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I. INlRODUCTION

Americans today enjoy the highest standard of living the world

has ever known. There are many contributing factors, and together they

explain the reason for such mterial abundance: It is simply that the

United States of America has the highest per capita productivity ever

known.

Tremendous gains in efficiency and productivity have been realized

in virtually every phase of economic activity during the last 50-70

years, although in varying degrees.

0neseeming laggard in the productivity picture has been the field

of materials handling. This is a function comion to all industry regard-

less of other diversities. Materials must be received, stored, moved

through the production Drocess, and delivered to the final consumer.

In general industry seems to have concentrated more on the techniques

of making goods rather than on the techniques of moving them: However,

notable imorovements have been made in most industries during the last

several decades, especially in the Tetroleum, steel, coal, and automo-

bile industries - to mention a few.

A singular excection to the "rule" of increased efficiency in mat-

erials handling in the past few decades has been the Pacific Coast long.

shore industry. In reference to the antiquity of the mterials handling

methods in the longshore industry Glassll S. Stringfellow aptly states:

"It is a paradox of modern technology that the finest in
modern productive and distributive activities are sandwiched
between material handling methods that are no more efficient

1
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now than they were fifty years ago." 1

It is interesting to note that during the last two decades long-

shoring costs have risen steadily while nroductivity remained virtual-

ly static, indicating the inflationary aspects of the problem. W'hen

one considers that stich costs may renresent as high as 70 ner cent of

the total operation costs of a general cargo vessel, the magnitude of

the problem becomes readily annarent.

Great strides have been made in the shinning of petroleum products

and in handling bulk Droducts such as wheat and various ores. It is in

the handling of general cargo - the multitudinous variety of dissimilar

goods, frequently requiring slightly different handling techniques, -and

etch shirtred in insufficient quantity to justify installation of o>-

timum handling methods-- that inefficiency reimns suDreme. Professor

Churchman, of the University of California, Berkeley, has even gone so

far as to say that there has been virtually no imorovement in the hand-

ling of general cargo since the days of the Phoenicians.

wigher costs effect everyone (although in varying degrees) - the

shinrer, the shioping comDanies, the local and federal goverrments, and

indirectly, labor.

It is the intent of this narer to examine critically the nositions

of each of the narties involved in the oroblem of Droductivity and the

stens that are being taken imrorove oroductivity, including maechank3ation

and its related effects. Of narticular interest is the work currently

being done by the National Academy of Sciences under the local direction

of Dr. Peter B. Buck, which will be discussed at length. Also worthy

lGlassell S. Stringfellow, The Fort of San Francisco: Progress in Mater-
ial B-andlim, an unnublished master's thesis, L'niversity of Califor-
nia, Berkeley, hupust 20, 15 p.
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of special note is the rather paradoxical position of the union in re-

gard to productivity. gains, particularly through mechanization, which

led to the current. rather unique - contract between the International

Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's Union (ILWU) and the Pacific Maritime

Association (PRA), providing for a $1.5 million fund to compensate union

members for work opportunity lost due to increased use of "mechanization."

This fund has some particularly interesing implications which will be

discussed in detail further in the renort and in the concluding remarks.

This reDort is not intended to be a comprehensive coverage of the

entire longshore industry but will generally be limited to the area con-

cerning productivity and the effects of mechanization. It will further

be confined Drimarily to the studies knd efforts being made in the port

of San Francisco, unless otherwise specified.



II. THE LONESHORE INDUSTRY - A CONSPECTU1S

A co-rlete descrintion of the nature of the lorngshore industry

is, as r'r v!ously stated, beyond the scope and objectives of this paper.

Lhis section is included to familiarize the reader with some of the

basic elements of the industry to assist in peneral understanding of

the problems involved and to facilitate subsequent writing. Th^ treat-

ment in this section will therefore be brief, and Derhaps oversimpli-

fied, but sufficient for the stated Durnose.

A. Nature of the ':'ork

As ind-icated in the introduction, lon'shoring is a materials handl-

ing industry. It involves considerable nhr.,sical labor - and in all types

of weather.! It is hard work. There is considerable danger from slip-

pery holds, docks, and ladders, and from fallinp objects. The accident

ratio relative to other industries is high.

Wlork is performed by longshore "gangs " of which there are 206 in

San Francisco. 'hese are "skeleton" or nucleus grouprs which are sup-

olementedl by additional wrorkers from the union hiring hall,as necessary.

The normal pang in San Francisco consists of 12 or 14 men as follows:

Dshar Loading

1 gang bo8s 1 rang boss
2 winch drivers 2 winch drivers
1 co"rbo lift driver 1 combo'lift driver
2 dockmen 2 dockmen
6 hold men 8 hold men

The gang boss is resnonsible for 3eeinp that his men are used to

best advantage. He has corsiderably less authority now than in the ore-

Q'?4, pre-hiring hall era.

4
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The winch diiver operates the ship's hoisting apparatus. This

particular job requires a great deal of skill to prevent accidents,and

da ge to cargo.

The combo lift driver operates the fork-lift truck either on the

dock or in the ship's hold (in the latter case additional men would

be added to the pang to work the forl-lifts on the dock).

The hold men work below! decks to stow and unstow the cargo. This,

part of the work is the least desirable, involving the greatest physical

effort, danger, and discomfort (heat, ordor, etc.), and is usually per-

formed by the younger longshoremen, the older, more senior men usually

prefering the other jobs on the gang. 2

The dock men rig the necessary gear for hoisting or releasinrg (as

the case may be), and build loads on pallets if required, though addi-

tional dock men may be required in this case.

There are other catagories of soecialized nature but of less sig-

nificance; also union clerks who keep accurate tally of the cargo receiv-

ed during the loading and discharginp operations. They handle the paper-

work (bills of lading, etc.) involved. All total, there are approxi-

mately 4,000 longshoremen in the system.

B. The San Francisco Dispatch System

-'hen a shin arrives or is scheduled to arrive, its arent forwards

gang requirements to a stevedoring comrany - which in turn forwards

their request to the Pacific Maritime Association (PMA). Such requests

2F. T. Maim, "Wage Differentials in Pacific Coast Longshoring'" Indus-
rial and Labor Relations Review. vol. 5, No. 1, October 1951.
(University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Industrial
Relations Reprint No. 37, 1952). Mr. Malm noints out the lack of
significant wage differenti al, but imnlies a sort of non-monetary
differential in this nractice.
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are arranged in order of Driority and forwarded to the union hiring

hall. The dispatcher at the hiring hall (elected from union ranks per-

iodically to insure impartiality) assigns work to those gangs and indi.

viduals with the least hours worked in each calendar quarter.

C. CaroHandlin rations

A brief treatment of the basic cargo handling operations may facili-

tate understanding of subsequently employed terminology.

First, a distinction should be made between the handling of general

cargo and bulk cargo. Bulk cargos, such as oil and wheat can be loaded

and unloaded in a matter of hours. Integration of facilities aboard

ship and at the dock - a situation generally neglected in the handling

of general cargo - allows ore to be loaded and discharged at a rate of

1,000 tons an hour. Cargo handling costs of such bulk cargoes represent

a very small proportion of total costs; they represent well over half

the total cost of- operations with general cargo.3

It is in the area of general cargo handling that the greatest po-

tential gains in productivity lie.

The actual loading operation for rlst types of general cargo can

be thought of as consisting of a number of separate steps or .'links."

These concepts are helrful in understanding the nature of the operation:

Apron link. The apron is the loading area (or dock) alongside the

ship. The anron link consists of the transfer of cargo from the dock

shed to shioside, usually by fork-lift trucks.

Hook link. This operation consists of lifting the cargo from the

apron to the hold.

3Strinpfellow, op. cit., p. 50.
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Hold link. This stage consists of moving cargo from the hatch

square to a nosition in the wings4 next to the final stowage position.

Stow link. The removal of each nackaro from the nallet (in break-

bulk loading ooerations) by the hold men and stowing it in final oosi-

tion for the voyage is referred to as the stow link. The type of general

cargo that must be loaded onto - and removed from- pallets a box or

other unit at a time is referred to as break-bulk cargo, and is the

most time consuingi.-hence exnensive-method of cairgo handling. Sig-

nificant imDrovements are being made - with union cooneration - to im-

prove material handZling of this tvne, such as:

1. palletization - the ore-arrangement and strapT'ing of cargo on

pallets, with the unit loaded arni discharged as a whoTh;

2. containerization - the use of a variety of shipcing containers

into whi ch 'Loose nackages are loaded orior to arrival at dockside;

3. cribs - oallets with sides; and

4. vans - basically truck hodies without wheels that may be lower-

ed directly to a flatbed truck upon arrivalk at d.estination and driven

away. These may he refrigerated, and are generally carried upon deck,

but future shirs may be designed to carry vans below decks as weli.

Lhey are currently being used extensively to shiip household effects of

military rersonnel, as well as other military and civilian cargo.

D..Labor-Management aelations - in Retrospect

Longshore work is by nature casual. tVork onmortunity depends upon

the, number of shins in port requiring services at any one time. Work

is from ship to ship and from one stevedore cornrany after another. As

4 ''ings" refer to the area fore and aft of the hatch opening.



a natural result the longshoreman's loyalty is almost entirely with the

union because he has virtually no coirmnunity of interest with the em-

ployer. This has rather interesting implications in the area of manage-

ment-labor relations, and will perhaps shed a light on historical pat-

terns. A premise by Abraham Siegel seems apropros:

"It has been held that the characteristics of a iob may
draw and condition certain kinds of workers, and their at-
titude may in turn be reflected back onto the industrial
relations scene. For example, if the job is physically dif-
ficult and unpleasant, unski lled or semi-skilled, and cas-
ual or seasonal, and fosters an independent spirit, it will
generally draw tough, inconstant, and combative workers,
who will be inclined to strike. On the other hand, if the
job is nhysically easy and performed in olea-ant surround-
ings, skilled and responsible, steady and subject to set
rules and close supervision, it Will more likely attract a
tyre of person who will reject strikes as a means of expres-
sionf."5

Longshoring fits the first examole beautifully, and personal ob-

servation ard history will bear this out.

in her excellent booklet6 on the subject of industrial relations

in the Facific c'oast maritime industry., ruetty Schneider reveals in con-

densed version the dramatic labor-management clashes and intricate inter-

union feuds that have characterized the industry. At virtuallv no time

durinu the ?75 vears or so that maritime unions have existed in the West

has therelbeen a neriod when peace existed at one time both between the

rmrlovers -ind the un.nons, on one hand, an( amonp the rival unions, on

the other.- until the last two vears.

5Betty V. F. Schneider and Abraham Siegel, Industrial Relations in the
Pacific Coast Longshore Indu (Institute of Industrial TRela-
tions, University of California, Berkeley, 1956), p. 15.

6Betty V. H. Schneider, Industrial Relations in the Pacific Coast Mari-
t (Institute of Industrial_-elations, niversity of
California, Berkeley, 1958).
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The calm experienced in the past two years is in sharp contrast

with previous Deriods. Prior to 1934 working conditions were notori-

ously bad, with Shanghai-ing, beatings, and robbings coimvnplace on

the waterfront. When jobs were scarce, favoritism and bribery were the

rule. Mianagement controlled the hiring, and "black lists" were kept at

various periods to discriminate against union Mnembers.

The New Deal restored vitality to the maritime unions with the

passage of the National Industrial Recovery Act in June, 1933, which

guaranteed the right 1) to organize, 2) to bargain collectively, 3) to

be free of emoloyer intimidation, and 4) to creat "self-governing in-

dustry codes" covering prices, wages, hours, and working cornitions.

When the employers resisted recognition of the unions and their

demands, a three-month strike, which exploded into a general strike,

tied up the West Coast waterfront. It was one of the most violent and

widespread labor-management wars in American history. Out of this con-

flict rose a militant rank-and-filer, Harry Bridges, as the commnding

general on the longshoremen's side of the battle which was destined to

be fought, on one front or another, almost daily for fourteen years.

The strike ended on October 12, 1934, with impressive gains for

the workers: an increase in base pay; a 30-hour basic week; jointly

onerated hiring halls in each nort, with dispatchers chosen b the

union; and a coastwide settlement, binding on all norts.0

7Clark Kerr and Lloyd Fisher, "Conflict on the VWaterfront, Atlantic
Monthly, Sertember, 1949. In this article the authors referenced the
conflict as follows: "But 1934 meant a good deal more than the contract
which concluded the strike. It became for the longshoremen a decisive
social experience......Out of the waterfront strike came heroes, trai-
tors, and martyrs, a tradition of militance, and a leadershio group
which understood how to use this experience in an environment it defined
as one of ceaseless struggle.
8Schneider, op. cit., p. 35.
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Bitter conflict continued until 1948 when the Pacific Maritime

Association emerged with "new faces" intent on making collective bar-

gaining a method of tolving Droblems rather than a field of industrial

conflict,° The employers made a sincere effort to bargain in good faith,

and by this changed approach, made Harry Bridges, IIJFU president, moral-

ly responsible to act in good faith...and in general he has.

Since 1948 there has been no major work stoopage. The relative

peace has been nlagued only bv low productivity and increased wage de-

mands.9

8 The -significance of 1934-1948 is profound, and may never be known in
full. Wytze Crorter and George H. Hildebrend, in their book The Pacific
Coast Maritime Shipi Industry, 1 019L8 vol. II (Berkeley and Los
Angeles, Uviversity of California Press, 1952), had.the following to
say about this period in which Pacific coast shinping suffered five
nrotracted coast-wide strikes, 78 nort-wide strikes, and 1,255 local
storpages, a total of 349 calendar days and some 11 million man-days
lost forever to the economy:

"Strikes and wage costs were of great importance in bring-
ing about both the extreme instability and long run decline of
the industry. They not only weakened demand directly, by driv-
ing away business; they also reduced the supply of water ser,
vices directly in the case of strikes, and less obviously by
forcing up costs and rates relative to those of land competi-
tors in the coastwiise and intercoastal trades. Yet frequent
strikes and soaring wage costs were themselves the effect of
deeper causes, originating within the troubled labor relation
of the industry."

Q Since 1948 management has followed a policy of appeasement in its
relations with the union. Dr. Peter Buck of the NJational Academy of
Sciences in an interview with the author refered to the union as a
"3poiled child" whom "manapement has given in,Lt7at every turn."



III. IMPROVING PRODUCTIVITY IN THE LONGSHORE INDUSTRY

One of the key issues still facing management and labor in the

longshore industry is that of "mechanization." The present contract

allows certain changes.- orimarily the introduction of labor-saving

devices - to be made (for a nrice), but may bring the issue ur for re-

negotiation next June, 1Q60. Yet to be determined is the manner in

which oroductivity gains will be sDlit. In fact, the two narties have

yet to agree upon a standard measure of productivitv - essential before

any solit of increased productivity can be made.

in other words, the whole question of nroductivity and mechaniza-

tion and its imnact and measurement is still very much unsettled. Until

it is settled, planning for maximum efficiency will be curtailed (manage-

ment is urnwilling to invest in exoensive labor-saving equipment unless

it can be assured of a fair return on such investment).

Who are the interested rarties in the productivity and mechaniza-

tion issue? W'hat are their ,goals? Can these goals be realized? Should

they be? Who has the authority to implement the desired changes in each

case? What has been done so fa;.and des the value of present research

jiustify the cost? These are som- of the auestions which will now be

investicated .10

IC These miiestions of conflicting goals, authoritv and ability to imple-
ment thp sters necessary to obtain thl. goals, and justification of goals
in relation to cost and alternatives - are essential to meaningful re-
search of th)is tyre, accordi.ng to Professor C. 'West Churchmian, Visit-
ing Frofessor of Business \cirnministration at the University of Califor-
nia, Berkeley. This arnroach to the nroblem has been helnful in crystal-
izinp the key issues of this comnley study.

11
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A. Parties Interested in Productivity

1. The U. S. Government

Perhaps THE most interested party - both in terms of concerted

effort and money involved - is the Federal Government. This becomes

apparent when one considers that 40 per cent of the general cargo handl-

ed in San Francisco is military or foreign aid cargo, and these cargo

handling costs are paid for directly by the Government. Oakland Army

Terminal alone spends over half a million dollars a month on its long-

shore labor bill. W.'ithout question, lower cargo handling costs would

significantly increase the.recapture of oDerating subsidies (now aver-

aging between $150-200 million annually) since operators normally stend

in excess of 50 per cent of their total operating budget on cargo handl-

ing and associated vessel in port costs.11
With this onetary'incentive - and a genuine desire for improvement -

the problem is currently beinp studied by members of the research staff

of the National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council, a

nonerofit- organization of scientists and researchers, dedicated to the

"furtherance of science and to its use for general welfare." The NAS

was originally extablished in 1863 under a congressional charter signed

by President Lincoln. It performs research and acts as advisor to the

Federal Government on scientific m tters, which explain its close ties

to the }overnrnent, although the Academy is not a governmental agency.

The National Research Council (NIRC) was established by the Academy

in 1916 at the request of President Wilson to exoand the efforts of the

Academy.in service to the nation, to society, and to science in general.

11 National Aeademy of Sciences-National Research Council, Maritime
Cargo Transportation Conference, News Letter, No. 12.'.Washington D.C.
May 8, 1959), p. 35.
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The Maritime Cargo Trarsportation Conference is an operating com-

mittee of the NAS-NRC, and was organized in 1953 at the request and

with the fiscal supoort of the Department of Defense and the Depart-

ment of Commerce. The Office of Naval Research, as agent for these

two denartments, contracted with the Academy for the execution of the

project, the objectives of which are:

1. to rrovide guidance on means and techniques leading to improve-

ment in the sea transnortation of penpral cargo;

2. to determnirne critical factors and identify 0ossible remedial

measuires in the effort to re&uce ciirrent shir turn-around time; and

3. to stimulate research and orovide means for voluntary correla-

tion of research in efforts to attain reduction in shin turn-around time.

Guidance and review of the work of the MCT^ is vested in a Board

of Advisors appointed byr the Academy for this Durmse; actual operations

are carried on by a small rrofessional Staff hAeaded by a Director.12

'The San rancisco ort Study Project

,he Sir. Francisco Port 7tudy Project is one of a number of activi-

ties carriedl on by 1'CTC in Lurtherance of its bsic mationwide objective,

as stated albove. Thp oroject is a covrnrehensive stuidy of all factors

affecting the turnaround of general cargo ships in the San Francisco

:,ay area.

The study is intendAed to nrovide rertinent facts and analyses to

labor, anagement, and government t,o assist these in fair and effec-

tive solutions to relevant nort problems. Or to OaraDhrase Dr. Peter

12 National Academy of Sciences-National ?esearcli Council, Maritime
Cargo Transportation Conference, San Francisco Port Study Project. (San
Francisco, March 1, 1958).
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B. Buck, Director of the MCTC research in San Francisco, the port study

is trying to assist in bringing about the long needed revolution in

maritime cargo handling. The research program is tailored to provide

pertinent facts and analysis in order to "stimulate management initia-

tive and Dromote a satisfactory climate of labor acceptance."13

With these basic objectives Dr. Buck and crew have channeled their

efforts into three areas. The first is a a nalysis to arrive at a

method of comrutation which will allow the best long-run balance for

both labor and management as productivity is improved. The work in

this area is being carried out by Professor Churchman, consultant to

the MCTC staff on this study. Through develoDnent of a mathematical

"model" it is hoped shortly to be able to Predict in terms meaningful

to labor and management, what happens when such variables as number of

longshoremen, productivity rate, volume of business, shift length (etc.)

are changed.

The second area of emphasis is the detailed analysis of loading

and discharging operations in an effort to tell how best to improve

operations, and how much irnporvement is nossible. This is aimed toward

btimulating management initiative nrimarily, but inherent in MCTC's

efforts will be the improvement of working conditions to make the job

easier and safer for the longshoreman.14
Some interestinr conclusions have already been nroduced. In one

study of operations involving 10,000 measurement tons of cargo during

531 ganghours of work., the actual cargo handling in the hold occurred

13NAS-NRC, MCTC, News Letter, No. 12 (Washington D.C., May 8, 1959), p. 30.
14Ibid.
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only 41 per cent of total time loading:, and 33 per cent of total time

discharging. However, since the four-on, four-off system was prevalent

when the data was taken, each man in the hold gang worked only half of

that time. Rereated tests verified that the hold gang is only handling

cargo about 50 ner cent of the total time, but because of the system,

each man is only involved 25 per cent of the time (break-bulk comnodi-

ties were studied). The slack time in both hook and hold onerations is

enormous, indicating that productivity could be increased tremendously

by merely imroving methods of operation. A complete breakdown of hatch

time for the above study is included in table 1, page 15 a. The reader's

attention is directed toward the eight per cent (8%) of total time used

in rigging the ship for cargo handling and/or securing the gear after

use. Also note worthy are the late starts and early quits. Should

these times be included in the measurement of oroductivity change be-..

tween two oeriods (where elimination of waste time from the latter

would influence the degree of change)? This question - and other re-

lated ones - will be consid-red later.

Mr. Puck relates that theoretical system changes for a variety of

typical commodities has indicated that it should be rossible to achieve

both manhour and ganphour productivity rates at least double the ob-

served Droductivitv figures. And this does not consider the additional

effect of added equinment - such as fort lifts, plywood dunnage, adjust-

able rlatforms, simpler hook-on and hook-off devices, safety equipment,

etc. Productivity could be doubled with no change other than changes

in methods 'of operationv E6wrs ?this ld ttv6lvt c s -i- 'k

&etl.ds pmei4nt1*+ip&fQ'tofJ4th&tn}rn 'coiES1*tand woiild be the subject

of additional nepotiations.
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TABLE 1

BREAKDWN OF HATCH TIME

San Francisco Conmnercial Data

L DischlrZe Time )

Set-up and Tear-down 8 6

Other Support tctivity 9 9

Late Starts, Early Quits 7 11

Delays 1 1

Lags 12 18

Wait for Hook 22 22

Cargo Handling, 41 33

100 100

Source: National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council, Mari-
time Cargo Transportation Conference, News Letter, No. 12
(Washington D.C., May 8, 1959), p. 31 a.
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The third area on which attention has been concentrated by the

MCTC is the development of a means of measuring Droductivity on a port-

wide basis. The purpose of this effort is to help provide labor and

management with a factual basis for settling the now pressing issue of

sharing the benefits of productivity improvement, for as Dr. Buck states:

"It is evident that only after a long term settlement of
this "mechanization" or "automation" issue can cargo handling
improvements take place at a significant pace......TDuring the
past two years....we have developed a scheme of measuring nro-
ductivity which we think is feasible. We have tested it with
actual figures from a conpany and have extablished limits of
accuracy......The memorandum describinp the scheme was given
to the research derartments of both the ILMU and PMA not as an
MCTC conclusion but as a basis for discussion."15

The technical staffs primarily concerned in both organizations

indicated to Dr. Buck that the type of scheme suggested by the MCTC

would be feasible providing that the required data would be available

from all comreanies. However, a Drogram set ur by the IMA for obtain-

ing Droductivity information from all its member received useable data

from less than 50 per cent of the tonnage handled in the port. This

may partly be due to a somewhat unwieldy (in size and content) form,

but Drimarily it is a disDlay of disinterest on the rart of PM{A members

with regard to the measurement program. Mr. Buck renorts 'that the .PMA

welc6med MCTC1s support in cownunicating with its members, and that he

and his staff found themselves involved in a sales campaign -'not to

sell to management our narticular nlan for measuring productivity but

to sell anv well-conceived plan."'6

Mr. Buck also found opnosition to productivity measurement programs

strongest among stevedoring companies, each of which has convinced his

nrincipal (company he serves) that he is "best in town."17 Factual

1 5 Ibid., p. 33
16 Ibid.
17 Ibid.
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comparison might prove differently. Also, it is possible that these

contract stevedores fear any step toward productivity improvement since

they are essentially on a 'oost.pplus" basis, and any reduction in the

the base "cost" also reduces the 'nlus." They are in a somewhat similar

nosition to the longshoreman himself in this resrpect, according to Mr.

Buck.

The crux of the measurement problem is this: The MCTC is not try-

ing to %.sill" any narticular measurement system; any and all such sys-

tems will admittedly contain inevitable discrerancies because of the

variability of cargo handling conditions. But since the union is demand-

ing a share of all cost savings resulting from productivity increases to

compensate for alleged lost work oDportunity, it becomes essential to

know just how much - if any - productivity did improve with a given

change. In other words, a reasonable,, feasible measurement system will

"force" labor demands to be rational. More will be said about this

later.

Value of the study

The foregoing statement of the objectives and description of the

efforts being made by the MCTC were treated at length because they are

imrortant attemDts to influence Productivity. But just how effective

and how valuable has the study been?

In the first olace the MCTC does not have the authority to impleis

ment the changes and schemes it oroposes and/or suggests, and in this

direct sense is ineffictive, although it must be said that it has

stimulated much thought on the subject. In this latter sense it is of

value. It is also of value in its pure contribution to science in its

collection of data which can be of use to interested parties.
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However, in view of the general apathy,disinterest, and even dis-

like of much r'oductiVity measurement scheme - even the concept of

measurement - one may seriously question whether the ultimate value

of the improvements made and labor costs saved justify the time and

money spent in studying the problem. What good are good ideas if they

are not used? Only time will tell whether two-and-a-half years of re-

search (and money) have been wasted.

2. Management

During a two-hour interview with the author Dr. Buck made pointed

reference to management's lack of concern in the imnortant "automation"

issue. Prior to the June 15 (1959) contract deadline he had personally

called on the nresidents of two of the bigger steamship lines in an ef-

fort to enlist their support in nresenting the imtortance of the pro-

dujctivity measurement problem. One could sense the disarpointment and

frustration that must have accomnanied his efforts to "make the horse

drink." Still he is not bitter, but objective. Dr. Buck even refer-

enced a conversation he had with one of the steamship company execu-

tives who, in answer to Dr. Buck's question about why the steamship

companies did not give more thought to their future (by giving consid-

eration to the afore mentioned measurement Droblem), replied: "Hell,

Pete, I'm so busy With today's problems I haven't got TIMS to worry

about tomorrow's - let alone next year's @"

In general, this seems to be management's attitude. They are so

concerned with meeting today's schedules and problems, clearing their

shirs through customs and immigration and quarantine, handling labor-

rmlations problems, and (according to Mr. Buck) vising for customers

and retting subsidies from l ashinpton, that they don't have time to
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sit down and consider the future.

This short run view is very unwise from a labor relations stand-

point, because concessions, once made, tend to be extremely "sticky,"

especially in the longshore industry. The current $1.5 million "pro-

ductivity fun-"' now being raised by management is the direct result of

failure on their part to have inveutigated the Droblem of productivity

and its measurement. The fund is in essence a payrment to the union

members for unknown hours of work that might have been lost as a re-

sult of improvements in materials handlin' methods and equipment by

some companies. Perhaps the amount is union's "fair" share of pro-

ductivity gains (lost work opoortunity); perhaps it is far too much to

pay for lost work opportunity, in which case it be a "gift." The sad

truth is that no one knows.

In extenuation, it should be noted that Mr. Paul St. Sure, Pres-

ident of the Pacific Maritime Association, has cooperated fully with

Dr. Buck and the MCTC, and is very much interested in the latter's

efforts to collect solid, factual data about the cargo handling end of

the shinninp industry. He realized the value of the factual approach

to management and labor relations, and at/a?ch, .1959 conference of

the MCTC, appologized "or the slowness of some of PMA's member compan-

ies, and pointed out that cooperation is greatly increased. He also

expressed concern that the MCTC refrain from making any statebnrta:-

which might be taken as recommendations by sitherjpsrty (labor or man-

agement) as this might impair MCTC's position as in independent and

resnected fact-finding group.18

18 Msr. St. Sure pointed out, as an example, that since the size of
sling-loads is a negotiated matter, the MTC' s nresentation of theore-
tical comparisons in which draft size is a variable must, by all means,
avoid giving the impression that MCTIC is recommending specific action
in this area.
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From his talks with union representatives the writer gained the

impression that Mr. St. Sure has had a. definite itfluence on the peace-

fulness of management-labor relations of the last few years. He has

a great deal of respect in union circles.

These remarks about Mr. St. Sure are included to point out that

the aforementioned management apathy is concentrated in individual

shipping companies, not in the PMA.

In addition, it should be pointed out that the interests of

management (in the individual shipping companies) are considerably dif-

ferent those of the Goverrnment and MCTC. It would be well to review

them.

Basically, management does not have the incent,ive to improve tro-

ductivity that the Government has. With the exception of gft*th and

additional revenue from exranded business resulting from such improve-

ments, management does not have much to gain. Granted, ki-company's

costs will be cut as ship in-port time is reduced, but not much of

the saving will go to the company.

An example will illustrate why. If the reader was to assume the

roll of a shipning company official his thinking might very well fol-

low this line of reasoning:

"O.K., I invest in some expensive materials handling equipment.

It cuts my labor costs, shortens ship turn-around time, and increases

my Drofits. Since my profits are now up above what the Crovernment

considers normal, Wy subsidy will be cut by 50 per cent of the "excess,"

so that my dollar is now worth 50 cents. Federal income tax takes

half of that which leaves me 25 cents of every dollar saved. The union,
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not considering my 75 Der cent srinkage, will probably demand a large

share of the remaining 25 cents, and if there is anything left I may

be able to recover my investment - if I'm lucky! n

From the foregoing (somewhat over-simnlified) example it may be

easier to understand why management hlas not been more enthusiastic in

its arnroach to the question of productivity. It is frankly easier to

follow a linp of anreasement of union demands - and collect subsidies

from Washington (who is committed to paying them if the country is to

maintain a merchant fleet - so vital to national defense) - than to

invest capital in somethinp which may-not earn as much (after "deduc-

tions") as it would invested elsewhere.

Furthermore, it is not feasible for some companies to make sub-

stantial imnrovement in materials handling facilities - narticularly

those who have many ports of call. On the other 'hand, Matson is inter-

ested in mechanization because they have only two or three terminals

to equip.

Other management efforts to improve cargo handling are noticeable.

There has been some switching over to containers and vans. There is

roromise of fuirther effort in these lines. Management is investigat-

ing an(i usinp nalktization techniques to overcome the break-bulk prob-

lem. %tocentIy manapement has commenced to exercise a firmer hand over

labor practices such as early cu1its and late starts which we saw before

amounts to as much as 7 to 10 ner cent of time lost in operations. Such

oractices originallv began because of management indifference, and it is

encouraging to note this chanpe in attitude. But others have made lit-

tle or no effort to imnrove break-bulk ooeration. Wshy? One reason: Con-

ta iners simoly do not fit every situation, and Dr. Buck indicates
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that we are still likely to have a large amount of break-bulk cargo.

However, in neither case has management shown proper concern for pro-

ductivity measurement.

When the author and a fellow student inquifed over the phone if

we might make an aprointment to talk to someone concerning PMA's plans

for productivity measurement, we were rolitely informed by Mr. Max

Kossoris, on loan to the PWA from the Bureau of labor Statistics,

Department of Labor, that management was still in the rlanning stage;

that they had nothing written which they might provide on the subject;

and, unon hearing that the author had an arpointment with the Research

Di-rector for the ILUJ, Dr. Lincol-n Fairley, said: "Go talk to Dr.

Fairley - he knows more about our nosition than we do"'

This is either a compliment to Dr. vairley or a telling comentary

on the MA4 both.

Mow does management (in this case the WA) feel about Dr. Tuck's

suggested method of oroductivity measurement"(aside from the afore-

mentioned arethy)? In general it all right. Ilowever, both the union

and manarement are thinkcing about a sinilar, but more comprehensive

method. Both Fairlev and Kossoris have been working on it (jointly).

An( it is essential that manaiemsnt and the union do coooerate in their

efforts to resolve the nroductivitvr issue since they are the parties

most resnonsible for its imrlementation. Thev have the means and Dower

to do so. That is wh;y th.1YCTC (who does not have the authority or

ability to force mechani-zation and imnroved work methods) has worked

so hard to make Droductivitv attractive to the shinning companies and

to .- in union rooperation - becaiase it must relr on these oarties to

act in response to its efforts to gain its onds.



23

3. The Union

A nopular baby food manufacturer Dlaces a slopan on each small

can of baby food: "F7abiis are otur business.....our ONLY husiness .1"

In much the same wav the IIWU's orime goal is the defense and pro-

tection of their members and their jobs and working conditions. The

union is therefore verv much concerned with anv issue - oresent or

notential - that may effect its members.

It is vitallv interested in the "mechani7ation" (so-called) issue,

ard has throughly investigated evory asnect of t he prnTlem. They real-

ize the nublic aversion to "featherbedding," and rather than resist

oroDosed changes resulting in lost work and increased nroductivity,

the union has useld mrichanization as an arguement to juistify general

wage increases at regular wage reviews. They have not attempted to

"cash in" on nast onerati onal changes because thev feel an arbitrator

would rul]e that they had already received these benefits in the form

of h4 'her wapes. These thoughts are nresented to illustrate that the

union has thorourhly considerel the imolications of "mechanization,"

from an objective - i f self-interested - ooint of view. Their various

"caucCuses" on the matter oresent many interesting ooints to Nonder,

and show a very i1orical arnroach to the nroblems w:hich are created

bv tochnoo--'OFr alvances i n the industry.

The i ssule a year 'a..(o wa's how; th-e ir-) -hnThould rick up "their"

share o' g-a1r.s from- m*ehariiati;n; In wag!e increases ner se? In fringe

b,o-efits? in shorter sVift,.?

This i ssue seems to 'h;wve been -lecided in some measure in the last

rontra't settlement, in vhich the PMA. agreedl to comnensate the union

members wit; a rlus sumI>r or:u an ail niodintivit Iains realized
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before and/or during the contract year. It is understood that during

this year (ending June 15, 1960) the union and management will cooper-

ate on a productivity measurement method which will nerrmit accurate

(within limits) calculation of actual oroductivity gains (work oopor-

tunitv lost to the union), and that the union w11, most likely, in

the futuire, receive a still-to-he-neFotiated nortion of such future

gains. The contrac t alloys rmnnaF--rnent to make certain changes - such

as the introduction of labor-saving devices and qiuinment - as long as

the operation does not renuire individual sneed-uns or langer, or re-

duction in ganF sizes.

Naturally the union would like to get the larpest -nossible slice

of the increased iroductivity pie. ."s one of their representatives

nointed out they are concerned nrimaril., with bettering their owr. nsi-

tion "...like everyone else in the free enterprise system, though this

is not necessarily the best way to oDerate."119

it oresent tho- union is o0fering or pronosing that the regi-stered

work force receive one strai cht-time hour for every hour lost to oro-

dllctiv1t+r .ncrease. This is not as exorbitant as it apnears at first

glance. TLh- straight-time hotir base rate of }2.74 an hour represent

only about 60 per cent of total wages of over $4.50 when you include

fringe benefit contributIons by tLi employer. WThen you consider the

overtime saved, the differential wouoild be even areater. The 60 ner

cent figure, then, seems a reasonable (though perhaps excessive) first

bid (Mr. Buck indicated 30 ror cent would nrobabhly be a more realistic

figuire). Again, this wouPi not bp too unattractive if the specific

increase could he lone away with in a year or two. These are Droblems

t' -xt Aface ne.ct½tors this summer.

m^ . i s not noted for its love of the free enternrize system.
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The ThA; loes not wish any reducti on in the labor force, but is

wvi iinr to alilou normal attrition to r\dlce it tc an optimnum size (yet

unkno.n - ar. ChurchmanIs stullyvrvy th.row 1i'.ht on thi3 subject).

Insistence on ma`ntenante of the rresent w;ork force might be subject

to consideralle isnute in SOCe inAustries, 'out in th.e longshore

indstryr the nro'-4err is mcr- a cr^ d rrTic than act ial sin the average

ar^ of t.el al-ro- "rce is 7 oreabs.r til,l the insistence on main-

taini.1tr,hA re-sont ;-'rrk4rr e in an eYnanyrrra econorrv which couIcl

h'3Orb t, e j -;4 rnorY.ai.av i an int_rest !ni contrast to the view

t, ! ^i v Jo0hn L. Lein o f tet inKtned Min1e orkers ho "'o-ced" mine

o^^r.; tO. n+,o ^.ecl-anri e.s ven t)kou7h such --cti.on would cost union men

t>^Lk , s,. Le^is -,;ieved thlat -rt'er i i?ra ' scul_ a'sor) many of

th1 m,.on (it inu) trvt'-at mechanization or ob coan ineustry would

e+t srorr , th mr iners, and t.he ob(-<,-)r.,y2aThe ILUT' is riot

i50-)i 1-list.ic 2n outi,oO as Mr. Lewis (2ouft then, they ire not alone).

Hovw :.-.uccessful has the in,in been in obtaining its goals? Pretty

successful . Th recent contract .as, inrte view of the author, rather

favora ta 'ulnion - esrn,ciallv the fl.5 mirli n fund nvovision.

ranAe!pen. 's orev' ms) r - scurSeIir vreocc1I') tIi )f and irndifference and

-sx-,nes ts - t ont4 e nrC, r+i'.i ty mfeasiui-rnent n-'ohlem means that

-' :. i r^et >n' -rviw ( ' IEPTR, oTe rIr,T;Q)
-- . . ew.< ,+. ;t -. :;-rrI. cIla r c;or. hTr on +t" rnrAohanization oroblem:
et? .^conerato ' ^ @ t,'L '-' , -,q n trornls ever s nce th-e machines

7 0w- de in.to t'e 1r-t e were1 a1led "iron Ten" at first.
y'ch- -v^ r1; > . *xao. ' t'^ .~V 1'ma.; oJy throu,v,h t The in4us+try, the

UYt. .r: .' )t¢i.a ha< ari e:-^-; ^ncT'oKstph. noc!erni_zation rmany v,w*ars ago.
iP I orerat " : ei;wrnto thA raiiroads. They were

t ' J +ir -e- ; ers 1Ie'r had not tro ernized. 'rhey decided
t' >-!&:|!)-10@5* ne\5r i(o! r^ttL5-* ' * rzn1wthat it woull cllt the work force in
V-nn ^. It w:as bad news,r CutL e were ohlirey to tell the men that we
4'5-VW i,t,wa a ccnrtributio)ut ,o t}ie- American -conomiv an-' to the success
.ft'heSe --reat induistries. 'e to> tho!n it was necessarv so that we

1- t cith otV.er c.-untri lesnite4 Inur hi ghebr wages and better
,or r-,- ntat 7' iss(~ S. w e tol f thtern t .,at rhe men isrlace-7 by the machines

VI,|'- 'II' ei iato1her s'.o-e-rit,; "f C-.e -c,onomy."
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apain this June nePotiations on this subject will be on a subjective -

rather than quantitative - basis, as accurate measurement of productiv-

ity gains will be impossbile until a backlog of data can be gathered

for this nurrose.

The part of the union in this entire oroductivity or mechanization
is

issuet/nrimary. In a very real sense the union determines the degree

and rate of progress in material handling on-.west coast docks. The

concentration of nov er which the uni;on enjoys has nhilosonhical and ro-

litical. implications3 beyond the scone of this raner, and v-ould be a

root subject for arother. Tn a democratic society power imnlies res-

r)onsihi itv. tononolies are not ner'nitted except where they would be-

nefit the genpral nublic, and then they are carefully controlled (utili-

ties, for examnle). In a very real sense the IL'. is in a monopolistic-

positiLon, Si'bject onlv to the control of nublic oDinion (which could

cause lepislative action if sufficiently aroused). Compared to Goliath

IlDlsU, the Rl;!A is a David - without a sling; the balance of power is

one-sided, a-,' it is the opinion of the writfer that the loser is the/ k

general nuh'lic.

4. 'lEi e Sa Franic Pot 'iho

The 'an Francisco Port Authority i.s a state agency which acts as

"l1andlord" of the nort. It takes no part in labor disputes. It merely

rnaintains the piers and collects the related fees. Since the more

carge. delivered over tho piers the higher the revenue to the state,

the rort iluthorityv has a natural interest in improving revenues through

increased business to the Port. Cutting rmaterial handling costs and

ship turn-around time might stimulate business. Thus it favors any

move to reduce such costs, in general.
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For the past several years the Port Authority has been-ying out

more for repairs and upkeep of docks and facilities than it has taken

in from revenues. The old, picturesque finger piers are extremely cost-

ly to maintain.

Ebasco Study

In an effort to find ways and means of imorovinp the nort facil-

ities, the Port Authority conrmissioned the ;'basco Services Incorporated,

a consultant firm, to study the nroblem of port facilities and make

snecific recommendations for improvement.

In Sentember 1959, the firm nublished the results of its four-

mont1- study. The San Francisco Port Authority was advised to rip out

most of the old Embarcadero wharves and confine the bulk of cargo handl-

ing to compact, ultra-modern facilities to be built south of the Bay

Bridge anchorage.

Ebasco pointed out in the studv that from 1948 to 1957 the volume

of shipping through this port remained almost static while shipments

through Oakland-Alameda increased 172.9 ner cent. San Francisco had

declined from 62.2 Der cent of peneral cargo shipments froi'the.Eky

area in 19142 to 26.7 per cent in 1_957. M4uch of San Francisco's decreas-

ing shares was blamed larrely on the decline in intercoastal and coastal

traffic. The renort explairs that:

"Presentlv the cost of loading and unloading intercoastal
and coastal shins can exceed 50 ner cent of the total cost of
vessel oppration. ';ith the alortion of imnroved cargo handl-
inp methods this cost can be reduced to something less than
10 per cent of the total cost of vessel operation." 21

The foreroing serves to emphasize that low oroductivity is not

ile only to restrictive practices of the longshoremen. Rather, the

""

"',bas,co Services Incornoratedl, Fort of San Francisco, New York,
Fi~~~~~~~f-th ^ ))s^^' >vrr,^;X
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report Doints out that the inadequacy of the present mort facilities

are a major factor in low Droductivity and resultant high costs of

handling general cargo.

The report also nointed out that to institute these improvements

in cargo handling will require the wholehearted co-operation of the

labor unions serving the waterfront....and that all interests must re-

cognize that unless something is done to solve the cost of handling

break-bulk cargo, this type of cargo couild disappear completely and

waterfront labor would be the nrinciDal loser.

It is interesting to note that the Port Authority has since bought

the land recommended for the construction site for the new terminal.

5. Stevedoring Companies

As oreviously mentioned, the stevedoring comranies essentially

ooerate on a 'cost-nlus" basis - the cost of labor to them Dlus their

added charge or fee. The less hours worked by labor, the less "plus"

the stevedoring comoanies can add to the bill. In a sense, they are

in much the same oosition as the longshoreman himself, who has no rea-

son to hurry - he wou]d only be cutting his "buddies" out of work.

Stevedoring comranies are labor brokers. Like any broker who

works on essentially a commission, the more they "sell" the more they

make. Hence, any move to reduce the amount of labor the stevedore

comnany sells will not be enthusiastically received.

.surement odutiviZ
1. The Need for Measurement

One need for nroductivity measurement is to rput collective bar-

gaining on a rational, Quantitative hasis. This has been discussed

at sufficient length on age 11,16,17,19, and 22, and need not be

furthler emnhasi sed .
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From a scientific standpoint the work put into developing a

measurement aytt6* hate in intrinsic value, and the MCTC hopes to be

able to use the methods and information learned in the San Francisco

study in other similar situations.

2. Problems Associated with Measurement

There are many Droblems which must be solved or at least con-

sidered by management and labor in the develorment of a productivity

measurement scheme.

First, there is the lack of standardized data. Historically, each

shipping company has kept its own records in its own wa)r - measuring

the same tyte of cargo first in measurument tons, then in long tons -

so that such records have been useless for zccurate research. How-

ever, starting this month (January, 1960) the PMA members will be

required to contribute to a "productivity fund" in direct relation to

the amount of cargo they handle, and must file a uniform report of

every loading and/or discharging ooeration, which rmy well solve the

Problem.

Another problem is the lack of distinction as to what constitutes

"ioroductivrity." Should the time consumed in early quits and late starts

be included in the base year(s)? Should hatch time and rigging time

be considered?

W.ill the "tax" be the same for all tyres of productivity? Some

improvements will be made only as a results of heavy investment, and

returns must be allowed to accrue t0 the investor - sufficient to

recover his investment as well as some profit. On simple changes re-

quiring no investment, the union might conceivably seek a higher pro-

portion of the gains. But what percentages? Wi.hat about the percentage
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on moderate investment in handling equipment?

How long will the "tax on an improvement run? Forever? Long

enough to allow attrition to balance out the industry? A year? Two?

Another consideration: 1Chat base period sholild be used? One

year previous? The average of two previous years? Three years? Should

it be a moving base?

These are but a few of the problems which union and management

must work out in their future settlements.

3. The Fund
The Pacific Maritime Association is currently in the process of

collecting six (6) cents per man hour from each of its member companies.

This money will go into a fund to compensate union members for work

opportunity lost due to utilization of labor-saving devices, as pre-

viously mentioned. Next June.(196e) the entire $1.5 million fund will

be turned over to the union for distribution to its members in a manner

yet to be decided.. The interesting thing is that no one really knows

how much work opportunity was lost !

Due to the lack of quantitative data on which to base such a

nayment, the fund takes on the apoearance of an appeasement Dayoff.

l-owever, the nTayment has one generally pood effect - it has stimulated

interest and study of the nroblem by management. In a sense it is..a

nenalty to be naid for not having previously developed a nroductivity

measurement.

The future of the fund is uncertain. Just how it Will be raised

in the future is also uncertain. Future contributions may vary accord-

ing to the amount of savings rAalized, a more equitable solution.

One thing is certain - future payments from such a fund will be
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computed payments, based upon Droductivity measurement systems mutually

developed by the two principal parties. Management might even have

some "say" about future distribution of such funds.

It has been surgested that future funds ivald act like bank re-

serves. The amount of lost work opnortunity w^ould be computed, and

the union members compensated. The balance would serve as a basis for

the next year#d fund.22

Other possible uses of the fund: It cou]Jd be used for severance

pay, to help displaced workers and their families relocate; or to re-

train workers or to retire them early. But again these suggestions are

academic in view of the present economic condition, the maturity of

the labor force involved, and the control over tome offthet-more inm

rortant improvement factors (such as sling loads), historically part

of the contract (but which are imnortant variables and coul.d substan-

tially improve productivity).

It is imnortant to keen in rmind that the fund could emerge from

nerotiations next June a considerably different concept - it might even

be done away with for a more suitable means of remuneration.23 It will

be interesting to see what will finally evolve from the efforts and

conf'icting interests of the various narties involved i. to examine

new anproaches to the not-so-new oroblems of mechanization and imoroved

work methods, so basic to our standard of living.

22 Xrumour e& Company has agreed to set up an "automation fund" in its
Chicago nlant. Pt joint labor-management committee will study the prob-
em of "autoation." Althouph the exact ournose of the fund is uncer-
tain, it reflects an increasing trend in all industries to assume more
resroonsibility for employees. As T. J. Watson, Jr., President of IBK
said recently: "An emnloyee who has invested a share of his work life in
a company's business and who has performed competently in his job is en-
titled to every consideration we can rive him should he find himself af-
fectedl b-r technolorical advances." (Waall Street Journal, December 1,1959).
23 Th. tax imnlications of the fund are still being investigated by
the PIA ',o see - f the fund will be deductible.



IV. CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions reoresent the opinions of the author

enlightened through reading and study, interviews, discussion, obser-

vation, more discussion, and a great deal of thought. The author ac-

cepts full responsibility for his findings.

A. The M.-aritime Car o Tkrans rtation Conference Stu

1. The study has been valuable; it has essentially attained its
,of

Foal devising methods of improving cargo-handling operations, measure-

ment of stuch imnrovement, and n*king such information available to

management and labor. Stich information has not only been of intrinsic

value, it has stimulated similar investigation by interested narties,

2. V-ain value - a restraint on the union. When productivity in

crease is known union is at a disadvantage. lf union seeks benefits

in excess of those due to this increase the results would he inflation,

and inflationary wape increases are "frowned unon" today - esoecially

whon ths union members earn a median of arproxirmately 36,500 or better.

O.VowUever, the MICTC has no authori ty to im:lement its findings,

and is tbuis 'limited in its moeasure of effectivenes's. Its roll is that

Or a non rnrtiar l fact finAer - to assist union and MrAnagpernent to imDrove

con(litions.

'

O
. Js - exce s3ive. If the valie of t;^- research ns easured in

aotual wains in -roductivity the money has been wasted. In terms of

mo10 * vatiorn of other narties to th.e rnechanization-Droductirity Aroblem,

the exrense of two Poars of researc`i is somewhat justified but excessive.

In oersof long-rin beerefits as a leS'lt o f sub,secuent action taken

¾y th- irn+trested parties - who knows? The author adcmits he does not.
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B. The Pacific Maritime Association

1. The PMA, under the direction of Mr. Paul St. Sure, has done an

excellent job at improving management-labor relations in the industry,

as *videnced by the lack of work stoppages, the conspicuous restraint

both parties have shown toward each other in press rel eases, conference

renorts, etc.

2. The majority of shipring comnpanies favor a policy of coopera-

tion with union.

3. A molicy of apnarent appeasement has generally been followed,

but that it was inevitable in view of the balance of nower in favor of

the union, the new managerrent. ohilosophy, and a social climate favoring

security and increased concern for "the working man."

4. The P-A is really interested in imorovinEg oroductivity.

5. It has been handicapped internally by member comanies who are

not so excited about "mechanizn.ttion" for previously stated reasons -

namely inannlicabi.ity and lack of incentive.

6. Possibhly some of the members of' the PA do not care for

Government interference or even suggestion (This is strictly conjecture,

not fact, but the management in this industry is noted for its old style

conservativeness, with its aversion to Covernment participation in busi-

ness matters - except in the realm of slibsidies).

. Union

I. The uniorn ½s tJhe nrincirel power in the industry. It enjoys

a mcnonoly nosition with regard to the supoly of labor to the industry.

2. I; is almost entirely motivatedis a self-interest. This is ac-

ceotable in a competitive sittuation, but the union has no competition.

It fe-els responsible onlv to itself and its members. It does not feel

'Itsr; n -qnrtsible for general public welfare, and is not concerned
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about it, .srecially.

?. Similarly, the union is more interest,`!d in the ruture, though

for admittedly selfish reasons ("Sefb1i shness" - if used in the area

of selpf- )Pt+errnent ani irr.nrovernent - i, rnot rXcessarily unjustifiable,

but in a communityv situaticOn demands moral temrnerinw -ind restraint).

The a-o idea of inevitab,le class conflict is stil' nrevalent. Undoubt-

edlyv former arrnaienemnt contri butor1 t.' t,is feeling, as did

other factors.

4. The union has the power to obtain its -oals of imcrovement of
th- wages andi workinr con,ditions of its members, :ind simuitaneousl y

strent-thening its owin nosition as a definite power - not only in the

indiustry but in the economv ani rolitical life of the country as a

Thoa e.

5. 7,~ ueicri is iedicated to its economic, social, ln- noaitiAcal

Foals - as liscussed herein and otherwise. Its staff m.embers impressed

t'-e aut-hor as rdedicated to the union cause. Th.ere was a sense of urgen-

cy a.oit th-err - as if they hlad a story to tel'. Teyv ,:ere not only

h2lnfu',they were e tu'hel ps

D. Genera'

1. The nrol,3 en, btf mechanization is not new. Mechanization - or

the. -or -oniCLpttart,om:ttion" - has creatoed more jobs thati it eliminat-

eSd. The problems of mechanization and use of automatic controls in some

instances - are nut riearir a. -eVoluti-marT as was the introduction of

tA-e assem'blv 1ine bDy "enrv Ford. L Jl arties realize this. The econo-

my as a whole will beneflt - not sutffer - fromi mechanization, as our

standard of livinr testifies. T'. Il.'_ realizes this, but wants to
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let work force gradually decline, rather than permit method changes

which it terms of the whole economy might be beneficial, but in terms

of lost work would be an unhappy situation for the union, since the

work force wouald not have had time to adjust. Adjustment would not

take long in an expanding economy, but would mean unemployment in a

declining one. Furthermore, there is no guarantee that increased pro-

ductivity savinFs would be passed along to the general rmblic. It might

just as well end up as. greater nrofits for the shipping companies, and

in this case the union feels it has Just as much right to it as manage-

ment, particularly since the gains were made at 4e4pense" of the union

("Union" here used to mean *bers of the union). In a sense they are

Justified in this oosition.

However., to the extent that the added rrofits were re-invested,

thus creating more Jobs, or to the extent that lower subsidies could

be paid to thP operators, thus saving the public money, the union's

ntosition is invalid. However, the shipping comnanies ar less interest-

ed, seemingly, in exDansion than in conducting their day to day affairs.

Where should tho "savings" go? W1here will they go? These are two

still-to-be-answered questions.

2. Of all the interested narties, the Government seems to have the

most imrortant "stake" in the improvement of longahoring productivity.

a) It will save considerabLe money in diroct shipping costs and

in subsidies.

b) The develonment of so-callel "trade fleets" of roll-on-roll-off

vessels would prove very beneficial in time of war.



V. RIECODEATIONS

The following recommendation are presented for the reader's con-

sideration;

1 . That the MCTC study continue - perhans at a reduced level -

to assist management and labor until an equitable solution to the mech-

anization problem can be worked out, so that mechanization may proceed.

Without MCTC looking over both union and management sholders the nub-

lic could suffer. The close relationship of the MCTC to the Grovernment

is a strong psychological inducement to good faith bargaining.

2. That the PMA intensify its productivity measurement studies.

3. That the PWA continue to clamp down on non-contract work prac-

tices, such as early quits and late starts, and if necessary ask the

union's cooperation and assistance on these matters.

4. That the WMA try to make itself more accessible to students

(they MUST be busy!).

5. That the following productivity "split" be considered:

a) On improvements which will take over a year to nay for them-

selves - 20 ner cent to the union the first year, 10 per cent the second,

no "tax" the thir(d year.
takeb) On imnrovements whichfI ess than a year to recover their invest-

ment - 40 per cent the first year, 20 ner cent the second, none the third

vear.

In periods of economic growth when total hours lost are offset by

vains in business, so that the same number of hours worked remains un-

changed despite increased nroductivity, the justification (to compensate

36
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for lost hours) would have less meaning, and it is recommended that

the above percentages be cut in half in such neriods, since workers

are not suffering a dron in ray.

6. That the ILWU and FIMA continue such caucuses as those held in

1949 on what could be done to imorove the industry. Anything that

builds mutual appreciation for the other's oroblerms and outlook - that

aids in understanding the other's ooint of view - will benefit ev-ryone

concerned. Present relations seem to be based on a sincere desire to

"get along" and to understand each other's rroblems. Time is on the

sideof nace24side of neace.24 Any means that will tend to strengthen this relation-

ship should be investiFated.

24 Clark Kerr and Lloyd Fisher, "Conflict on the Vaterfront," Atlantic
Monthly, Sentember 1?49Q. p. 23.
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