever-expanding social justice coalitions around a range of intersectional class, race, gender, and anti-imperialist interests and identities.  The aim of Filipino American labor activists was not to forge or impose a common, over-arching collective identity on a singular coalition; rather the goal was consistently to nurture solidarity among diverse activist groups in dynamic opposition to manifold injustices.  The legacy that we document, in small part here and more broadly elsewhere, was complex in its manifestations and its impacts.  From the start, the Filipino labor activist struggles met with a mix of periodic triumphs, routine setbacks, and undeniable tragedies.  Moreover, it is clear that the radical activists were constrained by both the discursive logics and violently repressive manifestations of official law in racial capitalist America.  But scholars who argue that rights discourses inhibit activist imaginations and “reify” existing hierarchies clearly overstate their cases.  Indeed, it is difficult to overestimate the expansionary, dynamic, intersectional aspirational character of the labor activists’ rights-based legacy described here. Tyree Scott’s motto of “No Separate Peace” and the ILWU maxim that “An injury to one is an injury to all” were from the start grounded in commitments to forging coalitions supporting a wide range of human rights causes for workers of all races, genders, nationalities, and sexes.  Activist Helen Toribio captured the aspirational vision in her discussion of the Union of Democratic Filipinos (KDP):
When the KDP was founded it pledged to “take up the revolutionary banner of the first Katipunan organization” which fought against Spanish and American colonialism, and committed itself to “mobilizing the broadest number of Pilipino people in the United States to support and participate in struggle.” In many respects the organization did what it set out to do. Its legacies are the ongoing contributions former KDP members have made and continue to make in civil rights organizations, institutions that address the rights of women, immigrants, minority workers, and gays and lesbians; unions; legislative bodies; schools from the grade level to institutions of higher learning; social service programs that prioritize the needs of the youth, elderly and the indigent; cultural programs...the list goes on. (Toribio, 1998, p. 156)
Tyree Scott continued to lead fights for rights in a host of movement struggles, including the remarkable coalition assembled in 1999 to challenge the WTO in Seattle, until his untimely death in 2003.  LELO, led by Cindy Domingo and other former KDP affiliates, continues still today as a formative intersectional, internationalist rights-based political force working out of Washington State.  Local 37 merged with the Inlandboatmen’s Union; with Terri Mast, an ACWA member and spouse of the assassinated Silme Domingo, as Secretary/Treasurer, the union continues to be a progressive force for class, racial, and gender justice. The inspirational legacy of all these rights-based activists, their organizations, and the coalitions they cultivated lives on among Left-oriented movement activists on the US West Coast, in the Philippines, and far beyond today. 
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