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PR&FACH

Labor displacement as the result of mechanization

and automation is one of the most perplexing problems to

face the United States trade union movement.

Instances are too numerous to relate where men,

believing their position secure, found themselves walking

the streeta-.wthe victims of technological change. Some

panaceas have been proposed, many ansmrs have been

offered, in hope of solving this oblem, but the fact

remainsw~within our present economic system there is no

solution available.

The IWU and the PMA realizing the above facts

entered into a colleetive agreement providing maximum Job
security for the present basic labor forces in tun, the

union agreed to allow the waterfront employers the right

to change their cargo handling methods introduce new

equipment without f*ar of unon interference. Even more

important the restrictive work rules, which have long been

part of the contract, are in the process of boing

drastically rewritten in the employers' favor

The purpose of this report is to explore some of

the implications inherent in the agreemet; implications

which will probably lead to the industryts first industrial

revolution.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

On October 18, 1960, the Pacific Maritime

Asociation (PMA) and the International Longshormen'st

and Warehousen 'a Union (ILWU) signed an agreement paving
the way for technological chages in one of the most

inefficient, backward, and lethargic industries in the

United Statess The contraCt is officially titled an

"Agreement on chanisatio and Modernisation."

This agreem nt provides that the employers are to

pay $29 million into a trust fund over a five and one-half

year period to pode benefits and seeurity to the fully

registered worker. In ohange the employers were given

the right to revis unreaaoably restrictive work rules,
provided that the revision creates no unsafe conditions,

onerous work loads, or speeups.
Thus the aim of the Meehaniation and Moderuisation

Agreement is to create a framwork within which the indus-

try may bring about an increas in productivity by

introducing new methods- and nw machines. These changes

are to be made With a miniunm of union interference, while

at the same time guaranteeing the workers on the doeks and
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in the shipts holds a specified income level and, of

course, their job security.

Before moving into the Agreement, however, it

would be advntageous to e ne the industry's recent

labor history and the framork within which the industry
operates. We do this in order that the reader may fully

appreciate the meaning and significance of the Agreemnt.

Prior to 1934 working conditions were notoriously

bad, with shapswoupt favoritim, bribery, and discrimination

the common rule. Management controlled the hiring, and

"black Uitst" were kept to discriminate against union

mmbers.1
Fe*ble attempts to organise were recorded as early

as 1853 when the Riggers and Stevedores Union was formed

to regulate wages and conditionts Other competing unions

were fomed but internal dissension and employer opposition

led to their demise. And after a lengthy strike in 1919

all unionim on the Pacific Coast was defeated.

Subsequently, the Employers set up a company

organisation which became known as the "Blue Book" union.

This lasted until the great strike in 1934.

lDiscriraination on racial grouxds has all but been
eliminated on the Pacific Coast, that is, with the possible
exception of Portland, Oregon, where no nonwhite has evr
been admitted to uion membership.



4

The Now Deal restored vitality to the M4aritime

Unions with the passage of the National Industrial

Recovery Act in June, 1933.

Wlhen the employers resisted recognition of the

union and its demands, a three month strike, which

exploded into a general strike, tied up the Wdest Coast

waterfront. It was one of the most violent and widespread

labor-management wars in American history, Out of this

conflict rose a militant rank-and-afiler, Har Bridges,
who led the longshorements battle on one front or another

for almost fourteen y*ars.

The 1934 strike ended in impressive gains for the

workers: an increase in wages; a six hour day; Jointly

administered hirig halls, with dispatchers chosen by the

union; and a coasitwi settlement, binding in all ports.

Bitter conflict continued until 1948 when the

Waterfront F*mployers Asoeiation (later the PMA) emerged

with "now faces" intent on maing collective bargaining a

method of solving problems, rather than a field of indus

trial conflict. The 1ployers made a sincere effort to

bargain in good faith, and with the changed approach,
Harry Bridges, ILWU president, also followed suit.

At this time in a very stimulating article Clark

Kerr and Lloyd Fisher made the folowing observation:
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Can a decade and a half of bitterness be wiped
out by one bold stroke? Time is on the side of
peace. New cargoess nw habits, new confidence,
give it strength fhe longer it lasts, the
longer it is likely to last.1

The peace did last,. There has not been another

coastwide strike since 1948, and strikes in individual

portis have been rare. Job actions, or "quickie" strikes,
have not disappeared, but due to the fast machinery for

handling grievances the need for them has all but

disappeared.
Not until 1960, however, did compatibility between

the two parties show itself. And this compatibility led

to the signing of the Agreement now under study.2

t ureo- thLe-IrRv
The Pacific Coast shipping industry may be divided

into four categories:

oAntECpasZAJl--trade between Atlantic or Gulf Coast

ports and the Pacific Coast.

Intr2oatajor a dgst~e±so..-trade between Pacific

Coast ports. The chief commodity now being shipped on a

coastwise basis consists largely of l]mber and logs being

lCiark Kerr and Lloyd Fisher, "Conflict on the
Waterfront," Th,e A Ltl (SeptemerX 1949), p. 23.

2Much of the above material has been drawn from
Betty V. H. Schneider and Abraham Siegal,, dl
RA!^I& n.9l th} Pa¢ ftD Coax- lobsor
(B sioy _leoinei niersity
of California 1956); and Wytse Gortr and George
Hildebrand APf&%OOW iCt 8uon1M ;;uNQ
1930 to 1C_o;IPressO 19521.
sity o'f CalI ira Press, 1952).
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transported south from the great forests of our Pacific

Northwest.

-dtrade between the Pacific Coast and

Alaska, Hawaii and other United States territories.

Ea trade between the United States and foreign

countries.

By law all shpping in the first three categories

must be done by American shippers. All other shipping is

not subject to legislative restriction, and may be carried

by any shipping company-.foreign or domestic. That is, of

course, with the exception that 50 per cent of all foreign

aid cargoes must be transported by domestic lines.

Although the amont of tone carried by foreign

ships can be of crucial importance to American ship owners,
the distinction is of no significance to stevedoring

companies and longshoremen who work all ships entering West

Coast ports* For the purpose of this study, it is necessary

to note that no longshore work is done on takers which

carry a large percentage of total tonnage in all four traadeso

The domestic trades, that is, intercoastal, coast-

wise, and noncontiguous, have always constituted the

greatest bulk of the shipping on the Pacific Coast and the

greatest sources of amployment both at sea and ashore.

The work of loading and discharging is the shipts

function. This responsibility is included under its bill

of lading or contract of affreightment. The owner of the
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cargo, either the consignor or consignee, has to pay the

cost of moving the cargo upon the docks or terminals to

the ship's side for loading, and removing it after it has

been deposited at the first place of rest on the dock to

a point where it may be received by the consignee.

These operations are carried on in twenty-three

ports extending from San Diego, California, on the

Mexican border, to the port of Bellinghm Washington, on

the Canadian border. The ports scattered up and down the

Pacific Coast vary considerably in size and economic signi-

ficance. And the number of longshoremen finding a

livelihood in the industry range from as many as 3,500 in

one port to as few as 10 in another.

The majority of the steamship companies,
stevedoring contractors and terminal operators on the

Pacific Coast are members of the Pacific Maritime Associa-

tion. A few companies are not in the PMA, and some ports

are operated by local authorities, making the longshoremen

them, in effect, municipal employees.

Another factor shaping the development of the

industry is the relation which eists between the companies

operating on the West Coast. The stevedore contractor is

compensated on a cost plus or a cost plus fee basis, thus

they have little or no interest in the number of men they

employ. The steasmhip operator has a greater interest,

but only after the cargo comes under his control. And



through the maritime subsidy program the domnestic operator,

although concerned, does not have a "life or death" stake

in more efficient methods of operation, because they are

able to pass their costs onto the federal government.

Thus the Mechanisation and Modernization Agreement

serves an industry operating in over 2,000 miles of coast-

line, under different state laws and regulations, in large

and small communities, and with a highly heterogeneous

employer group who hare substantially different interests

in productivity.

Longshore work as defined in the ILWIJUPIA Coast

Agreement covers,

0 9 . all handling of cargo in its transfer from
vessel to first place of rest, and vice versa
including sorting and piling of cargo on the ock,
and the direct transfer of cargo from vessel to
railroad car or barge or vice versa, when such
work is performed by emploees of the companies
parties to this agreement.

Dock work or carloading, which is variously defined

in the respective port agreements, covers the loading of

railroad cars and barges on the dock and the transfer of

cargo on docks, piers, wharves, etc. either before such

cargo is directly loaded, or, after such cargo is directly

discharged from the ship.

1ILWU.mP?A Pacific Coast Longshore Agrement, 1960,
p'O 40 (Mimeographed and unpublish.e)
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Marine clerks or checkers are the clerical

employees who receive, deliver, and check cargo in

connection with its load and discharge.

It is evident that longshoring is a materials

handling industry. It involves considerable physical

labor and the chance of liability through accidents is

ever present* Because of the high accident rate, the

intermittant nature of employment, the great diversity of

cargoes, the varying conditions of employment, the past

animosity which existed between the union and the

employers, and a host of lesser reasons too numerous to

enumerate, several restrictive work rules were developed

between 1934 and 1948. These rules were revised in 1948

to meet changing conditions, but until the 1960 agrement

no successful efforts were made to change them.

These working rules are agreements negotiated and

administered port by port, specitying for each operation
how work hall be carried on and by how many men. The

working rules were not uilaterally set by the union, but,

rather, were the result of collective bargaining, and are,
to some extent, beneficial to both parties. That is, they
insure equality of treatment among employers in an

industry where "cut-throat" competition is not unc.

Some of the restrictive work rules are liited below:

Db ad :Under this rule cargo had to

touch the "skin of the dock" before someone other than a



10

longshoreman could handle it. When a pallet load came out

of the hold of a ship and was set down on the dock, a

teamster could not load it from the pallet onto his truck.

Rather, the longshoremen had to first unload the cargo onto

the floor of the dock; then the teamster could take it.

The same rule held for unloading from the truck onto

the dock. The teamster had to place the cargo on the "skin

of the dock," and then the longshoreman could load it onto

the pallet to be taken into the ship's hold.

The elimination of this double handling rule under

the IMechanisation and Modernization Agreement was the cause

of a Teamster strike in March of 1961, which tied up most

West Goast shipping for a number of days. Chapter IV is

devoted to the jurisdictional difficulties with the

Teamsters' Union.

,lad Limit: With a few exceptions, the weight of

the load that could be hoisted into a ship, or out of it,
was restricted by contract language to approximately 2,100

pounds per pallet Loads palletited off the dock were

"skimmed" down to 2,O100 pounds by the longshoremen when the

pallets appeared to carry more than the specified load limit.

Employers claimed that there was no reason why much

heavier loads could not be carried safely. The Union con-

tended that this limitation was necersary to protect the men

in the shipts hold from "speedup" and "onerous" work. Both

arguments held some elements of truth.



11

Nlann ce: Another costly rule was that

governing the size of the longshore gang. Each port had

their own manning schdules negotiated locally by the

respective ILWU local and the PMA. The Employers

maintained that frequently the stipulated gangs consisted

of more men than were needed. This seemed to be borne out

by the customary use, in some ports, of the "four-on

four-off" gang, i.e., of the eight men required to be in

the hold of a ship, four would be working while four were

resting. To employers this meant that a longshoreman in

the hola actually only worked four hours for nine hours

payl1
There are many other restrictive rules in each

port, but no purpose would be served by a more lengthy

list 0

Two points should be made here with regard to the

unionts past insistence on these rules. One, the most

convenient way for a longshorema to find Job security was

to place as many men as possible on the Job, and for as

long as possible. As William Glasier aptly stated in an

article not long ago:

1Sne2 1934 the normal longahore day is 6 hours,
but every longshoreman is guaranteed an 8 hour day with
overtime after 6 hours 8 Max Koasori, "Workig Rules
in West Coast Longshoring," R
(January, 1961), pp. 2.3p
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In an industry where the "facto" is here today
and sails tomorrow, today' job is queezed for
Sryhin it will wPrace Who knows when the
next sip will dock and how much work it wil
furnish? Not surprisingly, longshoremen have
been unyielding againSt machineos vEry labor
disnacing inoation in cargo handl is a
cha *age to Job control an ob se ur ty, and
argwmnts that now nhods lessen the b!ck
breaking toll have fallen on deaf ears.

Two, the Unions insistence on restrictive work rules

made it impractical for an employer to institute more

efficient methods of operation.

Another factor affecting the nature of the work is

the employment relationship. In most ports no longshoreman

may work steadily for one employer. Rather, each longw

shoreman is dispatched on a rotational basis from a central

hiring hall to the waiting vessel. For this reason the

longshoreman has no loyalty or allegiance to any single

employer, but, rather, looks to the union for his only

support because all of his job security rests on the union

controlled hiring hall

Because of this and the extr conflict during the

formative years of the union most of the work rules have

come to have an ideological meaning for both the rank and

file and the union leaders.

In Ummary, we see an industry hamstrung by a strong,

militant union's desire to put as many men on the job as

possible, and an employer group with little desire to

1Wiiiam Glazier "Automation and the Longshoremen:
A Went Coast Solution, he! -Atitc ..MMtbl4 (December,
1960), pp. 5$-59.
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chag methods of operation because there was always some

one to pass the increased costs onto.

With this background in wind I would like to introw

duce the topics to be covered in this report.

The next chapter will briefly narrate the history

of the agreement present an expla tion of some of the

more important provisions in it.

The next chapter will introduce the burden of this

report, that is, an anlysis of some of the exteral factors

which hav limited the effeetiveness of the agreemet. This

will be followed by an lytical survey of what the parties

to the agreement have accomplished in the year and one-half

the agreemnt hais been in effect.

The concluding chapter will present some

generalisations and possible predictions of what may be

expected in the future.
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CHAPTER II

HISTORY OF THE AGREEMNT

The Mechanisation and Modernization Agreement did

not, as Lincoln Fairley, research director for the ILWU,

so aptly stated, ". * spring full bloom from the brow of

Zeus, or from the brain of Bridges."1 Rather, It was the

culmination of two and one-haf years of informal dis-

cussion and five months of intensive negotiations.

In April, 1957, at the 3LWU twelfth bienniel conoo

vention the problem of the "machine taking over the work

done by men" received considerable attention. A caucus of

longahore shipclerks, and walking bosses was held

iediately after the convention to further discuss the

decreases in job opportunity due to mecaization. At that

tie the officers of the Longshore division of the union

were instructed to ake a report to the following caucus--

to be held the next October-..on just what was happening

The Goast Labor Relations Comittee..-the body of officers

appointed by the caucus--assisted by the reearch staff

made a survey of the extent of mechanization. They then

calculated esimates as to the probable effect it had had on

job opportunity in Pacific Coast ports.

1Lincoln ?airl*y "The ILWUwP?A Mechanisation and
Modernization Agreeent,4 pz? 1w J 4 (July, 1961),
P. 666.
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The text of their report, presented to the delegates

of the October caucus, gave a detailed analysis of the

changes which had taken place during the preceding years.

They then speculated as to the probable impact such changes

would have on longshore job security*

The most dramatic change discovered by the Coast

Labor Relations Committee was the shift from hd handlir.g
of cargo to bulk movement of commodities directly from the

producer to the shipper. This, they stated, eliminated

much of the dock work previously done by longshoremen.

Thus if the commodity being shipped would lend itself to

bulk handling the savings would be tremndous. As the

CLRC reported, ". * . if the shift is technically feasible

*. it will occur because the labor savings are enormous."1

As an example, figures supplied by Local 54

(Stockton, California) showed that the Petri wine tanker

could take on a full load of 6,000 tons (2 1/2 million

gallons) in 24 hours. Formerly, they stated, wine had been

handled at a rate of 100 tons per shift With an 18

man gang working at the rate of 100 tons per shift it would

take 1,00 man shifts to load 6,000 tons. With the new

method, 2 gangs of 7 men working around the clock account

for only 14 man shifts. The anker was calculated to be

more than 50 times as officient in terms of manpower.

Longshore, Shiplrks ad Walking Bose Caucu
st Iabore o C e R (Portland, Oregon
October 15,1 lYS71, p. 3, eograp ad and unpublished.
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Another important change which had tak*n place, as

reported by the CLRC, was the shift to the mechanized

handling of lumber..I.the most important commodity in coast"

wise shipping, They reported that where it had previously
taken 15 to 18 shirts to load a Liberty ship, it now onlIy

took Il..-.a savings of up to 7 shifts, They further

reported that in one port the use of lift jitneys (bulls
or stackers) in the hold, in conjunction with banded loads

of lumber, reduced the turnwaround time from 12 to 14 days

to less than 5 or 6-wa savings of more than 100 per cent.

Consequently, the CLRC was forced to report:
We think it clear, unless the cost savings from
the new methods result in an increase in lumer
carried, that there is bound to be a significant
shrinkage in m r requiremnts in the lumber
ports over the next several years.1

On the use of open and sealed cribs, the investiga*0

ting body reported that the sealed cribs saved longshore
labor on the docks, while both types saved longshore labor

in the hold.

Another significant innovation in maritime shipping
reported to the caucus was the increasing use of vans--a
container similar to a truck body's-weighing from 2,000 to

7,000 pounds. This type of conveyance can be moved

directly frm the shipper, where they are loaded, onto the

ship and from there to their final destination. The con.
tents never are touched by human hands.

P. 4.
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The CLRC then reported some very interesting

figures from the Matson Company, a steamship operator

sailing between Hawaii and Wlest Coast ports: "Matson in

Wilmington (California) figures on 6 vans per hour, # # 9

or nearly 6 times the average rate for all Mitson cargo.""
Note: more information will be presented on Matson in the

next chapter.

At this point., the author would like to bring out

what he believes to be an important. point. Namely, that

the usefulness of large containers is very limited. For

one reason, once the Yans are delivered they have to be

returned, and where it is not ordinarily feasible to return

them loaded, they have to come back empty-a very serious

waste of valuable cargo space. In addition, there is also

the consideration that many shipping companies are too

small to be able to afford the capital expenditure fr a

fleet of vans and the necessary modifications in ship

design which have to be made and are, therefore, not

interested.

The main impact of vans, however, is becoming more

and more apparent, on coastwise trade, where the vans can

be shuttled from port to port without a great amount of

dead space.

To return to the narrative.

klAda* p. 7.



The caucus was informed that if the union continued

to follow its present policy of guerrilla warfare against

aUl chanes which would reduce the need for men, they could

probably hold the *tiu for a long while. But it

would be a losing battle. And eventually, the Employers

would win out because an arbitrator's decision would have to

go against the union on the basis of Section 14 of the

Longshore Coast Agreementm1

After this pess.imistic picture was presented to the

delegates of the Portland caucus, the CLRC asked them to

thrash out the following issue:

Do we want to stick with our present policy of
guerrilla resistance, or do we want to adopt a
more flexible policy in ordor to buy specific
benefits in return?Z

The delegates were thean informed that informal

negotiations had been started the preceding week with the

objective of negotiating a contract "exAbracig the full

use of labor saving machinery with maxi-nm protection for

the welfare of the workers*" Such protection was then

spelled out in the following term:

li Adequate guarantees against speedup of indivi-
dual longshoremen.

1Section 14 of the Longehore Coast Agreement reads,
"There shall be no interference by the union with the
employers' right to operate efficiently and to change
methods of work, utilising labor saving devices and
directing the work through employer representatives while
explicitly observing the provisions and conditions of the
Agreement grotecting the safety and welfare of the
employees*

2CLRC Report, OsJ&.* p. 11.
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2. Guarantees of safety.

3 * Guarantees against layoff.

4. No reduction in takehome pay.

5. Shortening the work shift.

6. The possibility of guaranteed work opportunity

to provide guaranteed weekly takehome pay.

7. Improvements in pensions, welfare, and vacation

condit £cons.

The caucus debated the issue for three days, and,

according to Lincoln Fairley, had a vote been taken the

first day the decision to maintain the atatua ASU might

easily have been made. Finally, it was recognised that

despite union opposition the employers had been able to

introduce technological changes without any visible benefit

accruing to the union membership.
The decision was then made to explore with the PMA

the possibility of some quti pro quo as the ments share of

the machine.

Informal discussions resumed after the caucus, ad

in November of 1957 the ILWU and the PIMA issued a Joint
Memorandum stating the broad objectives of any subsequent

agreement which might be reached. These objectives were:

1. To extend and broaden the scope of cargo
traffic moving through West Coast ports, and
to revitalise the lagging volume of existing
types of cargo by: (a) Encouraging employers
to develop new methods of operation, (b)
Accelerating existing processes of cargo
handling, and (3) reiucng cargo handling
costs in water transportation including faster
ship turnaround time.
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2. To preserve the present registered force of
longshoremen as the basic work force in the
industry, and to share with that force a portion
of the n*t labor cost aving to be effected b
introduction of mechanical inovations, remova
of contractual restrictions, or any other means.

3* To accomplish objectives 1 and 2 WITHOUT: (a)
Individual speed up (b) Breaking legitimate
safety rules and coJes$ (c) a pting operations
which do not lend themselves to change, (d) Driving
away any existing cargoes and (e) Distorting hourly
wage rates paid workers of comparable skiUin the
longshore industry, and

4. An additional objective proposed by tha lniort
is to reduce the length of the present. longshore
work shifts.

infoal discussions continued on an intermittent

basis for the next year* The main problem being a way to

devise a formula through which gains a productivity could

be measured.

One formula, for example, would have given the

union one hour straight-time pay for each man-hour saved.

This would have amounted to ones-half of the actual labor

cost to the employer after the inclusion of overtime and

penalty pay and the cost of pension and welfare benefits.

The chief problem with this concept was the lack of any

kind of system for measuring time saved and the lack of

data on which such a system could be built.

No progress was made uatil the 1959 negotiations

when the union insisted that the PMA make some proposal.

lMemorandum of Understanding between the ILWU and
the a?A dated November, 1957, pp. 1-2. (Mimeographed and
unpublished.)



Consequemtly, an interim agreement was worked out. This

Memorandus of Understanding provided; (1) that a certain

amont of time be alloted for the parties to gain factual

experiences of changes in operations, (2) that a 41 1/2

million fund be accumulated by the Employers in recognition

that savings accrue as a result of mechanisation, and (3)

set up a system through which changes could be made under

Section 14 of the Coast ap*eewnt, while freesing working

rules under al other conditions.1

Forml negotiations began on May 17 l960, almost

f months before the date of finalnt max

Kossonrs, director of the Western Regional Office of the

Bureau of Labor Statistics, an atteant at the bargaining

sessions writes,
* * * the ILWUts notiators were surprised to
learn that the employers wr no longer interested
in the sharing of gains. Instead, the employerst
position ws How much will it cost us to get rid
of ths rest rictive rules and to get a free hand in
the run of our business?

The emoyer nd ion negotiators proceeded from
ry difr starting Points* In ex for a

free hand managemet ofrd a guarantee wav
that wou3A protect the longshoremn aainst lost
work opportunity. To the union, this was completely

lf#W.ora4dm of Understanding between the ILWU and
the PMA dated A aut 10, 1959 p. 1. (lieographed and
unpublished.) This g or fpermce ad cofo e"
as it beAme knl in te i ry did away with most of
the extraeontrwatual Practices ch had gown up beause
of laxit on the pert of sevedo contratrs.ro The
elimnation of these Praotio*s resulted in inreased pro-
dustivity raxts even beftor the mechaisation program became
effective (se* Chapter 7).
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unacceptable. Conceivably cargo might increase
in volume so that no longshore n would lose work;
and then the union would get nothi for giving up
its restrictive rules. The os position was:
We'll give up our rules, for a price; but we set
a high value on our rules because we thipk the
companies will gain millions of dollars.

There has been considerable speculation as to why

the employers suddenly shifted their approach from a

"sharing the gains" concept to a straight purchase of the

restrictive work rules. Comments by the negotiators and

those close to the agreemnt suggest four possible reaons

for the reversal.

In the first place, some of the employers doubted

that a precise measurement could be made of the savings

which would accrue as a result of technological change.

Secondly, the large companies who would make a substantial

capital investment in expensive new labor saving machinery
did not want to have to share their gains with those

employers who made no investment, but would benefit from

the relaxation of the restrictive work rules* Thirdly,
others felt that a "sharing of the gains" would be an

invasion of mament prerogatives and, therefore, com-

pletely unacceptable. And lastly, some of the employers

feared that locals of the unon might resist changes and

defend their action on the ground that the employers would

not have to pay for what they were not getting. With a

lump sum payment, the employers felt they could take the

lKossoris, S.& citt pp. 5-6.
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position that they had already paid the price and were

entitled to delivery on what they had purchased.

Nlegotiations lasted for another five months,

during which time debate revolved around the issue of how

much was to be paid and for what. Finally, on October l8,,
1960, agreement was reached.

Pre" releases dubbed the agreement as being

"epochal." "historic," "the gretest brek-through in the

annals of industrial relations" and a host of other

superlative taeut.* The more peassimitic called it a "sell

out" of the working class, or a "wrrender to ocialism"

depending on their respective points of view. Actually it

was a 29,0CO,OO bribe, and both parties are quite frank

to admit, in private discussion, that it was mwh.

Harry Bridges presented the mionlt point of view

most concisely in a speech made in Septmber, 1961. He

stated:

;hen both sides accept the facts of lifo as they
are, as we have done in construeting the LWU.Pf4A
agreeaent, then aeah side can prsue its goals and
its objectives without insistg upon extarminatin
or handcuffing the other ide f"rt

As a labor union operating in the W*st Coast maria-
ti industry . . * had to face up to c*rtain
economc an soial facts of life soberly and without
wishing that they were soething *l aain. The
Pacific Maritime Association ndr )rb J Paul St.
Sure, I t add as a on pr*sd ent, acted in much
the am rlitic way.
Probably the point-oof.view of the parties differ as
to the " a whereforoes of th*ee facts but they
still rman the co fra work within which an
a tml-Iit was reached* Here thy are as I and the
UO.E so* t-ho.
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1. The companies with whom we bargain own
and operate the 3hips, docks, terminals and equip,,
ment to make money, in short for profits.

2. Shippers of goods and cargoes move and
distribute goods for the same purpose.

3. The various kinds of new equipment
appearing in the industry--machine containers,
etce.-are capital investment peeding up the
loading and discharge of ships thereby increasing
profits.

4. Although the new methods are labor,saving
they do not eliminate labor completely. And to
the extent labor takes a share of the savings or
benefits resulting from new methods the profits of
the owners are reduced.

In stating that we in the ILWU recognize these as
facts I donIt want any of you here to draw the con-
clusion that we areamong the great cheer leaders
for the free enterprise :rofit system. I, for one,
am not. But facts are hcats. We try to operate
from them. Wle think the other side does also. The
solutions embodied in the new agreement are based
on the facts of life of the profit system without
any comments or endorsements on our part.1

The PMA, on the other hand, went into the agreement

with a less dramatic philosophy in mind. Their position

was simple. That is,
& * oto extend and broaden the scope of cargo
traffic moving through Wviest Coast ports and to
revitalize the lagging volume of existing types of
cargoes by: encouraging employers to develop new
methods of operation; accelerating existing
processes of cargo handling, and reducing cargo
handling costs in water ransportation incud
faster ship turne-around.

1Remarks of Harry Bridges, President ILWU, at the
Fifteenth Anniversary Convention of the American Associa-
tion of Port Authorities, Long Beach, California, September
2$, 1961. (Mimeographed and unpublished.)

2Memorandum of Understanding between the PMA and
the ILWIU, November, 1957, .Ai*, p. 1.
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Some of the important provisions of the agreement

are paraphrased as follows:

A. Provisions for Efficient Operations:

1. The longshore and clerks agreement shall be revised

to eliminate restrictions in the contract and working rules,
as well as in unwritten Union restrictions which interfere

with :mployerst rights dealing with sling loads, first

place of rest, multiple handling, gang sises, and manning

scales, so as to allow the Employer to:

a. Operate efficiently
b. Change methods of work

c. Utilise labor saving devices

The purpose and intent of this provision is that

the union can no longer obstruct employer efforts to increase

productivity. The employer, on the other hand, is not

allowed to introduce changes which would result in a speedup

or an onerous work load on the individual worker o"r gang1

2 Provide for the el ination of unnecessary menw-

this means that the "four-on fours-off rule and variations

of it are eliminated.

3 The sling load limit shall continue to apply to all

loads built by longshoremen where conditions, number of

men, and the method of operation are the same as when the

sling load agreement was in effect. This means that if an

lIt is interesting so note that neither party has
attempted to define what an onerous work load or a speedup
is.
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employer wishes to increase the weight of a sling load he

may do so only if he adds men or machines; otherwis it

constitutes a speedup. And, the union has the complete

right to raise the question of onerousness of work through

the grievance machinery.
4. There shall be no multiple hanling* This pro-

vision was supposed to mean that the teamster could load

directly from the longshore pallet onto his truck, or from

his truck onto a longshore pallet (see Chapter 4).

5. Unimum gang szes are specified in the handling
of break bulk cargo for both loading discharging
operations. These requiremnts are below the past manning

iscales.*

B Modernisation andI ovement NFnd Provisdons

1I The Measnitsation fund is to total $29 million.

It is to be accumulated on the basis of $65 million the

first year, $5 million duri each of the next 4 years, and

42.5 million during the next 6 months.

2* The fund is divided into three trusts to be used

for the following purposes:

a. Vesting benefits

i*warly retirment* Voluntary retirement

with 25 ywar at age 62 at *220 per month,

payable to age 65 when norml pension takes

over*
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ii Cash in lieu of early retireentopmen

retiring on normal pension receive $7,920
(the equivalent of $220 for 36 monthsages

62 to 65) in installments of $220 or $110 per

month, begInning at the date of retirement.

iii, Compulsory early retirement if parties

decide speedier reduction in the work force is

neceary. The reductions can be made to men

of age 62 with 22 years of service, age 63 with

23 years of service, and age 64 with 24 years

of s ce at $320 per month until age 6S.

b. Death an disability
i * D"th

(1) Payable if death occurs before becoming
a Testee*"AmIwuts range from $2,640 for

5.15 year men, up to $5,000 for 20 year
men. Figure II-1 shows the benefits

payable to a deceased employee' s designee

as his length of service in the industry

increases.

(2) The balac is payable to the

beneficiary or deignee if the "vtee" or

if a disability pensioner dies before

receiving the total aount due

ii. Disability-Payable upon withdrawal from

idustry because of di sbility. The befits
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FIGURE II-

SCHEWLE OF DEATH BENEFITS UNDER SCHEDULE A OF THE
MECHANIZATION AND MODERNIZATION NT
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range from A20640 to $7,920 depending on length
of service. Figure I3L-2 shows the disability

allowances one may receive as his years of

service in the industry increaseo Thes

benefits may not be paid to any employee who

has retired and has become a "ve3tee" under

the agreement.

c. Wage guarantee. This fund is payable to men

who are regularly available for work, whose average

earnings for the Preceding four week period are

less than the equivalent of 35 atraight time hours

per week. This guarantee is payable, however, only

if the drop in employment opportunity is due to

mechanization and modernization.

C. General Provisions

In brief, this setion states that in the event of

any union caued work stoppage the employers' obligation
can be reduced by as such as $13 ,650 per day, the average

daily cost of the employers' obligation per day.

After the agreement was fully negotiated a union

caucus was called to disouss the agreemnt before it was

sent to the me*ership for a referenduw. The caucus

finally accepted the agreemnt after a 17 day debate with

Local 13 of Wilmington, California, issuing a strong

minority report.



FIGURE ilo2

SCHEDULE OF DISABILITY BENEFITS PER SCHIXLE A OF
THE MECHANIZATION AND MODERNIZATION AGREPENT*
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At this time the CLRC instructed the delegates to

commence an educational campaign on the local level in order

that the agreement would be voted on favorably in the forth.

com referendum.l
The international commenced a drive of its own, and

when the votes were counted in January of 1961, the agree-

ment was ratified by a vote of 7#882 to 3,695*

Figure II-3 shows how the locals voted on the agreoe.

ment. Notice that Local 13 was the only local to vote

against the agreement-the port most affected by the

elimination of restrictive work rules (see Chapter 7).

At this time there was only one more hurdle to

climb, and that strangely enough was frm the Internal

Revenue Service. The reason being that a condition of the

agreement was that the employer contributions had to be

ruled as a deductible business expense in the current year,
otherwise there would be no contract (see Chapter 5).

After many delays the IRS finally consnted and, on

September 15, 1961, the agreement became a binding contract

on the parties concerned.

1It should be noted here that allmajor ILWU
policy must be ratified by the rank and file before it is
binding on the membership.
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FIGURE II-3

HOW LOCALS VOTED ON MECHANIZATION AND MODERNIZATION
AGREEMNT
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FIGURE II-3 (Continued)
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PART II EXTSRNAL FACTORS AFFEGTING THE

AGRWEllNT
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CHAPTR III

EFFE-CT OF TECHNOLOGICAL CHNGES PRIOR TO THM

AGRE?EMNT AND) MARITE CARGO TRANSPORTATION

CONFERENCE SUIES ON UNION ATTITUDES

TOWARD COOPERATION

The ILWU in 1957, tactfully realised that if they

were to retain their position vis4..viS the PMA they would

have to face increased mehanbiation prudently. For, with

increased mechanisation, the Union was in a position to

lose ev hing and gain nothing. Unless, of course, the

possibility that they could receiv some 4g y from

the profits which were likely to accrue from mechanisation

The union, for its part, had to accept the likeli-

hood of a permanently maller and pehaps a continuously

diminishing work force. This, as we observed in the jwe

coding chapter, they were able to do. Threfore, there is

lW1ttle need to pres the point any frther. But there are

still some questions to be answred:

1. Why did the union take the position it did?

2. What factort were operating within the industry to

presure the Union into suh a decision? and,

3 * What efforts had interested groups mado to increase

productivity within the confines of the Unionts

restrictive work rules?
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The purpose of this chapter is to answer these

questions*
Before commencing, however, it might be wise to

review the parties interested in productivity. They are:

the United States Government, Management, the Union, and

the various Port Authorities.

The _4ted _tae Go2E0
Perhaps the most interested party, both in tems of

concerted effort and dollar outlay, would be the Federal

Governt This becomes apparent whon one considers, for

example, that 40 per cent of the general cargo bandled in

San Francisco is militay or for-eign aid cargo. And these

cargo handling costs are paid directly by the Gov m

As a further illustration, Oakland Army Terminal spends

over half a million dollar a month on longshore labor and

related costs. Without question, therefore, lower cargo

handling costs would significantly derease the operatin

subsidies, since operators normally spend in excess of 50

per cent of their total operating budget on cargo handling

and other "in port" costs.

With this monetay incentive, and a genuine desire

for improvement, the problem is now being studied by thi

Maritime Cargo Transportation Conference, a division of the

INational Acadew of Sciences"National Research
Council, Maritime Cargo T sprtation Conference,ew,
ZL1ita No* 12 (Washington, D*C*: May 8, 1959)3, pO
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National Academ of Sciences..National Research Council.

This is a quasi-.private, nonprofit organisation of research

scientists dedicated to the "futherance of science and to

its use for general wlfare*"

The MCTC was organised in 1953 at the request and

with the support of the Departmnt of Defense and the

Department of Gomerce The purpose of forming this

committee was to$ (l)jdevelop techiques which would lead

to th improvement of sea transportation of general cargo,

2) to determine means through which ship turn-around time

could be reduced, and 3) to stimulate research and to pro

vide means for improving productivity, in the maritime

industry.*

The MGTC has done considerable research in the Port

of San Francisco in order to develop techniques for

improving productivity. Their studies played an important

role in shaping union-management decisions leading to the

Mechanization and Modernisation Agreement* For this

reason, much more will be said on their studies in subse-

quent discussion.

Although mangrement is interested in productivity,
it does not have the incentive to improve productivity that

the governmet has. This stems from the fact that United

States' dippers are heavily subsidised by the federal

goverament, and the cost plus nature of the stevedoring



industry* Thus if a company were to increase its

productivity sufficiently (assuing a resultant increas

in profits), it could, conceivably, run the risk of losing

its subsidy.

This is not to say that there have not been efforts

made by steamship lines. On the contrary, Matson

Navigation Company and American President Lines have done

considerable resarch and have invested heavily in

devising methods for improving productivity.

Their efforts, particularly in the area of con*,

tainerisation, will be the subjct of future discussion.

A local coffee distributor advertises extensively:

"Coffee is our busine" * * * our ONLY businesal" In a

smlar anner the ILWU's prime goal is the defense and

protection of its members, their Jobs, and their working

conditions* As a consequence, the umion has always been

concerned with any issue--present or potentialsowhich could

affect its members.

For this reasons-and possibly others-.the Union

became vitally interested in the mechanisation issue.

Consequently, the Unions in a very real snse, euvred

itelf into a position where it determined the degree and

rate of progress which was to be made in West Coast ports.

That is not to say that technological changes were pr*OS

vented prior to the Mocasation and Modernisation
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Agreemnt. Rather, the Unions through various maneuvers,

placed itself in a position where it could also share in

the benefits of incrased productivity. This was

accomplished through a conscious policy of placing

"witnesses" on the Job. That ist the employers would be

pressured into placing more men than necessary on an

operation, or else bear the conemquencwes

P211 LA-hu"12W'
The port authorities, which are state agencies,

act as wlandlordsO of the ports. They usually take no

part in labor disputes and are content to mainta the

piers and collect their related fees. A port authorityts
interest in productivity would then stem from its desire

to collect more revenuos for the state. This assumes, of

course, that increased productivity would result in

greater tonnage Thus they would favor any move to reduce

costs in general. But, for the most pert, would not be

active in initiating changes.

As a partial answer to the question rais*d earlier

in the chapter, the author has called upon two studies.

Both were completed and ad available prior to the

signing of the eehanisation and Modernisation Agr nt.

We uist presue, therefore,, that they were read by the

negotiators prior to the signg of the agreement.
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The first study to be presented was prepared by the

ILWU and the Western Conferece of Teamsters during 1960.

It should, of course, be noted here that the

results of the study may be biased toward the Unionst

point of view. The author does not believe, however, that

such a contingency is of great importance, as our purpose

is to indicate the ILWJfs attitude as a factor affecting

the Mechanisation Agreement.
The second study to be presented was made by the

MCTC at the Naval Supply Center in Oakland, California,
while the ILWUmPMA negotiations were in progress. Their

study is interesting in that it shows the possible savings

which could accrue to a shipping company as a result of

changes in operations.

This study is significant for our purposes because

it certainly affected employer thinking during the

negotiations, notwithstanding the fact that the Union must

have been taken back by this insight into the future.

The following data, as was mentioned earlier, were

prepared in a joint study by the Research Departments of

the ILWU and the Weaten Conference of Teamsters The

purpose of the repo was to consider the three major

methods of handling freight in the San Francisco Bay Area.

These methods are break bulk, otherwise known as break

back, unitized pallet loads, handled by fork lift equip-

ment, and containerisation, as represented by the Mtson

system in Northern California.
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The survey was made in quantitative terms, but

because estimates were necessary, all conclusions must be

stated as qualified approximations.

Briefly, the three major metiods in the longehore

industry may be described as follows:

,2k In this system the indi-

vidual box, carton, or bag is the unit which is manhandled

at every atep, There are generally four such handling.:

Outbound: Receiving and palletizing:
transfer to hook and loading.

Inbound: Transfer from hook and di-
charging; sorting and checking.

a41eIiseid£Ut lid -wo,wo -Jamd In this

system the unit of cargo is a pallet load which may be

strapped or otherwise secured, and it is handled by powr

equipment both on the dock and in the hold.

Cen*ai~ors~The Mt.on 0p2tIon. In this system

the unit of cargo is a container loaded with cargo which

may vary up to 40 feet in length. For illustrative purpo-es

the Matson container operation is described. Their cone,

tainer is a truck van which is hauled by a tractor under the

hook of a special crane which lifts it onto vessels

especially designed to accommodate it.

Tables II-1 and III-#2 show the container.carrying

capacity of Matson ships*

In 1960 Matson had a total calng capacity of

1,232 containers on some ll vessels. At that time the
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TABLE III-1

MATSON NAVIGATION COMPANY: TOTAL TONNAGE 0?
C0NTAIN1EIZED CARGOt 1961 (ESTIMATED)

Container Tons per
Trips Tonnage Container

Outbound 22,000 275,000 12.5

Inbound 9,000 153 ,000 17

13,000 rmpty

Source: ILWU Research Department. Their source:
Letter from Matsn Navigation Company, October 27, 1960.

company estimated that it would make 22,000 container

round trips in 1961 (see Table III1)# Outbound they

would carry 275,000 tons, or 12.5 tons per container.

Inbound they would carry 153,000 tons in 9,000 containers,

or 17 tons per container, as well as 13,000 empty con-

tainers. The ILWU then estimated that the total tonnage

to be carried by containers in 1961 to be about 16 per cent

of their total tonnage (excluding bulk sugar) 1

The most efficient operation in 1960 was on the

MAK4ia- Citisen, a 100 per cent containerized vessel,
where loading and unloading is done simultaneously.

The C an and w are converted bulk

cearriers They come from Hawaii with 15,000 tons of sugar

in the hold and 124 vana on deck. The vans are unloaded

1ILWJ and Westen Conference of Teamsters, Eff

eograp and unpublished.)
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at Encinal Terminal in Oakland, California, the sugar is

then unloaded at Crockett. The ship then returs to

Encinal Terminal where it is loaded with 66 vans in the

hold and 125 on deck for the outbound trip. The loading

and unloading of vans is therefore done separately.

The eight freighters of the Rancher type carry a

deck load of 70 vans each, and here too the loading and

unloading are necessarily done separately (see Table

III**2) ol
Figure 1IIl and Table III*3 show the overall

results of the IXWU study. That is, the impact of the

three methods described above on longshore man-hour

requirements. The ILWU research staff explained the

succeeding table8 as follows:

The figures shown are for a comparable unit of
work that is the typical Matsn container load
outbound and Inboand. This is 12 1/2 tons out-
bound and 17 tons inbound.* parate figures are
give for han4lirg full container both ways, as
well as the time for handlinrg the empties inbound.

The figures are therefore for two handling of a
total of 29 1/2 tons. To handle this tonage b
break bulk methods would take 45.3 man-hours.
had by containers it would take 2.48 man-
hours, including the time in handln empties;
1.44 man-hours if there were no empties.

We can therefore say that each container movemnt
outbound and inbound combined represents a loss of
about 43 man-hours. The equivalent tage in

pallet loads represents a loss of 34 man-hours.
Another way to expres this is in tons per man-hour:

1DUt, p. B342
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FIGURE TIT--

LONG5HORE HOUR5 REQUIRED TO HANDLE
EXAMPLE COMPARISON

CAQGO

100% BR.AK WLK

100% PALLETIZED

45.3 MAN- HOURS

31 ,. MAN-U KRS

1 2.48 MAN-HOURS t
10019 CONTAIHERIZED

LLWIL
RESEARCH & EDUCATIO

DEPMTMT FOR 12%' TONS OUTBOUND AND rl T0WS IWSOIKD (wuIW
LOAmEV) AS I" MAT5# HAYGAMOt CO. MOVIE4ENT, EST., 1961

-, WCWPIS TIME IN ULOADIW4 EMP CONTAINERS

Al-VL-n-JL-PL-PFFZ



46

TABLE II -3

LONGSHORs HOURS REQUIRED TO HANDLE CARGO UNDER
VARIOUS SYSTEM: PLE COMPARISON

100% 100%
Break Pallet
bulk Loads Conta±rised*

Outbound..42 1/2 tons 19.2 5.0 *72

Inbound

Loadedawow17 tons 26.1 6*7 .72

Empty .72

Weighted average
Loaded & Empties** 1*76

Totals--for loaded
containers 45.3 11.7 1 44

.-for loaded
and empty containers 45.3 11*7 2*48

Source: Estimates by ILWU Research Departmet
* As in Matson Navigation Company Movement, 1961

(Estimate)
**9,000 containers loaded, 13*000 empt
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100% break bulk .65 tons per man-hour
100% pllet loads 2.5 tons per man4*hour
100% containerised 18*3 tons per man-hour

The computation underlying the figures shown on
Figure 1II-1 and Table 11-*3 are as follows:

Table II4 shows the longshore manning requirements
in handling the Matson container movement at FEncinal.
This varies from a inimum of 19 men to a maximm of
21 men.

Table 111-5 shows actual loading times on the
Caliorafan and the f L PPJr The loading

tii"yietIi was 2.35 ueaporanon the
and 2.6 minutes on theC hrkai eStite the o sone van anid unloads another anou about

2.75 minutes. We therefore used a 3-minute cycle
for the HLwj4aM-2Ltis-n.
Table III*6 develops tons per man-hour outbound in
loading containers on Matson vessels* The
is 18*. tons per man-hour, with the
doing 25.0 tons per man-hour, the coiOiteIt IbUlk
carrie a #v and N4n 16.0 tons per man-
hour, and ers edk loads doing 14.5
tons per man-hour.

This compares with .65 tons per shoreside man-hour
worked in all Northern Californian ports in 1959
(Table I17). Since this was preponderantly break
bulk, we consider this the break bulk cargo handling
rate.

The man-whour figure on palletised cargo is derived
from Figure II12 which shows the relationship of
stevedoring costs in palletized operation as
compared to break bulk operations.l

The important point to be made here is that while

the ILWU was sitting in negotiations bartering for their

share of the machine, their members wore losing work oppor-

tunity as a result of technological changes. And, further-

more, the negotiators were faced with the likelihood of

, pp. D1 - D*2.



TABLS III4

SHORESIDE MANNING R3QUXRBZNTS MATSON CONTAINERIZED
OPERATION, ENCINAL TEMINAL

1 Supercargo

2-3 Clerks (in van yard)
4-6 Tractor drivers

1 Nehenc (AFL Maintains trucks)

1 Goose Crane Operator in van yard

2 Ala-mda Crane lard Company operators in
van yard

2 Crane men

4 Dockm*n

2 Utility men

Mimum oer 19

MaxiMxm Number 21

Sour**r: ILWU R*sarch Department
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TABIE III*5

TIME RBQUIRE;D TO LOAD VAN8wMATSON NAVIGATION COMPANY
ENOINAL TWMINAL

Califorian - Loading oly - 194 vans 10/14/60
Docked - 9 A.M.

Began to load - 9:25 A*M.

Finished 6:00 P.M.

Load time ^ 7 houris, 3 minutes (excluding
lUnch hour)

Time per van s 2.35 minut*e

hjg_ gW m Loading only s 75 rans * October

Started d:00 A*J.

Finished - 11:30 A*J4

Loading time - 3 1/4 hours excluding 15 minutes
cotfee break)

Time per van .. 2.6 uinutes

Source: ILWU Research Department
.1 M __- pokow
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TABLE III17

TONS PER SHORESIDE MAN-HOUR WORKED IN NORTHERN
CALIFORNIA PORTS 195$ AND 1959

1958 1959

General Cargo

LuMber and logs

Bulk Grain

Other b

5*

5 963 301

,4 $I

60088,1482

741,606

2,466,917

493 ,33

6,474,429

6t573 ,958

938,934
4.6221.

29561,689

512033S

Adjusted total

Shoreside hours

6,581,865

10 610,0oo

7O086,296
10 866 ,913

Tons - man-hour *62034 *6521

*BaMcd on 1/5 of time as for gneral cargo, as
for pension, etc contribution*

Source nLWU Research Department. Their source:
PMA Statistics*
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being members of a dying union unless some settlemet could

be reached.

This isanot to say, of course, that the end of the

ILWU was in sight. But the faet remained (ard one which

should be stressed) that if the ILWU had decided to hold

the o1.922 mo their work rules would not have saved their

longshore division. Ad for a union with a present amberm

ship of les than 14,000 in their longehore division, not

too many members would have to be lost before the union

would begin to feel the strains of it.

!4CTC N&ayl SuPRi4y mqnlg §t1
The Maritime Cargo Trnsportation Conferene'ts

studies have been timly and potentially useful for a twoop

fold reason One, they set in quantitative tea the

savings which could possibly accrue to employers through

more efficient methods of operation. And two, they laid a

framework through which interested employers could take

full advantage of potential labor saving techniques*

The purpose of presenting the Naval Supply Center

(NSC) study in this chapter is to indicate to the reader a

further pressue weighing on the Union at the time negotia-
tions were in progress. As the study is related, its

implications dimpact should become clear.

The broad purpos of the experiments conducted at

the NSC were to test the potentials of the break bulk
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system. That is, an endeavor to achieve increased

productivity under realistic conditions with no speed-up

of the labor force.

A sumary of the MCTC's findings are presented

below:

(Fiue III-3) gives sme indication of
leffcts of various types of equipment on

productivity. The bars cover the productivity
range experienced for each type of equipet, and
the manning structure is idicated by the nbers
adjacent to the bars. The commodity types are
distributed within each ba.r, but tend to have
miscellaneous carton, sall boxes and other general
cargo grouped towrd the upper ond of the bars and
canned goods and high stowage factor large crates
toward the lower end * If we remember that the
bars indicate improvemnt potential only, not
improvement 1limts we can approximate the relative
improvement potential of the various items of
material handling equipment used duwing experimenta-
tion. Naturally we must also remember that these
pieces of equipment are not universally inter-
changeable, so that, for example, you cannot use a
fork lift on top of uneven or fragile in-transit
cargo or in very space-limited areas such as
locerst etc*, where the pallet Jack may be
mandatory. Conversly very heavy or bulky items
cannot be moved readily by pallet Jack and a fork
lift may be mandatory* With these factors in mind
we can see the progression from no material handling
equipment to the four-wheeler to TILI forklift to
pallet Jack to standard forklift. Naturally, the
TIII (take-it-or-leave-it) forklift and pallet Jack
permit stowage without pallets, while the standard
forklift rates assume that some pallets can be left
in system.

For drums, only two items, the Palomatic hand truck
and Little Giant forklift attachment listed. The
Little Giant requires some training which may account
for the lower rate. However, while the Paloaotic
permits tier stoag only, the Little Giant is more
flexble and permits either tier or block stowage.
A forklift is naturally required for the Little Giant.
There are other,, smlar forklift attachments on the
market which may be a little easier to operate.
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FIGURE III-3

GANG PRODUCTIVITY VS. DRAFT SIZE
OAKLAND ARMY TERMINAL - GENERAL CARGO
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Contrary to expectations, there were no consistent
responses in energy expenditure attributable to any
piece of material handling equipment. All responses
were equal or lower than commercial base energy
expenditures. This may be due to the fact that the
men compensate for the more demanding tasks by
pacing themselvese

ler of Men Figure V shows four representative
commdities each stowed by one method, such as drums
by palomatic general cargo by pallet Jack, canned
goods by TIL± and miscellaneous cartons by pallet
Jack The common denominator is that all four graphs
show primarily hand operations. For these operations
we find that productivity increases from an man
utilization to 10 men and even to 12 men when
measured on a gang as well as on a man-hourts Oasis.
This suggests that for hand operations, where space
permits, it may be more economical on a gang hour and
man-hour basis to employ up to 12 men in the hold.

WChen operations are primarily machine stow, such as
shown in Figure VI, this man utilisation does not hold
true anymore Here we have only forklift stow for
unitised cargo and predominantly forklift stow with
some handstow for general cargo. In both cases there
was a gang productivity break-off at 10 and 8 men
respectively. In neit or case did the productivity
per gang-hour drop below the commercial base rate. on
the general cargo the returns per man-hour also
decrease after 8 men.

Wlhi" these figures indicate some significant
differences in productivity depending on the number of
men used in the hold, the physiological data we
collected in cooperation with UCLA does not bear out
any significant differences in individual energy
expenditure related to the number of men used in the
gang. None of the manwmachine combinations showed
any significant difference in energy expenditure over
the base data collected by UCLA on the commercial
waterfront*

In summary, our methods experimentation at NSC, Oakland
suggests:

1. That highly significant productivity increases
measured on a gang hour as well as on a man-hour basis
are possible without a complex or costly new technology
and without a 1speed-un" of the labor force.
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FIGWtE II-6
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2. This increase in productivity is possible
not just in one way for each commodity but in a
number of ways to satisfy the articuvlar
characteristics and needs of s ps and shipping
companies.

3. There is a substantial advantage in intro.'
ducing mechanical handling devices for at least some
of the operations*

4. There is a need to vary the number of people
to fit the task.

5. There is a definite need to study and organize
operations and operational planning for improvement
because improvement will not come by itself. Specihic
changes in planng for improvement which are most
likely to contribute to an improved system are the
subject of the Stevedo Sytems Study in which we
are presently engaged.4

~um~a~ zd, Gonclso
To studies have been presented in this chapter.

The first was an analysis of what technological ohanges

had taken place prior to the agreement. The second, an

experiment conducted by the Maritime Cargo Transportation

Conference to determine the possible savings which could

accrue as a result of changed methods of operation.

Both studies were presented in order to indicate

possible sources of pressure on the union negotiators; for

these men had to realistically appraise those changes which

had, and possibly could, results in fewer man-hours. They

then had to reach a compromise with the employers.

1National Academy of Sciences-National Research
Co meilo*Maritixe cargo Transportation Conference IZ£2

Jo me P0--xm"
r e~~~D tzCicoaIYAz lppr ft-l
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The ILWU reasoned, and the above studies sub-

stantiated the fact, that longshoremen were facing an

inevitable decline in the number of jobs available to their

membership. For, as was shown above, technological changes

were replacing jobs which were without true work content

and were maintained by enforcement of meaningless work rules.

The above analysis should be qualified in three

retpects:

1* The two studies presented in the precedng dieo.

cussion were by no means the determining factors in the

ILWU-PMA deision to cooperate in the introduction of

modernizing methods of operation.

2* The leaders in the industry were fully aware that

tcchnological changes were being introduced, and were also

cogniMt of the implications of these changes before the

above studies were ade Andt
3. Agreemnt could have been reached had these studies

not been made.

In conclusion, it should be noted, however, that

while these studies were not determining factors,, they

brought into quantitative terms qualitative judgments

circulating through the industry. For this reason, among

others, they should be studied carefully.
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CHAPTER IV

ILWU AN)D TAMSTERS: JURISDICTIONAL DIFFICULTIES

AS A RESULT OF THE AGRENT

In negotiations leading to the present MeehuSa4

tion and Modernixation Agreement the parties were aware of

the impact such a contract would have on the work oppor%*

tunities of tho teamster lumpers who had traditionally

transported cargo from the truck to the doek and vice

versa. But the parties in an effort to reduce the enormous

costs created by the unnecessary operation of haring al

cargo touch the "skin of the docck"l in pass from

Teaster to Longshore jurisdiction felt that their actions

were necessary.

Another factor leading to a Jurisdictional battle

was the employer ageemnt to assign to longshoremen work

on the dock that had Tiously been done by Teamster

lumpers.
This gyo _W plus the deire to eliminate

multiple handling led to paragraphs 10 through 18 in the

ILWUIPMA Memorandum of Agreement of October 18, 1960.

1"Skin of the dock" is a tera used to describe the
surface of the doesk Therfore, wh cargo is moved from
a pllet to the "skin of the doek " it means that the cargo
has been moved from the pelet oo the dock itself*



70

The provisions of this section follow:

(1) There wiUl be no multiple handling*

(2) Longshore work shall include the following dock
work betwen the first and last place of rest
(unless waived by the Union, in writing):

a High piling or breaking down high piles
b Sorting
a4ovement of cargo on the dock or in a

terminal or warehouse
(d) The removing of all cargo from longshore

boards
(e) The building of all loads on dock.

The above work shall be performed when ordered by
the Employer* Longshore work on the dock$, as
outlined in this sctiont is left to the option
of the Employero The fact that such Employer
option is provided for herein, does not require
the 1ployor to perform such work, but Eaployers
ar heby prohibited by this language from
allowing others than Longshorwen to perform the
work.

(3) If jurisdictional difficulties arise in the appli-
cation of the above whatever jurisdictional
agreemnts are reaoAed shall not result in
multiple handlg.

The words "first place of rest" in the preeoding
paragraph hall rnot be interpreted so as to
require multiple hndling of cargo on either dis..
charge or loading operations or movement of
cargo n the dock or in a tezmiinal, or to another
dock terminal or warehouse, ±*e., no cargo
delivered to a terminal for loading on a ship
car, or barge and no cargo arriving at a temnal
by ship or barge leaving a terminal shall require
multiple handling by longshoremn except as
required by the £mployer.

Cargo received on pallet, lift or cargo boards,
or as unitised or package loa&s shall be con-
sidered as having fulfled the Mfirst place of
rest" requirment when unloaded from the carrier
at a place designated by the Employer, and shall
not be rehandled before mving to shipts tackle
unle so directed by the aployer. Cargo
reesived for shipent but neither palletisd nor
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received as unitized or packaged loads and to be
palletised before delivery to shipts tackle shall
be palletised by longshoremn only unless waived
by the Union, in writing). Cargp discharged from
a vesel on pallet, lift or cargo boards or as
packaged or unitised loa shall be considered as
having fulfilled the "last place of rest" require.-
ment, when it is dock stored just as it left the
hatch. It may be roved by the consigneo or his
agent, without additional dling, unless
de..palletising is ordered or sorting is required
by the Employer prior to such removal. After cargo
has been placed on the dock after discharge from
the vessel, any movement of the cargo to a railway
car, any sorting on the dock after disehargs from
the vessel ay movemnt of the cargo to a ralway
car any sorting on the dock, and y building of
loa on pallet boards on the dock s11 be done
by longshoremen. This will permit the teamsters
to load their trucks piece by piece from cargo
boards after longshormen have broken down piles
and set loads to the tailgate, floor or loading
platform*

Longshoremen will load or discharge trucks only
when directed to do so

High piling or breaking dom high piles is long.
shore work. Outbound lod will be set down one
lift high on the docks and then may b high piled
only by longhore en, if so rquired by the
Employer. Inbound loads will be set down by longw
shoremn in lift loads suitable for placemet on
trucks.1
This series of pwovisions, as was previously

mentioned, were written into the Mechanixation and

Modenisation Agreement with the intention of elimating
all double handling in the industry. That is, when a number

of cartons were lifted out of the hold of a ship on a pallet
the foer rules required that each individu carton be

lInternational Longshorements and Warehousements
Union and the Pacific Maritie Association,

et-. Me £ d at ct ,a-*
,quo 1i 0 or~ ,1960,p. 5.
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removed from the pallet and placed on the "skin of the

dock" before it was turned over to a track driver or his

lper-.who frequently reloaded the cartons on his

pallet. Conversely, a load on a pallet placed on the dock

from a truck had to be unloaded to the "skin of the dock"

and reloaded on the longshoremen's own pallet before being

lifted into the hold.

The Temsterts Union objected to the multiple

handling provisions of the new agreement on the ground that

they Interfered with the job security of their members.

They further stated that they would not recognise the con-

tract.

The ILWU insisted that it was not interested in

doing Teamster work and had no intention of doing any. The

PMA stated that it did not want to become involved in any
Jurisdictional "beefs" between the ILWU and the Interoational

Brotherhood of Teamsters (IBT), amd, therefore, would not

order a longshoreman to do any teamster work.

The question then raised by the Teamaterts Union was

if the longshoremen had no intention of doing teamster work,

and the employers had no intention of ordering longshoremen

to do teamster work, for what possible reason would the

LWU and the PMA negotiate a contract which explicitly stated

that, "lonshoremen will load or discharge trucks only when

ordered to do so." "Only when ordered to do so," said the

Temster officials "ike hell." "You'll not do it at allI
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arid if you do, we'll have a picket line up before you know

what happeneld*l
Other issues revolved around the definition of Jobs,

the maning of a high pile, and who was to break it down,

the definition of "last place of rest," etc. Thus the

problem revolvd around the handling of break bulk cargo in

which there had to be sorting for delivery or stowage. If

the load came unitised the teamter could pick the complete

load up and put it on his truck after it had reached its

"last place of rest" without the cargo touching the skin of

the dock. In other words, if the teamster were to take the

load, pallet and all, there could be no dispute, because the

longshoremen had admittedly sold to the PMA the past

practice of placing this cargo onto the "skin of the dock*"

In early March, 1961, the Employers tried to put

this portion of the agreement into effect, The teamsters

objected that these rules would cost them 300 jobs
immediately and eventually 700 more.2 The Teamster locals

then struck in Los Angeles and later in San Francisco,
virtually shutting dwn both ports*

The dispute was settled on March 13, 1961, when the

FPMA agreed to maintain the 11fuMAS oLOW with respect to teamster

work from March 6 until October 31, 1961*

1Statement made by Harry Bridges to the delegates
of an nWU Caucus, April 17, 1962

28e. "Automation Deal,"'^ e (March 25,
1961), p. 56.
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Thereupon, the ILWU* the Teamsters, and the PPMA

conmenced negotiations in order to iron out the problem of

who was to do the work. It should be interjected here

that the PIA advised the Teaters to negotiate some agree.

ment with their employers to compensate for the loss of

work resulting from the elimnation of multiple handling.

The teamsters, not having any contractual work rules

similar to the ILWU, were, consequently, in a poor bar.

gaining position. And, to the author's knowledge, no such

agreement has been reached,

Basically all of the issues to be dealt with

revolved around the Teamsters' Unionts "historic" right to

lump cargo moving between truck to dock and vice versa, the

PMA's insistence on efficient operations, and the ILWU

trying to keep work practices which had teen negated only

six months before.

During the course of the negotiations, Paul St.

Jure, president of the PFA, stated that it was a problem

between the Teamsters' Union and the ILWU, and that while

the PMA would cooperate fully in helping the parties iron

out their differences he did not want to involve the PMA.

He also made one point very clear: That if the two unions

could not iron out their differences the employers would

introduce machinery which would eliminate the operation

entirely.



As a result of these negotiations the ILWU and the

Western Conference of the IBT entered into a Memorandum of

Understanding on July 20, 1961, defining the work to be

done by the respective uniones1

The text of this agreement is as followst

This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into
between the undersigned Unions for the purpose of
clarifving the work jurisdiction of the undersigned
Union in the loading and unloading handling and
movement of cargo on the dock facilities owned or
controUed by th members of the Pacific Maritime
Association in those Pacific Coast ports where the
International Longshoremen ts and 'Warehousemen' s
Union represents longshoremen:

(1) Nothing in the Mechanization and "l4odernisa-
tion Agreement between the P14A and the ILWU
shall be construed to permit longshoremen to
load or unload trucks, whether cargo is handled
piece by piece or in unit loads; nor shall long-
shoremen be permitted to go aboard trucks.
(2) Cargo on the dock to be loaded on trucks.
The handling of all cargo from the ship to a
place of rest on the dock shall be recognised as
the work of the longshoremen when such cargo is
under the control of the steamship terminal or
stevedore operator; the handling o1 all cargo
from the lace of rest on the dock onto the
truck sha be recognized as the work of the
teamster when such cargo is under the control of
the trucking or drayage company or shipper. More
apecifically:

(a) Any load being handled in single lift
unite {packaged loads, unitized loads,
pallet loads) whether on a longahore board,
a pallet boaA or a skip board, shall be
loaded aboard trucks by teamster lift
drivers, but all breaking down of high piles
shall be done by longshoremen.

1James R. Hoffa Teamster president, was in San
Francisco at the time o1 the negotiations, although he was
not one of the signers of the July agreement.



(b) Loose cargo may be taken piece by
piece to the truck by teamsters from the
skin of the dock and

(1) put directly onto the bed of the
truck, or

(2) put onto pallet boards on the truck,
or

(3) on a loading platfom, including the
apron of the dock for the purpose of
loading the truck. In this last case,
the loaded boards shall be placed on the
truck by teamster lift fork operators.

(c) Loose cargo may not be loaded onto pallet
boards by teamster lumpers prior to arrival
of the trucks.

(3) Cargo arriving at the dock on trucks, to be
unloaded* The handling of all cargo from the
truck to a point of rest on the dock shall be
recognised as the work of the temster when such
cargo is under the control of the trucking or
drayage company or shipper; the handling of a41
cargo from the point of rest on the dock to the
ship shall be recognised as the work of the
longshoremen when the cargo is under the control
of the steamhi, stevedore, or terminal operator.
More s &pec fically:

(a) Any load being handled as a unit (packaged
loads, unitised loads, pallet loads) on any
kind of board, shall be taken off the truck
by the teamster lift truck operators and set
down on the dock one lift high.

(b) Loose cargo may be taken off the truck
piece by piece by the teamster or his lumper
and put onto the skin of the dock at that
point at which the trucki or drayage company
or shipper releases control of cargo to the
steamship, stevedore, or teminal operator.
(c) Loose cargo may not be taken off the truck
and put onto any kind of a pallet or sling
board alongside the truck or anywhere else
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on the dock by the teamsters when the
result of such operation is to have load
go to ship to be stowed by longshoremen.l

It should be noticed that under Section 3(b) and

(c) the teamster must unload his loose cargo not onto a

pallet where it would be ready for stowage, but onto the

"skin of the dock1 where a longshoreman must then pick it

up and put it on a pallet. There is no reason why the

teamster has to put the cargo onto the skin of the dock

other than to create a longshore operation. The point

here is that this section of the ILWU..IBT Memorandum of

Understanding results in multiple handling. It would appear,

therefore, that this portion of the Miemorandum must

necessarily violate the contract provision on multiple

handling earlier. That is, "If Jurisdictional difficulties

arise in the application of the above, whatever Jurisdictional

agreements are reached shall not result in multiple

handling .2
The author in an interview with Mr. Jo A. Robertson,

assistant to the president and secretary of the FMA, raised

the above issue. His opinion was that while there is, no

do.bt, multiple handling written into the above Memorandum

it is not within the PMdAts Jurisdiction.

lInternational Longhoremenbts and Warehousemen tB
Union and the Western Conference of Teamsters of the Inter**
national Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffers and Warehouse-
men of Americas _K San Francisco,
July 20, 1961. dd

2ILWU-PMA h October 16,
1960, " *

M
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Ie stated that the PMA negotiated a contract with

the ILWU defining whore longshore work begins where it

ends and that the Teamster Memorandum is compatible with

this contract. He further stated that the expense of all

double handling which takes place as a result of the

Teamster Memorandum must be borne by the teamsters'

employers who are not members of the PMA, ard, therefore,
the PMA is not interested.

At this point the reader should be presented with

an additional problem arising under this memorandum,

In Portland, Oregon, the docks are owned and

operated by a public authority which also owns all of the

equipment on the docks. The ILWU local in that port leases

all of the stevedoring equipment from the authority. Con-.

sequently, the ILWU local will only allow union memers to

operate this equipment. Therefore, in order for a teamster

to unload his own truck he has to bring along his own lift

jitney, or have a longshoreman do his lumping for him.

Thus we have a ca" where longshoremn load and

unload trucks-..an operation which undisputedly, on the

basis of the July 20, 1961 meorandum, b*longs to the

teamsters. To quote from Section (3): "The handling of

all cargo from the truck to a point of rest on the dock

shall be recognised as the work of the teamster when such

cargo is under the control of the trucking or drayage

company or shipper. . . 0'r
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The question to be asked now is whether or not the

Teamsters' Union, on the basis of the Memorandum of

Understanding, may come in and demand to do a Job which has

traditionally belonged to longshoremen.

The author presented this question to John Parks,

president of the Portland local. He stated that while the

teamsters have not made any effort to take over this

operation, he was afraid that if work opportunities

decreased in the future the Teamsters would demand the

right to perform this work.

I then asked him if he would back a strike to keep

this work if the rank and file of the local demanded such

action. His statement was that he would, even if it meant

violating the Teamster Memorandum of Understanding and the

wishes of the International.1

lPersol interview with John Park}s, President of
Local 8, April 17, 1962 On April 17, 1962 an ILWU caucus
voted to acespt the Teamster Memorandum. Te Mmorandm
passed, but the Portland delegation voted ean masse against
the Coast Comuitteeso actton. At the sm time they r-
santed the following Resolution to the delegates of the
caucus:

"The July 1961 TeameterLWU Meo of Agreement has
not been ratified by the membership of the longshore
division of the I1WU. The said memorandum has
materially affected the urisdiction of longshore
work as spelled out in the October 18, 1960, ILWU.
PMA agreoment

The October 18, 1960 agreement in a legal and binding
instrument as opposed to an extra legal Teamster-mILWU
Memo of Agreemnt.

The rank and file members of the longshore division
of the ILWU are the originators of a1l agreements
covering longshore work.
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The point to be made on the above discussion is

that this Memorandum of Understanding has not solved the

jurisdictional difficulties on the Pacific Coast water-

front; and may very well be the cause of a major dispute

in one port.

On October 25, 1961, Just six days before the

lifting of the qa on multiple handling, Mr. L. B.

Thomas, a Coast Labor Relations Committee ber, sent a

teletype message to all major locals stating that the

CLRC expected a great deal of "confusion and misunder-

standing" as a result of the Teamster Mmorandum. He then

recommended: "that where they (the local) feel our con-

tract is being violated they ediately take the mattr

up under the grievance machiney so as to minimise the

amount of friction and confusion that is bound to occur.1"

Subsequently, and as a result of the changes in

operations, grievances began to pour into the Port Labor

Relation Committee-o offices up an down the coast. The

TiEHiFOR BE IT R&$OLVED that the April 1962 long-
shore caucus return as unratified to the teamsters'
union the Jul7 1961 Temster-ILWU Mmo of Agr*ement,
and reject aid agreent, or present said agreement
to the r and fil mbrs of the longshore
division of the ILWU for rejection or ratification.

SUBMITTWD BY

Local 8, Portland, Oregon

The resolution was overwhelmingly defeated. And at the
time that the resolution was being voted on, Harry Bridges
labeled it "sabotage by referendum*"

1Taletype from L. B. Thomas to all major locals on
the Pacific Coast. ( eographed and unpublished, dated
October 25, 1961.)
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port most affected by the elimination of multiple handling

was Local 13 from Wilmington, California--the Local which

serves Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor. This was the

scene of most of the transitionary disturbances, because

of their past practice of having every piece of cargo

touch the "skin of the dock" before a temster would be

allowed to move it.

It should be noted here, to the credit of Local 13,

that the officers and members have done everything possible

to obey this portion of the Mechanization and Modenization

Agreement, but insist that the employers also obey the letter

of the contract. As a consequence, they are quick to file

grievances with the Port Labor Relations Committee for any

nonconformance on the part of the employer.

For example, during the month of November, 1961, four

cases reached arbitration from Local 13 involving the issue

of toamsters doing longshore work. And in all of the cases

the area arbitrator found that the employer had instructed

teamsters to do longahore work. In one opinion, the

arbitrator wrote, ". . the Employers are aware of the fact

that, in the last week, in similar disputes, Interim Rulings

have been issued, holdinl that this type of operation is con-

trary to the provisions of Section #18, and is longshore
work. .

I1n the Matter of a Controversy between ILWU Local 13,
Complaintant, and PMA Respondent, November 22, 1961, case
decided November 27, 1961. (Upublished and typewritten.)
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The point is that we do not find the union

grudgingly trying to hold on to past practices, but rather

the employer knowingly assigning work to teamsters in

violation of the contract.

Another problem posed in the transition was the

fact that the employers, particularly in the San Pedro

area, were manning their operations on the theory that as

long as they could direct work practices they could direct

longshoremen, teamsters or anyone else they pleased. The

above reason along with the fact that the Teamster

officials did not instruct their rank and file members as

to the provisions of the new agreement with the LWU was

the cause of the many jurisdictional disturbances at that

time.

This problem conereed the delegates of the April

1962 caucus to an extent that they spent two days disr.

cussing their jurisdictional difficulties with the

Teamsterst Union.

Another less obvious reason presented by the delo.r

gates to the April, 1962 longshore caucus for Jurisdictional
disturbances in Southern California was the fact that the

Marine Clerks, also members of the 11*W, would not allow

teamsters who had been assigned to do longshore work, to

pick up the cargo# They would notify the ILWU business

agent who would then institute appropriate action.

Prompted by this the PMA' Southern California area manager
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issued a notice to all terminal operators giving them

specific instructions concerning Jurisdictional disputes.

In this letter the ?MA advised all teminal operators,

* . that you instruct all clerks working for your

terminal that suh action on their part is grounds for

dismissal from the payrollU" (see Fxhibit IV.-l).

Here we see the PMA advising the terminal operators

to fire any elerk who refused to allow a teamster to do

longshore work. Granted, it could be argued, that clerks

have no authority to decide Juris4ictional issues even

whlen their Judgment is correct. The fact remains, however,

that the employers were, knowingly and willingly, assigning

work to temsters in obvious violation of paragraphs 10

through l of the mechanistion contract after the November

decisions by the union arbitrator. (Note the date of the

PMA letter*)

Thus we have come across the paradoxical situation

where (1) the Union after signing a contract giving up

multiple handling makes an arrangement with the Teamsterst

Union explicitly stipulating that double handling must con.

tinue& And further, opening the Port of Portland to inroads

by the Teamsterst Union on Jobs which had traditionally

belonged to longshoremen. And (2) the Pacific Maritime

Association circumventg the terms of the October 18, 1S60

lLetter from J.1 D Mac Evoy Area Manager, Pacific
Maritime Asociation, Southern Califlornia Area to all
Terminal Operators in that area*
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PACIFIC MARITIME A""OIATION
SOUTHERN SALIOPOUNSA AREA

750 ISROAD AVNUE
WIL"NO"NON. 0ALSORNSA

Demer 18, 1961

BULZE?IK NO. 158

TO MAT OmTO:

DJCT: _L DIBFfTK

Several intaros hae recently ben called to
the attention of this offic in Modh ulvdal riw1"
Clerks have taken It upo thmselves to advise teamters
that they oamot pdi up crtain cargo from the docks be-
cause of contiagallac of elaf ation of certan a-

ts of the last plae of rest.

It Is cesa to point out to you the po-
sible liability imolvd hen orm of yor eMloyees in
effect refuses to pndet a teamter to pick up caro frm
your tenal.

worldna fd at aton on tor rt

gast P ace o rest s d be referred to the
appropriate rpresentatives of the Lngshore Union and
factfic Maritim Association.

Very truly yours,

J. D. MacEvoy
Area Manager

JDM: ae
Distr. 9
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Memorandum of Agreement which specifically defines what a

longshore operation shall be and what distinguishes a

longshore operation from a teamster operation.

All is not black and white, however, and the author

hopos that the reader bas not been misled by the above

analysis; because the jurisdiotional distinctions are

highly complex and as a result there is a large area where

the perties may be in disagreement
A last coat to be ad in this section is that as

long as the ILWU of the IBT (almost uviersally on the local

level) fight each other for *very change to be made under

the Teamster Meorandum there wil be little likelihood of

an edite solution to the Jurisdictional problem
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CHAPTER V

PROBLMS WITH THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

After the delegates of the International Longshore.,

menst aid Warehoueenst Union's Pacific Coast Caucus

recomended acesptance of the mechanisation plan, it was

still dependent on three contingoncies. One, it had to be

ratified by the members of the Pacific laritime Asseiation.

Two it had to be approved by the Union membership in a

secret referendum ballot. And three, the Internal Reveue

Service had to assure the Employers that their contributions

to the fund would be currently deductible for income tax

purposes.

The first two conditions were met by Jauary of

1961. The third threatened the success of the plan until

September of the ewe year. The Internal Revenue Service's

reluctant approval did not affect either th aount of the

employer contributions or the benefits which the parties

had agreed upon. But, according to Harry Bridges, president

of the 3IWU, their ruling has m the adminiLtrative

aspects of handling the benefits far more difficult than

the parties had previously anticipated*
What the ruling required was that Pacific Maritime

Association funds, instead of going into a single fund as



87

was originally negotiated, must now be split three ways.

1* That portion to pay death and disability benefits

now be placed in the Welfare Fund.

2* That portion for guaranteed wages must be now

placed in a new fund established exclusively for that purw

pose And

3. That portion for retiremnt and vesting benefits

may only be turned over to the trustees as it is needed.

The tax problem which the parties encountered

stemed from the hybrid nature of the benefits which were

made available from the mechnisation fund. In pat, the

benefits were in the nature of conventional welfare payments,

in part pension benefits, and finally, a guaranteed woekly

wage.

The parties had little difficulty gaining approval

on their commitments regarding the guaranteed wage and the

death and disability benfits.

These contributions were recognised as conventional

welfare benefits containing the "contingency" elmt which

distiuished them from deferred compensation. That is,

these funds were no longer to be included in the

mechanisation fund but were to become part of the established

LLWUm*PMA Wlftare Fund* There were, however, serious problems

with respect to the vesting benefits.

The Internal Revenue Service, with regard to the

guarante* of minimm wekly earnings, immediately coneluded



that the benefits were comparable to the suppl tary
uneployment insuranc avallable in the automobile in4ustry.
This was made not withstanding the distinctions which the

nLWu had draw betwoen the two in publications circulatd

among its mebers. The Internal Revenue Service viewed the

right to this benefit continget, since a reduction in work

opportuity must first occur before the benefit is payable*

That is, th t depds upon tho dlopeO t of factors

over which there is no direct control. Therefore, under

such circumstances, benefits to alleviate hardship when

only partial employment is available ro not distinguisbable
from benefits intended to meliorate the consquances of

unemploymnt. Thus there was no need to tie the guarateed
earnings benefit into the stte unemployment insrance

The possibility of no benefits being paid at the

end of five and one*half yers from the ten million dollars

to be collected in the above fund was also ruled upon.
This evtuality,0 the Interal Revnue Service stad,
would not impair the employers' right to deduct contribum

tions. Howevert the final doc ents had to provide for an

alternativ use upon tearnation. This was neesr in

order to establish that the fund would not revert back to

the employers at th end of the period. And fther,

that It would be used in a faMshon consistent with the

bases on which the plan was originally cleared.
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One nroblem arose out of this benefit. Under

Section 162 of the Internal Reenue Code only the person

who is the direct employer of the beneficiary is eligible

to deduct the contributions as a necessary business

expen"s That is, only the contract stevedores and

termnal operators would be eligible to deduct payMents

into the Fund. The steamship operators who do not perform

their own stevedoring function, therefore, would not be

eligible *

The lawyers representing the PMA and the ILWU

orated at length on the industryts practices, the

relationship between the contract stevedores and their

steamship principals and the direct obligation assumed by

the steamship companies by reason of their membership in

the Pacific Maritime Association. These factors did not,

however, incline the Internal Revenue Service to modify

its initial view. Theyremained firm in their position

that the statute required recognition of the contribution

as compensation for services rendered by the employers for

the account of his employer.

The parties were able to circumvent this ruling by

having the stevedore contractor add the steamship company's

share to his stevedoring fee. He would then turn this

amunt over to the P4A to be transferred into the Fund.

This created a problem. If the stevedore contractor were

to become bankrupt after having been paid by the steamship



90

principal but before remitting the contribution to the

Fund the money would probably be lost.

The Internal Revenue Service allowed the parties

to obviate this hasard by ruling that tho steamship

companies could make payment direct to the Fuad for the

account of the contract stevedore. The contract stevedore

would then bill the steamship company for this sm together

with such charges as he may assess for services rendered.

While this procedure is cumbersme, it allows for

t e min isation of risk by reason of possible bankruptcies

And, furthermore, it circumvented a situation which could

have led to the demise of this provision.

The "vesting benefit," as was originally conceived

in the Mechanization and Modernization Agreement, created a

unique tax problem. One, because the contribution required

to cover its costs was not susceptible to clearance under

Section 162 of the Internal Revenue Code. This was because

the vesting benefit, as conceived in the mechanisation

agreement, would be paid whenever a qualified longshoan

chose to withdraw frm the work force. Thus it was lacking

the contingency element usually required for clearance

under Section 162. And, two, the contribution for the

vesting benefit, as it was then conceived, could not be

cleared under Section 404 of the Internal Revenue Code.

That is, since the benefit was not payable as part of a

qualified pension or deferred compensation plan, it would
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not qualifY under the above section. And the necessary

contributions would exceed the allowable deduction for

contributions to suclh plans.

The parties were then faced with four possible

courses of action.

1. They could file a fomal request for ruling in

order to ascertain whether it was possible to receive

clearance without the necesatty of engaging in further

negotiations;

2* Negotiate a contingent benefit in lieu of the

vesting benefit.

3. Recognise the vesting benefit as a form of early

retirement and make the same a part of the ThWTJ-PMA Pension

Fund, and/or

4* Seek special legislation pertaintng to the

Mechanisation and Modernization agreement as a whole.

Realistically, courses one and four were not open

to the parties. Each would have been time consuming, and

there could be no reasonable expectation that either

course would result in success.

The second and third alternatives were at that tim

more practical. These, of course, would have required

further negotiations. Effort was then made to implement

the second course of action, which was substantially

compatible with the commitment already negotiated.
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The second course of action did not, however,

present a realistic alternative because it would not have

satisfied in practice the objectives which the ILWU hoped

to achieve.

Negotiations with the Internal Revenue Service con-

tinued on a piecemeal basis through the first eight months

of 1961. These discu"ions led to a deadlock, And it

appeared possible that the Internal Revenue Service would

not issue a favorable ruling on the vesting principle. It

also beame apparent that the Internal Revenue Service had

no inclination to assist the PMAILWU efforts in this field,

not withstanding the fact that the Mechanisation and Modern-

isation Agreement's intention was to secure objectives

generally recognised as socially desirable.

At this point the Department of Labor intervened.

It argued that if the Internal Revenue Service did not give

the ILWUm1MA mehah sation plan a favorable ruling a

disastrous precedent would be set.

Here we find one government agency battling another.

Not because of the social consequences involved, but rather,

according to Dr. Lincoln Fairley, research director for the

ILWU, because the railroad interests were anxious to solve

their own work rule problems through a similar formula.

Subsequently, the Internal Reveue Service decided

that the Employers would deduct those moneys paid toward

the vesting right. This decision was ode on the
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stipulation that the payments be made directly from the I*At
acting as collecting agent, to the trustees as the need to

reimburse a qualified employee arose.

Thus, there has been no fund set up to handle

vesting benefits. As a consequence, the PMA and the ILWU

are e3periencing difficulty in taxing nonPMA members for

their share of the vesting benefit.

At the time of writing the problem has not been

solved, but the parties express confidence that a satis-

factory solution will be reached.



PART III- SURVEY OF WHAT PARTIES HAVE

ACCOMPLISHED
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CHAPTER VI

PROBLEMS OF XIT TATION

The purpose of this chapter is to analyse the more

than two hundred and twent-y4mfive arbitration cases which

have moved through the ILWU-PMA grievance machinery since

January of 1961* This is done in an effort to determine

on what isues and in which localities the parties have had

their greatest difficulties in implementing the many prow

visions of the Agreement*

In order that a more meaningful analysis may be

presented in the subsequent discussion, howeve, it is

necessary to have a general knowledge of the ILWUPPMA

grievance machinerys and an understanding of what the long-

shoremants relation is to the grievance procedure.

To begin with longshore work is unique in that the

employees are divided into gang who work as a unit on all

Jobss Saeh gang is a ate entity and a particular

employer may expect to hve arying degrees of cooperation

and efficiency from one gang to another. For this reason,

gaWs become known for the type of men that comprise them.

Thus we may have what could be called an "efficint" gang

a "fast" gang, a "goof-off" gang, a "drunk" gang, etc.
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Therefore, the amount of grievances which the Port Labor

Relations Committee might hare to review will probably vary

with the type of gang (or gangs) employed. For example, an

efficient or a fast g might not complain if the sling

load is a hundred or so pounds overweight, where another

gang will refuse to work until the load has been "skimed"

down , or will use any infraction as a gimick to stop work

while the grievance is being adjusted.
Another factor which makes longshoring unique is

that while one is waiting for the grievance to be settled

there is no work being done on the job. In other words,
while the grievance is being pressed the work waits until

some settlement has been reached, thereby putting

tremendous pressure on the employer to settle the matter

quickly, even to the point of giving in to the men.

Under the new contract, however, the longshoremn

are supposed to work "under protest" while the grievance is

being adjusted. This also applies to the aployer who,
under the contract, is supposed to continue to operate until

some settlement has bes reached, This flexibility is one of

the key features of the 1.chanisation and Modernisation

Agreement, because no longer, theoretically at least, will

the longshoremn be able to settle a dispute by a job
action, something which was very iommon and popular not too

many years ago.
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Another important point to be made here is that

in the longshore industry the grievance has to be settled

on the spot. For if it isntt, when the ship sails the

grievance departs with it, thereby leaving no redress for

the aggriev.d longshoreman or his employer.

Because of the uniqueness of its problems, the

industry has designed a special procedure through which a

grievance may be adjudicated as quickly as possible,

(This procedure is outlined on the following pagea) Thus

must issues are settled on the Joint Port Labor Relations

Committee level, or are immediately referred to the Area

Arbitrator. This way, the Area Labor Relations Committee

is by-passed.
The Area Arbitrator once given the case (usually in

a matter of hours after the machinery has been set in

motion) issues an Interim Ruling. He then either mkes it

final and binding or else refers the matter to the Joint

aoast Labor Relations Comittee for final review. Seldom

does a dispute reach the Coast Arbitrator.

Thus if one wished to gain a complete picture as

to what is happening within the grievance machinery they

would have to scrutinize the entire procedure. But,

because grievances which are of any import generally reach

the Area Arbitrators, one may gain a fairly comprehensive

view of what is happening within the industry by ex ning

their reports.
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FIGURE VI^l2

4.WtJPw4'A XSYA ROsi

STEP 1 Union Representative
Gang Stewardd his
Supervisor attempt to settle with

Employer Representative,
Walking Boas or Dock
F?oremn

if no agreemnt is reached,
STEP 2* Business Agent attempts to settle with

Company Representative
and/or PMA Repreoentative*

If this attempt fails, then the
grievanc is witten out and is
then considered by:

STSP 3. _n ?2wt -AMA Labor Relation1 CQILttees
?ailing at this level the case is then reviewed by

STEP 1+* JqA_M AMe I.bj' latIonw QgMdtt.:
If agreement is not possible at this level, the
grievance is then sent on to the

STEP 50 Ar#A
who has Jurisdiction over all local rules* If one
or the other pArty feels that the decision contraw
diets a provision of the mn contract-or if the
grievance involves a coastwise issue, it is then
sent on to the

STEP 6. r

who review tbh "as and if the are still unable
to agree the grievance is passd on for a final
and binging docision to the

STEP 7*

who makes a final and binding decision.
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LStatialmlMUALaO,LY
The author, in an eff'ort to detect sor of the

internal factors impeding the development of the

Meohanisation and Modernisation Agreement first complled

a series of the grievances reported to the Joint Port

Labor Relations Committees. These were found, however, to

be so voluminous that no meaningful analysis could be made

of them on a coastwide basis. A second, but by no means

lesser, factor deterring the use of the Fort Idbor Relations

Committees' reports was the fact that most cases sttled at

this level are insignificant for our puposes. For these

reasons the author decided that the next best thing would

be to examine the Area Arbitrators' Reports to determine

whoe the problems were and on what isses they revolved.

Before presenting the results of this investiga.m

tion two points should be mde: one has to do with mthod,

the other with PMA policy. First, in examining the reports

the author found that although the arbitrator ruled on one

case and only made one decision a great number of issues

were involved.

An illustration would tend to clarity this point.

Assume that an employer wished to increase the

weight of his sling load, as he may under the agreement if

he meets certain specified conditions. Assme now that

the longshore gang objects to the increased weight and

refuses to work the heavier loadawothis position alledges
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that the increased weight would result in an individual

speed-up, create an onerous task, and furthermore would

cause unsafe working conditions. After expounding all of

their complaints to the employer they state that they will

not work the heavier load. The employer then orders them

to work as directed, they refuse; for this the employer

fires the gang.

At this point the gang steward calls the Joint

Port Labor Relations Committee who come down to the dock

in order to settle the dispute. They are unable to agree

and subsequently sumon the Area Arbitrator. The arbitra-

tor arrives and is faced with the following issues:

(1) sling load limit, (2) safety, (3) speed-up, (4)

onerousness, (5) refusal to work as directed, (6) unJust

firing, and (7) manning scale. Thus we see the arbitrator

making only one decision, but making that decision on a

combination of issues.

As a consequence, the author was faced with the

problem of overlapping issmes and the resulting duplication

wi-thin the statistical series. And because no one issue

could be taken out of a case the author decided that in the

interest of being consistent all relevant issues should be

included in the analysis. For this reason, in the tables

that follow, there are many more decisions listed than were

actualy and explicitly decided.
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But, it should be remembered that when the arbitra_

tor makes a decision on one issue ho is implicitly deciding

the other issues also. To illustrate, in the example

previously cited assume that the arbitrator ruled the load

unsafe. On the basis of that decision he would implicitly

state that the men were also unjustly fired 4when they

refused to work as directed.

A second problem which the author faced was the PMA

policy of instituting changes on a port rather than on a

coastwide basis. This policy was adopted in order that

grievances resulting from changed operations would build a

framework of precedents through which subsequent changes

could be adopted on a coast basis with a minimum of

friction. As a consequence, a large number of grievances

have arisen in one port while other ports have been void of

any disputes on that particular issue.

Time has played a part in removing this bias toward

one area or another, but it has placed a formidable impedi..
ment to any general conclusions which could be fomulated

from the subsequent analysis. Thus it is necessary to

preface the following section with the thought that any

generalization as to the problems involved in implementing

the agreement are only tentative at best.

Table I presents the arbitrators' decisions divided

into iesues during the year 1961 and the first thre months
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'With this as a basis, one could logically conclude that

many of the questions raised by the union were founded on

fact. Or in the language of the vernacular the men were

not pressing "bum beefs*"

Because so little could be seen froma the Coast

data the author decided that it would be in the bes

interest of clcrity to divide the Coast into areas-.-the

purpose being to determine if any locality had a more than

proportionate share of grievances, and, if so, around what

issues they revolved.

Table II presents the arbitration cases by issue

for South-crn California. Of the 142 cases decided by the

arbitrator only 38 were concerned with the Mechanisation

and Miodernization Agreement-wa drop of over 3 per cent

from the coast figure. The two most important issues

decided in Southern California were Manning Scales and the

determination of penalty rates at 17.6 per cent and 14.1

per cent of the total cases respectively. The question of

safety was also an important issue accounting for 12 per

cent of the total cases.

The large amount of grievances relating to manning

in Southern California could be explained by the fact that

much of the longshore work was a direct result of a local

work rule which required double handling of all cargo. And

when the union in November of 1961 lost this rule over SO

per cent of the longshore work done on the docks was
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eliminated.* This necessrily caused a certain amount of

dissension ao the rank and fil*e thus placing pressures

on the local officers to fight any proposed chaes under

the contract.r

In all but two iss the union was able to win

more cases than the employers. A fact apt to hold some

significance. However, it is positble that this assertion

has vey little meaning. Nevertheles, it is a fair indica..

tion of the legitimacy of the unon charges.

Table III presents the data for Northern California.

Here we se an all-together different picture emerging.

Grievances involving the Mechanisation and Modeisation

Agreement accounted for over 42 per cent of the total cates

reaching arbitrationwtowith the union only able to win 13 of

a possible 33 grievances. An observation holding signifi-

cance because Northern California was the only area where

the arbitrator ruled for the employers in a majority of the

cases decided.

This would be empirical evidence to substantiate an

allegation that there was more resistance to the agre*ement

in Northern Califonia than in the other areas subject to

the agreement.

We may also note in support of this conclusion that

in Northern Califoria almost 36 per cent of the grievances

brought to arbitration concemed manning scales. This

figure being contrasted to 17*6 per cent for the coast as a
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whole, 22*8 per cent and 20#4 per cent in Southern

California and the Northwest respectively would again indi-

cate a higher degree of antagonism to the agreemnt amonr

the Northern California locals*

Attention should also be directed to the fact that

Northern California wa the only area not to win a

majority of the ca"s decided on this issue. Furthermore,

there has been more unrest in Northern California than

elswhere as is indicated by the fact that of the six cases

which involved work stoppages five were decided for the

employer. And of the eight cause concerning refusals to

work as directed the union was ruled to be at fault in

seven of them.

At this time the reader should be reminded of the

Pacific Maritime Associationts policy of instituting

changes on a port rather than on a coastwise basis. For

the Port of San Francioo (the largest and most important

on the West Coast) has been the Pacific Maritime Associa.

tion's testing ground for altering operations. Therefore,
one should expect a more than proportionate degree of

resistance in Northern California.

Thus any overall conclusions about Northern

Californiat and more specifically San Francisco, would have

to be qualified by the above consideration*

Table III presents the Arbitrator's decisions for

the ports in the Pacific Northwest* This table indicates
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a situation highly sinlar to that preented for the Coast

and for Southern California.

We see that 25*9 per cent of the grievances to

reach arbitration coneorned the agreemnt. The major
issue again being manning accounting for 20.4 per cent of

the total issues.

The other figures of significance in this table are

those connected with Job actions1 unjust firing and

reNsals to work as directed. The data clearly indicate

a ready willingnesi on the part of the employers and/or

longshoremen to take action into their own hands when a

dispute arises. This is accoumted for by the fact that

16*7 per cent of the total grievances to reach arbitration

involved work stoppages and 12 per cent of the disputes

arose from a retusal to work as directed.

The above data have been presented in an effort to

indicate the degree of employee antagonism toward the

Mechanistion and 4oderuiation Agreement*

We were able to observe that the principal dispute

involved manning. This would be expected as the men would

naturally be reluctant to give up workw-however unnecessary

it might be. Thus the arbitrators have conceded to the

union principle that an operation may be changed only by

ading more men or machines to the job. Otherwise a 8speed.

up would result.
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In conclusion, it should be again emphasised that

the Pacific Maritim* Association policy to institute

changes on a port rather than on a coast basis has impeded

any major generalisation as to the locality of conflict

arising out of the agreemnt.
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CHAPTER VII

EFFECT OF MECHANIZATION AND 'DDERNIZATION

ON PRODUCTITV AN EARNINGS

To preface this chapter it would be wise to note

that experience under the agreement has been quite limited.

Although the agreement is dated October 18, 1960, it was

not ratified by the union membership until January, 1961.

Thereafter, jurisdictional difficulties with the Teamsters

caused the retention of ultiple handling in ome ports

until November, 1961. Also, the United States Treasury

Department did not approve the fund for tax purposes until

September, 1961, and no benefits were paid until December

of the same year. Another factor affecting the agreement

was that throughout most of 1961 a number of employer prow

posals for changes in existing manning requirements

remained bottled up in the ocdure established for

approving such changes.

Furthermore, and undoubtedly the most important

factor limiting empirical analysis of the success of the

agreemnt, is that the PMA is yet to fully develop a

productivity measurement system for longshore operations.
The reasons for this lack of surecses have been the complex

and constantly shifting cargo mix, the changing methods of
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packaging the commodities handled, the work rules

goveming the operations of the longshoremen, the varied

and changing methods of operations, the ship on berth

changing constantlyt the near primitive operation of the

morning giving way to an engineering wonder in the after-

noon, and last but by no means least, the lack of data basic

to any measurement system. This above enumeration is by no

means exhaustive, but the items listed pose the most serious

obstacles to a truly valid measurement of productivity,

Because of the above reasons the true impact of the

Mechaniation nd odernisation agreemnt is not capable

of being ascertained from the available data. And ay con-

clusions or projections based on the following figures are

only qualified approxiations at best.

With all of thig in mind we may proceed

Table VII.4 pre"nts the basic coast data on man-

hours, tonnage, and troductivity for the yearxs 1955 through

1961* Table VII-2 shows the computation of the adjusted
tonnage figure appearing in Table VII-l. Figure VII-1

illustrates total man-hours and tonnage for the seven year

period. And Figure VII_2 illustrates tons per man-hour.

Figure VIluul show# a remarkable similarity between

man-hours and tonnage for the years 1955 through 1958.

Interestingly enough, however, tonnage increased

substantially from 1958 to 1960 (from 18*0 to 19.9 million

tons) while man-hours increased only sllghtly from 1958 to
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1959, and remained constant from 1959 to 1960. During that

time (see Table I and Figure II) tons per man-hour increased

1.2 per cent from 1958 to 1959 and 6.1 per cent from 1959 to

1960 while both total man-hours and tonnage decreased

approximately 6 per cent.1
The above observations are significant because in

1958 the Pacific Coast shipping interests instigated a pro.*

gram which became popularly known as "conformance and per-

formance*" This program was dedicated to the proposition

that one of the most effective of all labor-saving devices is

the observance of the contract, under responsible supervision.

On the basis of the data presented above it would be

exceedingly dangerous to conclude that the decrease in total

man-hours and the resultant increase in tons per man-hour

were the result of "conformance and performance." Neverthe-

less, there is a definite indication that "conformance and

performance" played a significant rule in the productivity

increase.

The above conclusion was based on the following

proposition:

A decrease in man-hours would be accounted for by

one of three reasons:

1. an increase in productivity which would result

in a decrease in the demand for labor,

1Tons per man-hour is, admittedly, a rather rough
measure of productivity because a change in commodities and
ship handled from one year to another will have a definite
effect on productivity, but the above meaurment is ade-
quate for our purposes.
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2* a decrease in tonnage would result in a decrease

in the demand for labor, or

3. a combination of both*

Table VII-3 presents the number of men, hours,

earning, and tonnage handled for the Coast from 1959 to

1961, and the per cent changes during the three year period

The first three categories are a suir of the data pre-

sented in Table VIIa_l* They are shown in order that their

effect on the various categories of men who offer thomrn

selves for longshore labor might be shown.

The class "A" longshoremen ar fully registered

members of the ILWU* They are considered the industry's

basic labor force and have first choice on anl available

Jobs.

The class "B" longshoremen are partially registered

members of the ILWU who are entitled to any work not claimed

by the "A" men,

The third category of men consists of casuals. They
have no recognised attachment to the industry and work only

on peak days when the "A" and "B" lists have been exhausted.

Table VII-3 indicates that the number of "A' men

decreased steadily from 12,180 in 1959 to 11,207 in 1961.

This accounts for a rate of attrition of approxiately 4

per cent per year (5% in 1959-1960 and 3% in 1960-1961).

The constant decrease in "A" men may be explained by the

fact that the registration lists were closed in 1960. This
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was done t.o order that the effects of the agrooment on

union membership might be more easily ascertained.

The number of ¶B" men also decreased, but at an

average rate of 6 per cent per year from 1959 to 1961.

This may be explained through nomal attrition and the

fact that Local S, in Portland, Oregon, admitted 121

class tBf men into the fully registered ranks while the

"freeze" was on.

The need for casuals decreased substantially for

the coast as a whole. This reflects the decrease in

additional manning as a result of increases in productivity

and decreases in tonnage bandled over the measured years.

The decrease in the total hours worked by "AR men

approximates the rate of attrition (4% in 1959-1960 and 5%

in 1960.1961). And because the average hours worked by

"A" men did not fluctuate over 2 per cent during the three

year period one could conclude that there was a very limited

decrease in work opportunity for individual "All men.

This conclusion is significant because the thirty.

five hour guarantee written into the Mechanization and

Modernization agreement may only go into effect when there

is a decrease in the need for men due to changed operations*

Another reason (one causing considerable friction in some

areas) is that the thirty-five hour guarantee was one of the

big selling features of the contract. Arid there are many
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among the rank and file who are becoming disgruntled
because they will neer realise this provision.

The average hours worked by "BO men dropped 7 per

cent from 1960 to 1961. This decrease would reflect the

fact that the partially registered m are highly

dependent on the level of tonnge.

The decrease in the total earnigs of "Al men would

reflect the normal attrition of these men out of the indu

try, offset by a wage increase. The average earnings per

man rose from 1959 to 1961 by 5 per cent. Whereas, hours

per man decreased over the same period (1 per cent) the

only conclusion one could draw is that the increase was

due to a rise in the wage levl. Overtime would not be a

factor here because the overtime * straight-stime ratio

remains constant at 55 per cent per year.1

1* The Mechanization and Moderization Ageementt, based

on the above data, has had no significant effeet on

productivity, on a coastwise basis since its implementation

in January of 1961.

The reason that productivity has shown no signifi-

cant obange is not because there is no room for improvement.

But, rather, because factors external to the industry have

hampered the development of ohanges which would result in

increase productivity.

1The above statement on the overtime straight-tim.
ratio is bae*d on a personal interview with Mr* J. A.
Rokertson, Assistant to the President and Secretary of the
PNA.
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2. There has been no significant change in the total

hours worked, average hours per man, the total earnings,

or average earnings per man as a result of the Mechanization

and Modernization Agreement on a coastwise basis.

Because there could be significant changes in a

particular area which would not be reflected in a coastwise

survy, tables were drawn for the major areas on the

Pacific Coast; that is, Southern California, Northern

California (excluding Stockton), Oregon, and Washington.

12aeMn RAU.Qrni
Table VI114 presants the basic data on man-hours,

tonnage, and nproductivity" from 1955 to 1961 for

Southern California. Table VII*5 shows the computation of

the adjusted tonnage figure appearing in Table VIXI4.

Figure VII-3 illustrates total tonnage and muan-hours, and

Figure VII4 shows tons per man-hour.

Figure VII-3 indicates that during the yars 1955 to

1959 man-hours rose steadily* Manhours then turned

sharply down during 1959 and continued to fall during 1960

and 1961. At the time tonnage fluctuated widely,
showing no trend in one direttion or another.

Between the years 1955 and 1958 tons per man-hour

fluctuated, but then in 195$ "productivity" (according to

our rough estimates) bsgan to rise rapidly.
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1955-1961

Millions
7.1
7.0
6.9
6.8
6.7
6 6
6.5
6.4
6*3
6.2
6.1
6.0
5.9
5*8

5.7 "\5.6
5.5

5.4 / \ /\lAdjustd5.3
5.32
5.1
5.0
4.9
4.8
4*7
4.6
4.5

55 56 57 58 5, 60 61 62

Source: Table ..V:I-4
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Thus, we soe a harp decrease in manhours, a

large increase in "productivity," and a slight increase in

tonnage handled between 1958 and 1961. This as we know is

the period of "conformance and performance," and, within

the confines of the qualifications listed above we should

conclude that ;"cnformance and perfonce" had a signifti

cant effect on productivity and total man-hours in

Southern California.

We should now look to see who was affected by the

decrease in total man*hours.

Unfortunately, the number of registered men listed

by the PMA is incorrect. That is, there could not have

been an increase in the registered workforce during this

time due to the "freese" on registration* Thus the figures

on hours worked per man and earnings per man must be some.

what in error. It should also be noted, that the hours of

"B" men were recorded for only part of 1959.

But within the confines of the above restrictions

some analysis may be developed.

For "A3 men we see that hours worked decreased by

8 per cent in both 1959.1960 and 196o*&1961. Part of this

total figure would be due to attrition, and a decrease in

tonaet but, on the other hand, a good deal of it could

be due to operations changes aw a result of the mechanisa-o

tion agreement ftrthermore, average hours worked per "Al

man decreased by 9 per cent from 1i960.1961 and 8 per cent
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over the three year period. However, due to the error in

the number of registered men there is some doubt as to tSa

validity of these figures.

Total earnings for "A" men also decreased sub-

stantially from 1959 to 1961 (10 per cent from 1959 to

1961 at a rate of 5 per cent per year). This could also

be a explained by nor attrition and decreased

tonnage. Average earnings per "A" man also decreased

during the three year period, but the error in the number

of men denies us the opportunity of drawing any conclusions

from this data.

The impact of increased "productivity" on "B" men

and casuals has been more profoumd. Casuals employed on

the San Pedro waterfront dropped 16 per cent from 1959 to

1960 and another 37 per cent from 1960 to 1961, or 46 per

cent for the three year period* Changes in operation also

had its effect on the hours worked by "B" men and casuals.
The total hours of "B" men fell 26 per cent from 1960 to

1961 while the average hours per man dropped 24 per cent.

Total hours worked by casuals also dropped 9 per cent

from 1959 to 1960, and 32 per cent from 1959 to 1961. And

lastly, increased "productivity" also took its toll on

total and average earnings* The total earnings of "B" men

went down 22 per cent and average earnings per an dropped

21 per cent from 1960 to 1961. Casuals also had a similar

fate* Their earings dropped 6 per cent from 1959 to
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1960 and 28 per cent from 1960 to 1961, for a total

decrease of 33 per cent

1. The "Productivity" increases shown for Southern

California may be partially explained by "performance and

conformance" and the changes in operations implemented

since the Mechanisation and Mbdernisation Agreement.

2* The "productivity" increases, among other things,

could account for the decrease in work opportunity in

Southern California.

3. The impact of lower man-hours worked has been felt

by all categories of longshoremn. The brunt of which,

however, has fallen on the "B" men and casuals who have to

take whatever Jobs they can find.

NrifnCia
Table VIIZ7 presents total tonnage, manhours, and

"productivity" for Northern California from 1955 to 1961.

Table VII-8 shows the computation of the adjusted tonnage

figures appearing in Table VII-7. Figure VII..5 presents

total tonnage and man-hours in graphic form, and Figure

VII6 illustrates the movement of tons per man-hour.

Figure VII-5 indicates that total tonnage and man-

hours fluctuated at nearly proportionate rates between

1955 and 1958. Then from 1958 to 1959 tonnage increased

over 7 per cent while total man-hours increased only
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AS3 ?U AND'L -_IAM a UUSEZ
1q55 to 191

QU11t)

/
II

Manhours

X Adjusted

Tonnage

Manhours
Adjusted
Tonnage

SS 56 57 56
VIAR

60 61 62

SOM S: Obl. VIZ

90
8go
8.$
8.7
8*6
8*5

8.3
8.2
8.1
8.0
7X'

7.7
7.6
7S5

73
7.2
7.1
7.0
6.'
6.S
6.7
676
6.5

i

NO- malump



1955 t 1961

1.,035
1*030
14015
1.010
1,015
1.010 '/

1. 000
"5

*"O* s99f

:97S5
.970
.965
.960
.955

.945
9"94
.935
930

3o 925
*920
4915X /

**4910

.$75
.870

I

Source: Table 111.7
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1*4 per cent, And, during the sme year, tons per manhour

increased 5.7 per cent. In the year 1959 to 1960 tonnage

increased 5.7 per cent while total man-hours remained con-Q

stant. And, of course, tons per man-hour increased 5.7 per

cent's We then see that from 1960 to 1961 tonage decreased

4.1 per cent while total man-hours decreased 6.1 per cent

(almost double)* At the sam time tons per man.mhour

decreased 3.7 per e*nt.

Figure VLI*6 presnts an interesting movement. Tons

per man-hour fluctuated rather sporadically from 1955 to

1958* Then from 1956 to 1959 it rose 56 per cent, in 1959

to 1960 5.7 per cent, and, finally, 3.7 per cent from 1960

to 1961*

These changes could, conceivably, be due to chages
in cargo mi the type of p handled, or a host of other

cau"ses But if one were to be realistic, he would conclude

that "conformance and perforace," along with changes intro-

duced wuder the ?4chani"ation Agreemnt, contributed to

decreasing winshours and increasing tons per manOhour.

Table VII-9 presents data on the number of men,

hours, and earnings for Northera California from 1959 to

1961. These figures are Interesting, because from then we

may see who suffered the burden of the decrease in manohours*

Total hours worked by "A* nmn decreased by approxi-

mat*ly 10 per cent from 1959 to 1961. At the same time,

total hours word by "B" men decreased 13 per cent, while
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the hours worked by cauals fluctuated from a decrease of

36 per cent in 1959w1960 to an increase of 59 per cent from

1960 to 1961.

Because of the drop in the number of "Al men, how-

ever, average hours per "A" m rmained constant from

1959 to 1961. And average earnings remained constant from

1960 to 1961, atfter increasing 7 pe cent from 1959 to 1960.

As a consequence, we would be led to conclude that "A" men

were not affected by the decrease in anhours.

The average hours per "B" man decreased 7 per cent

from 1960 to 1961* Their average earirngs, howevr, rose 3

per cent during the same period. This would be explained

by the contractual wage increase and the possibility of

increased overtime or preium work.

Consequently, it should be concluded that the

decrease in total hours worked must have been absorbed by

"B" sen and those who removed themselves from the industry.

Oroelon a *W MMon
In brief, it should be notedt that speculation as

to the possible relations between the Mchanisation and

Modernisation Agreement and manwhours, tonnage, and tons

per manhour for Oregon and Washington would be foolhardy.

The reason being that the amount, and type, of cargo

handled in these ports fluctuates drastically from one

year to another. Therefore, it would be impossible to
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isolate any one variable and assign a causal relationship

to it on the basis of the available data.

As a consequence, the author feels that he should

stop off of the thin ice on which he has been treading
while he is still sfe and not attezpt an analysis of th

Oregon and Washington figures

In conclusion, it should be noted, however, that

earnings, tonnage, man-hours, and tons per man_hour have

been preparod. This was done in order that the more

interested reader could draw his own conclusions. The

author, however, firmly believes that any such effort would

be wasted,



14O

I Xqj li]ti3s

MV.~~~~~~~~~~~V



-~~~~-

* I%"S** * 0I4 *

S*gg12^XZ1

*k *'i

Ing~

e^

ftS ft

W*

i! t*ftf

ill* S***i
^*s:0' l5

- ^4

\ \~~
bs 0~~~~~'

If 01 1

a

I

VI

3
0

I

s3

A

Ei

I
At"
t
X

s5

1kX

I

A

I



142

I
+** * @94* + + + '4' +4'

3 U~~~~~~~~~00

+ 4'3* +94 + +4+4+ ++I

46~~~~~~~~~~~~'

- A
| II~~~4 Il
g1 1 AS ag At l! tVVi a4 F V4 I |
^SI I tt #A P4tgs tfVX VI

i41- I
Al t W% ^I~~~~~~~~~~~i d1 4h&_I

VP 04 #- in£I
i a 1 u < kY~~~1V

] °|0 ll ]1lla}||~~~~~~ %1x>],|0 > > i 16 3



I*

*4

wq 4

$1r"
+ I

%";

it,
4"

fin
0 *"

in 0

0 s X

fti
lti11

*
*g*

* *

L;2+f

143

It "

in.004

a

I

i

la

A

I



- #4 - ee

J I

44ff 5.4; 4

-tt!§4"I '
#4W #04| 4iii flSI
#44.4 #

tl*tltt'*I
tllP(S I*9 II I

Il -11 1i]~~Ali} A

4

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
I
I

#4j1}

Ii'
ii

I0

s



I 145

P4t n0 in %oinS¢^N %O c0o hSIAf
+ + + + + + + + + + +

'.4 ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~e

- .,++ , +It ++ +++ +4+

{ ~~~~% V4 tm 40 r%b r4e r4% C4d go I4 tn A

FV1C4V4 vIS,

UI41 ++ .+ ++ +44+ ++

*0 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~4
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CHAPTER VIII

EFFECT OF THE AGREMENT ON UNION MEMBERSHIP

Max Kossoris in analysing the possible effects of

the Mechanization and Modernization Agreement wrote:

If a substantial increase in longshore productivity
develops, as expected, from manage_mets greater
freedom to man it Will have a decided impat on
the labor force required* Unless the volume of
cargo in9reaes sharply, the labor force will be
reduced .5

In the preceding chapter we were able to determine

that there had been increases In productivity. To what

extent, of course, romains a mystery until a meaurement

system capable of supporting valid conclusions is devised.

The Coast Labor Relations Cosmittee cloed the

regiwtration lists in May of 1960, But, in fact, however

it is more than two years since most locals have

register*d any men in any classo It should also be noted

that the longshore labor force shrinks at approximately

4 per cent per year because of deaths, retiresonts and

dropouts.

With the above in mind, there is yet one question

remaining to be answred. That it, What has been the effect

of the agreement on union membership?

lMax D. KossoriSs "Working Rutls in West Coast
Longshorings" jj (January, 1961), p. 7.
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Timte is an important factor in analyzing the impact

of the agreement on union membership. For one thing, the

average age of the fully registered work force is roughly

55* Thus there should be considerable droupouts in the

first years of the contract, Figure VIII.l presets a

projection of work force decreases through attrition and

normal retirement. Notice that the curve decreases ey

sharply due to the average age of longshoremen.

Table VIII-]. shows us that 49- men have left the

industry under the pension provisions of the agrement
since October of 1961* And Table VII14 idicates that

there are approximately 12 ,000 fully registered longshore

members of the ILWU on the West Coast.

As a consequence of the expected increase in drop-

outs and the 1anumber of union members, it is obvious

that it will hot be long before the union (and particularly

its treasury) begins to fee1 the strains of a decreasing

membership.

It might also be interesting to interject that 110

men left the industry under the early retirement provisions

of the agreement. This does not necessarily mean, however,

that these men wore forced to retire becanse of declining

work opportunity. Rather, it would be more correct to state

that they voluntarily removed themselves from service.

Cons*quently, the Coast Labor Relations Committee

reported to the April, 1962 caucus the follnowing statement:
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The Coast Committee was primarily concerned with
having sufficint time to determine the overall
effects of our retirement programs wader M & M and
Pensions on the one hand, and the total effects
that reduced manning along with other efficierncies
would have on the fully registered work force. The
vast amount of paper work n connection with Fund
administration has somewhat retarded our efforts to
determine the total effect from retirements, and
many circumstances have delayed instituting many
of the proposed changes in manning scales so that we
cannot as yet state with camplate confidence what
our future man power needs will be.

The Coast Committee is satiesfied that, regardless of
the eventual picture, most of the ports now need
some additional mena-either Class A Class B, or both.
This should not be trlAe of some smaller ports such as
Newport and Astoria whore, through loss of work
opportunity from economic factorst the men are not
fully employed. Grasally, most of the other ports
seem to be holding up quite well excepting for what
mht be termed "seasonl" drops in work opportunity.
They have requests on file with the Joint Coast
Committee for additional men in either or both
classes. The same situation seemingly applies to all
of the clerks' locals.

We are recommending that the Coast Committee be
empowered to open the freeze once for each local
during this comig sumer within the following limi-
tations. The Committee will examine the port by port
work opportunity for each local with respect to
registered men and easuals and will then determine the
numbers of additinal men that can be registered.

The requests of the clerks' locals would be evaluated
similarly; however, in their case the Coaist Committee
would not open the registration rolls until a satis-
factory and continuing plan for transfer of longshore-
men to clerks and vice versa has been consw0ated as
exem lified by the present program existing in clerkst
local 34*

Prior to opening new registration in any Port the
Committee will evaluate the manpower needs of Newport
and Astoria, and any attempt to shift some of those
men into adjacent porthat are aski for additional
manpower
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If this program is satisfactory to the eaucus, we
would then sgest that once the above instructions
have been fulfillod, the Joint Coast Committee
would again freos, registration until we could
determine the full net effect of early pro-wrata,
mandatory requirment, and the coming new manning
scales* There would be no lifting of the freese
unless instructed otherwise by a future caucus.

ahen considering adding men to the registration
list the caucus should have in mind that the employers
hav requested changes and reductions in manning which
have not been settled as yet.

Finally, the caucus should bear in mind that the ?MA
has put the union on notice in regard to the alleged
racial discrimination in some areas as expressed
through a refusal to register or add "A* or "B" men on
the grounds of contract application, hiring and dis..
patch rules and so on Te psition of the Coast
Committee is that any Such discriminatory practices
must be eliminated wherever they are going on both
on grounds of the contract and union policies and
because the Committee was so instructed at the last
caucus. The Coast Committee intends to carry out
these orders without regard to any actions by the
P1A because to do so is to foUlow sound union policy.

The important point to be made is that the full impact

of the mechanisation agreement on union membership is not

yet discernible. But one fact is clear-the union does

need to bring additional men into membership.

This poses an intriguing problem for one who would

care to speculate on future ILWUmPMA negotiations. Because,
new membership automatically raises the question as to

whether the new men to be brought into the industry can be

categorically denied the benefits of the mechanisation agree"

ment.,
Both the union and the PI4A would probably answer

affirmatively to the question if it were asked of them today.

But, of only for political reasons, the union is going to
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find it exceedingly difficult to refuee these benefits to

one while the man working next to him is entitled to

theme

In theorys discrimination of this sort would seem

equitable beeause the mechanisation funds were set up to

purchase past restrictive work rules. Newcomers to the

industry, however, never had any restrictive work rules to

sell, and are, therefore, not entitled to any benefits.

Nevertheless in practice, the union officers

(particularly on the local level) will find it exceedingly

difficult to explain such an ethical argument to new men,

especially when their temnre in office is contingent upon

the confidence of the post-agreement members.

The above conjecture was made in an effort to point

out a source of eventual conflict both within the union an

vise-Avie the PMA. But, we might add, only time will tell.
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CHAPTER IX

CCNCLUSIONS

The only real conclusion to the overall impact of

the Mechanisation and Modernisation Agreement at the time

of writing may be expressed by the cliche, "it is doing

as well as may be expected."

The parties are now experiencing a certain degree

of expected discomfort as a result of mployer efforts to

change work rules* These changes brought home to the union

membership the fact that they would have to pay a price for

the benefits which the union officers had hoavily

emphastised in the ratification campaign. These "tbeefs are,

however, being ironed out in the grievance machinery.

On the employerat side, there is, also, somewhat

loes than unanimous enthusiasm for the n*w agrement Many

stevedoring conerms, for eample, believe that labor savings

will also mean profit reductions on their cost-plus fixed

fee contracts. They are, therefore, less than eager to

invest in labor displacing machinery under such circumstances.

The steaship operators, on the other hand, have been

investing heavily in research and developmet in order that

they may profit by the freedom they now enjoy. Apart from

mechanisation, however, it should be noted, that the
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steamship companies have beei able to enjoy considerable

savings through the reduction in unnecessary manning. And

here, we might add, is where the esployers are to realise

the major benefits of the agreement.

The employers are confident, therefore, that the

savings made possible by the agreemwnt will be far greater

than the fund contributions* The contributions to the

fund are based on tonage handled by each company and

amount to 4 or 5 per cent of annual longshore labor cost.

This means that any productivity improvement above 5 per

cent is a net gain for management. And duwing negotiations,
it was estimated that the elimination of multiple handling

rules, in Los Angeles alone, would result in savings in

excess of the total amount that the employers finally agreed
to pay.

Pres Lancaster, research director for the PM4A, in a

speech on behalf of the employers stated:

It is too early to sy for sure what will be the
eventual gains from teecontract, but there are,
in the data which PMA coflects, signs of an
accelerated productivity since tho contract went
into effect. This latest acceleration comes on
top of the continuous, regular and marked improve.-
Ment in West Coast longshore jFroductivity which
has been takin place &tsAC4 19)59 Steamship
operators uually are reticent about voicing any
improe t in teir lot, but in the last "seral
years they bave, from time to time, let elip
various glad little cries which "sm to indiate
that they, too have noticed the change for the
better.

There have bee other signs of improvemnt under
the new agreement and the conformance program. A
certain West Coast port has been notorious for
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years for the poor performance of its longshoremen,
and for the troubles encountered by shippers whose
business took them there. Today, Iest oSt
shippiore are iing that performance in that port
equal or excoods performane in -other Coast portvs,
and there are figures to substantiate thebs state-
mets.1

At this point, the author would like to interject
what he believes to be the major changessince the signing

of the agreement. These generalizations, it should be

noted, should not be regarded as definitive, but rather, as

educated guesses because proprietory interests have pro-
hibited the publication in quantitative terms of the gains

made since the signing of the agreement.

1i The elimination of multiple handling has led to

a decrease in longshore mploent* This is particularly

true in the Los Angeles4Long Beach areas George Kuvakas,
president of the loeal which "srves this area, has estiw

mated that from 50 to 75 per cent of longahore dock work has

been eliminated since the signing of the agreement.

2* Sling load limits have been increased. This his

been done by adding more men in the ships' hold, but

increases in productivity have resulted in a decline in

total man-hours needed.

3. The four-on four.off practice continues to be a

problem in wme areas, but the LWU and the PMA are making

efforts to stop this practiceo

1Preos Lcaster, "Pacific Coast Waterfront
Mechanization ad ode sation: The CoUective Bargaining
Approach," unpublished, mieographed paper, p. 9.
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4. The gains in productivity reported by the PMA are

not the result of mechanised operations, but, rather, the

result of work rule changes. And,
5* Productivity increases have resulted in faster ship

turnaround.

Thus we are likely to see both parties benefitting
under the agreemnt# The extent to which, however, we are

unable to calculate at this time.
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