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PREFACE

This study was carried out in the 1960-61 session at McMaster
University whilst I held a Teaching Fellowship in the Department of
Political Economy. I am especially indebted to.Frofesaer Je E. La
Graham who first suggested this research topic to me. I have come to
appreciate the truth in the statement that when working in the social
sciences "it is astonishing what foolish things one can temporarily
believe if one thinks too long alome."' I am consequently very grate-
ful for Professor Graham's continued guidance and patience throughout
all stages of this work.

I must also record my appreciation to all the union and manage-
ment representatives who have assisted me in this study. In particular
I would like to thank the following officials who willingly devoted
their time to me, and to whom my frequent visits must have proved more
than a nuisance: Mr. A. S. Tirrell and Mr. A. F. Edwards, Department
of Industrial Engineering, United Steelworkers of America, Toronto;

Mr. W. F, Lisson and Mr. H. Pomeroy, Representatives, Local 1005, United
Steelworkers of America; Mr. R. E. Alden and Mr. N. H, Wilson of the
Steel Company of Canada, and Mr. D. McCallum of Dominion Foundries and
Steel. I hope they will not feel that their time has been wasted.

‘J. M. Keynes, The General Theo:
Money (London: MacMillan, 1957), p. ¥
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

Industrial relations and labour problems in the Canadian setting

represent a relatively unexplored field. One standard work on the subject,

Irade Unions in ggggda.l is primarily a volume of general reference, pro=

viding background and direction for future studies of particular unions,
rather than a thorough and comprehensive examination of specific aspects
of the labour scene in Canada. In this case its author, Dr. Logan, admits:
Such a treatise logically should wait upon special studies devoted
to particular unions wherein the investigators would examine the
technology and economics of particular industries and the whole
social setting out of which develop the peculiar features of each
union's life. Practically this order could scarcely have been
followed for Canada. Mature students interested in and capable

of ansosnigg the economics of particular industries have not been
available.

Consequently, specific documentary material for the background to this
study has been somewhat sparse. No detailed study exists on the topic of
industrial relations in Canadian steel, and the economic and labour rela=-
tions implications of job evaluation have been considered in only a
cursory fashion for this country.B
Moreover, research problems have been magnified in that the topic

under investigation, the Cooperative Wage Study (CwS), is a comparatively

1H.A. Logan, Irade Unions in Canada (Toronto: MacMillan, 19438).
2Tbid., P.V.
3$eo for instance, L.G. Nicolopoulos, Formal Job Evaluation and

some of Its Economic Implications (Montreal: McGill University Industrial
Relations Centre, 1954).
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recent innovation in union-management relations. This joint union=-
management job evaluation scheme for the elimination of wage rate inequi=
ties was introduced into Canada from the steel industry in the United
States as recently as 1951, Its adoption by companies in the steel=-
fabricating part of this industry has still not been completed in Canada.
A basic problem at the outset of the study, therefore, was that of locat-
ing research materials in view of the fact that published statements and
reports on aspects of the CWS programme by the Canadian section of the
Steelworkers' Union (U.S.W.A.) have been extremely limited and those of
management, almosf negligible. Thus, considerable field work was neces-
sitated through the medium of personal interviews, attendance at union
meetings and written statements requested from union and management
leaders.

The ultimate aim of the research methods used in the study was,
of course, to maintain objectivity and impartiality in the research.
The achievement of such a goal is by no means easy in the field of indust-
rial relations where, as Professor Hoxie once pointed out with some element
of truth, "almost all evidence is partisan. From fifty to ninety-five
per cent of what you get as facts in books and in the field are attempts to
mislead, or pure misinformation; in any case, fnlne".“ Be this as it may,
it must be stressed that the degree of co-operation given by both union and
management in the course af this study has been outstanding. Nevertheless,
it would be idle to pretend that all union and management officials in

the steel industry would necessarily concur with the views and appraisal

G

R.F. Hoxie, Trade Unionism in the United States (New York and
London: Appleton & Co., 1928), p. 389.



of the success of CWS, as here presented.

An intensive and excellent study of the origins, development and
impact of the Cooperative Wage Study in the United States has been carried
' 5

out recently by‘ur. Stieber.” This work is, however, largely concerned
with the effect of CWS job evaluation upon the wage structure in the steel
industry. It was felt that a counterpart study of Canadian experience of
the programme might be more useful if it concentrated upon the impact of
CWS on industrial relations in the industry, rather than to attempt upon

a smaller scale a Canadien parallel of Stieber's work upon wage structure.
Certainly, in contrast to a wealth of information which exists on the
mechanical techniques of job evaluation, little attention has been given
to what may be termed the "after-effects" of job evaluation upon the struc-
ture of industrial relations in a plant, or indeed to the conditions neces~
sary for the successful 1my1¢moﬁting of a joint union-management scheme of
job evaluation.

The ranking of jobs into some sort of hierarchy for the purpose of
deciding what wages should be paid to each of them is the formal aim of
job evaluation. It has been said that "job evaluation is a device de-
signed to dispevse equity rather than minimize costsj in principle, the
purpose of job evaluation is to distribute a given wage bill 'properly’
i.e. equitably but not to reduce it. (The gains to the employer are ex-
pected to be a by-product of improved employee morale rather than a lower

wage bill)."6 But is it true that employee relations will be improved by

5J. Stieber, The Steel Industry Wage Structure (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 19555.

6M.H. Reder, Labor in a Growing Economy, (New York: dJohn Wiley &
SOM, 1957)! P. 3860




a scheme of this sort? Might there not be unforseen resultant frictions
generated between the parties by job evaluation? Will a cooperative
system of job evaluation, such as CWS, lead to a further extension of the
areas éf mutual determination by labour and management and perhaps be a
stimulant to industrial peace? These are some of the questions with
which we shall be concerned in this study.

It is very doubtful whether we can accept that "monetary income is
the most important phase of the employer-employee rclationlhip".7 It would
seem more correct to assert that a satisfactory relationship between an
employee's income and the income of other persons performing the same class
of work, either in the plant or in the industry, is one prerequisite of
sound industrial relations., The removal of wage rate 1nnquitiesa through
the Cooperative Wage Study could reasonably be expected, therefore, to ad~
vance the progress of more constructive industrial relations. One account
of a joint union-management job evaluation at York, Pennsylvania, has con-
cluded that "a good way to improve Union-Management relations is to tackle

a problem of mutual concern by joint action. Better Union-Management

73.0. Smyth and M.J. Murphy, Job Zvaluation and Employee Rating
(New York and London: McGraw Hill, 1946), p. 3.

B"IAequitios" and "differentials" are sometimes used rather loosely
in the literature on wage structure. Hewever, in this study the following
difference will be observed: "inequities" are differences in wage rates
for comparable types of jobs for which no objective Justification can be
said to exist; "differentials" are differences in rates which are based
upen some explicit eriteria such as higher rates to compensate for greater
skill or training or, even, higher rates based upon nothing more substan-
tial than historical or traditional precedents. Compare H.G. Ross and
M., Rothbaum, "Interplant Wage Inequities", Industrial and lLabor Relations
Review, VII (1953-54), 200.: "Interplant inequities may be defined as
abnormal differences between the wage rates of comparable jobs in dif-
ferent plants within an appropriate group of firms in an industry or area."




relations at York Corporation were an important by-product of evaluating
jobs tngﬁther."g

However, it is no easy matter fto define what is meant by "construc-
tive", or "better" industrial relations. A modern tendency in interpreting
the findings of industrial relations research has been to abandon the norm
of "industrial peace'" as evidence of more progressive relationships and
often to chide the researchers for their emphasis upon the goals of harmony
and stability,’0 A typleal statement of this position is that of Professor
Wilbert Moore who, in discussing industrial conflict, remarks that "on the
other hand peace also is costly « « « 4;h§7 industrial conflict can some=-
times be viewed as preventive therapy that avoids more serious complica-
tions".

We are thus placed in the somewhat anomalous position whereby we
are uncertain as to whether to condemn a particular strike for its adverse
effects upon production, or to condone it in that it mekes conflict overt
and dramatiec, and thereby easier to resolve than would be the case with
latent conflict as evidenced in low morale, slowdowns and a high rate of

labour turnover. However, such a paradox is not to be taken as an indica=

tion of the hopelessness of the study of industrial relations, but rather

9D.C. Wilson and G.T. Sichelsteil, "Joint Union-Management Job
Evaluation", Personnel Journal, XXVII (April, 1949), 420.

1QSee for instance, F.H. Harbison and J.H. Coleman, Goals and
Strategy in Collective Bargaining (New York: Harper, 1951), and A.
Sturmthal, "State Intervention in the Settlement of Interest Conflicts",
Industrial Relations, XII (October 1958), 398-399,

nw.E. Moore, "The Nature of Industrial Conflict", in H.D. Woods
(ed.),  Dispute Settlement (Montreal: MeGill

University ustrial Relations Centre, Js Ds 11,



as an acknowledgment of the complexity of such a study in which the simple
hypothesis and easy fallacy must be rejected outright.

Indeed, in order to evaluate the success of a radical innovation in
union-management relations, such as CWS, it is necessary to give histori=-
cal depth to the enquiry in order, for example, to compare the pre- and
post~-change situations and to do this by an examination of the development
of union-management relations in the particular plant or industry in which
such innovation takes place. A new approach te an aspect of the labour-
management relationship in a company does not develop in a vacuum. It is
conditioned in part by the internal relationships in the company's collec-
tive bargaining process and its social structure, both what they are cure
rently and what they have been, It has been well said that "the past is
always present in labour relations. And the more bitter the past the
more alive it is in men's memories".la

An evaluation of the magnitude of the achievement of an attempt at
cooperation in the Canadian steel industry, with its history of hostility
and strike proneness, will therefore differ from an assessment of a
similar cooperative scheme in an industry where conflict has generally
been absent.

In order to discuse the impact of CWS upon industrial relations it
is necessary to have some conception of the aims of an industrial relations
system in a plant or industry, and the criteria to be used in determining
whether the new technique of CWS has furthered these aims. To suggest

that industrial relations are "constructive" if they promote the aims of

12y.F. Wnyte, Pattern for Industrial Peace (New York: Harper,
1951)! P- 3!




a free society by promoting the dignity of the individual and the streng-

A3 would appear to be too general for

thening of democratic institutions
purposes of inference in the case of a particular industry or plant, where
the quality of relations must be judged largely in relation to the specific
context in which they occur.

Further, there are some grounds for believing that to test an
industrial relations structure by means of the normative concept implied
in the biological analogy of "maturity" is misleading. This criterion sees
industrial relations as "progressing" from an early state of belligerency,
industrial warfare and union militancy, to stability and union-management

peaceful co-existence in a strike~free aﬁm@aphore.lu

Maturity theories of
industrial relations are unsatisfactory as they imply that "good" or "con-
structive"” relations tend to be structured into one invariable pattern;
whereas it is quite possible that a sounder approach may be the pluralist
one which sees "constructive" industrial relations as taking a variety of
forms among different industries, even though there will be common elements
in each of them.

For instance, a strike in the steel industry may be inconsistent
with mature conduct, in the sense of both parties recognizing a responsi-
bility of the industry to the community, in view of the vital importance
of steel in the economy and the general industrial paralysis which could
occur after a prolonged work stoppage there., It is to be noted, however,

that such a strike may not necessarily represent immaturity on the part of

'%F.6. Harbison and J.H. Coleman, op. cit., pp. 152-15h.
14
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the union, as might be supposeds The strike may have been forced by the
reluctance of management to accept collective bargaining. Similarly, a
strike in the lumber industry, if workers were faced with deplorable
working conditions and low wages - and a strike which would not have the
same drastic national consequences - might not be at all immature. Aagain,
the permitting of a strike by management in this industry in order to
test 1€a strength against the union, with a view to making a sounder cal-
culation of its tactical position in future negotations, together with the
striking of more realistic compromises, may not reflect immaturity.

However, if we reject a single maturity thcory of industrial rela-
tions in favour of a pluralist approach,we are still begging some funda-
mental questions. In a particular plant it may be said that industrial
relations are now more constructive than they'were; but constructive of
what? Cooperation ana peace? But peace and cooperation in themselves
offer no effective or decisive criterion for "good" industrial relations.
"It is easy enough to point to aituations.in, for example, the construc-
tion industry that are eminently peaceful and co-operative but where the
consuming public is expléited by collusive collaboraticn.“lB

Indeed, it would hardly be an exaggeration to suggest that the
present normative criteria of sound industrial relations are to a large
extent not objective criteria but rather those which management sees as
conducive to its own intergsts. "Harmony" is desired to achieve the aime
of the enterprise. "Cooperation™ is elicited from the worker so that he

will be more productive, more efficient, in management's interests. "As

lsw.A. Koivisto, "Value, Theory, and Fact in Industrial Sociology™,
The American Journal of Sociology, LVIII (May, 1953), 565.




applied to industry, the notion of efficiency has more often than not been
implicitly defined according to management's views and in managerial terms.
Those workers will be called efficient who ‘cooperate' closely with manage-
ment without questioning managerial objectives and methoda."lé

The point here is not that cooperation defined in managerial terms
is wrong per se, but that the very notions of "better", "constructive”,
"more cooperative" industrial relations - even "industrial peace" - contain
an implicit value judgment which varies with the nature of the ultimate
values held by the person making such pronouncements.

Now as Koivisto has pointed out, in such a situation "it is incum=-
bent upon the social scientist to make clear all the values that underlie
his inquiry and recommendations as well as the theory by which reality is
dcacribod."l7 including his own value system. Thus no unique meaning can
be attributed to "more progressive® industrial relations and it becomes
necessary in a study of this nature to set out the amalytical framework
considered most appropriate for an evaluation of aspects of the industrial
relations situation in Canadian steel,

In doing so, emphasis upon the conflicting interests of union and
management in industry may ﬁouadays be an unpopular point of departure;
this, it may be said, smacks of class consciousness and ideological bias.
Nevertheless, no conclusive proof exists to show that the traditional
spproach used in industrial relations, which considers the parties as in-

alienably separated by a conflict of interests on fundamental issues, is

16R. Chartier, "Collective Bargaining and Management Rights,
Industrial Relations, XV (July, 1960), 301.

17y.A. Koivisto, op. cits, p. 56k.
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now outdatod.ls This approach uses the concept of "two sides" in industry,

with generally divergent interests between thems One of the basic labor
relations dilemmas, for instance, is the conflict between the worker's
goal of individual security and management's goals of eificiency and free-
dom in managing the enterprise, and it still remains largely true that
"employees as a group are not immediately interested in company profits
as such. DBusiness management is not primarily interested in the security
of its workers as such. Bach group looks at a business enterprise in terms
of what it gets out of it".19 This conflict approach to industrial rela-
tions has been adequately summarized in these terms:
It is said, for example, that the whole of industry now has one
common objective, namely higher production, and that co-operation
in achieving this objective should replace the old opposition.
Now higher production is obviously a common objective, which
justifies, indeed demands, a large measure of co~operation. Butbeecavse
two groups have one common interest, it does not follow that all
their interests are identical; and betweean management and men there
remain other conflicting interests, which this one common interest
cannot wholly over-rides These are most obvious in the sphere of
wages « « + but they also emerge in other spheres, such as the
question of diueig&ine. the rele of shop-stewards, the introduction
of new machinery.
If this view be accepted then it becomes evident that management in an
enterprise cannot devote all its energies to the achievement of coopera-
tions It must also be prepared to handle conflict.

The question now arises concerning the exact criteria to be used in

lsFor statements supporting this viewpoint see, for example, C. Kerr,
"The Purposes and Resolution of Industrial Confliet", in W.L. Warner and

N.H. Martin, (eds.), ?d&gtri&l Man (New York: Harper, 1959), and E.W.
Bakke, Mut Survival: The Goals of Unio (New Haven:

Yale University Labor & Managemen
195,H. Harbison and R. Dubin, Patterns of Usjon-Yanagenent Belations
(Chicago: University Industrial Relations Center, 1947), pp. 202-203.

206, AR, Crosland, The Future of Socialism (London: J. Cape, 1956),
Pe }"‘6. L
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evaluating CWS as an industrial relations technique. It will be assumed
throughout this study that "industrial relations" involve both labour re-
lations and what are termed "human relations". Labour relations are con-
cerned with collective group relations between management and trade unions,
whereas human relations involve direct relationships between management
end individual uurkaru.al

It is suggested, then, that the effect of CWS on the structure of
industrial relations should be evaluated in terms of an overall pluralist
epproach, bearing in mind that the programme is used in the Canadian steel
industry, and, more specifically, in so far as it promotes or retards four
objectives.

From the nature of the case, CWS presupposes an existing collective
bargaining relationship -~ by definition it is a joint union-management
process, Thus, the first and most important criterion for evaluating CWS
is that it should have extended and strengthened the collective bargaining
process. Canadian labour legislation, which under certain conditions makes
collective bargaining compulsory.22 the weight of public¢ opinion and an
expanding economy,leave no room for doubting that unions are to be a per-

manent institution in our society., Thus, given a collective bargaining

ZIGoupurc. I.C. McGivewing et al., Management in Britain: A General
Characterisaticn (Liverpool: University Press, 1960J), p. O3
22

The Industrial Relations and Disputes Investigation Act (1943)
includes in its provisions that:

(a) A company must bargain with a union if the union is properly certified
by the appropriate Labour Relations Board as bargaining agent for the
workers, and can no longer bargain with individual employees (I.R.D.I. Act,
1948, S. 10 (a).)

(b) "Company unions", whilst legal,rarely receive official certification as
they must show that they are not management controlled (I R.D.I. Act, 1948,
8. 9 (5).) See L.W. Sipheard et 1dis : .ra
(Toronto: McGraw Hill, 1957), p.
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relationship, any technique which leads to the strengthening and smoother
functioning of that relationship as a two~way process of decision-making
is to be welcomed. It would, however, be too much to expect that such a
technique introduced in a situation where collective bargaining did not
oxiataE would thereby stimulate the introduction of collective bargaining.
It is just barely conceivable that employees receiving their first ex-
perience of negotiation with management as a result of CWS installation
might feel persuaded to press for full union negotiating procedures. But
the drastic structural change involved in moving from such a non-union
situation to full collective bargaining procedures would necessitate a
fundamental change in the attitudes of both employees and management.

The second ceriterion for evaluation is that the technique should
have been voluntarily udopfcd by the parties themselves rather than im-
posed by the government. Voluntarism, as exemplified in freedom of associa~
tion and collective bargaining,is part of the accepted labour relations
philosophy in Canada. Indeed, where emphasis has been placed upon legisla-
tion in industrial relations - as for example in the case of industrial
dispute settlement - the aims of the legislation have not always been fule-
filled in practices It has been pointed out that "Canadian legislation
for almost fifty years has placed its major emphasis on compulsory inter-
vention and restriction of unions' and employers' freedom of action as a

means for settling tru.zqa\ﬂ:cm“.z'0 The difficulty has been that the emphasis

233ws principles are used in Dominion Foundries and Steel Limited
in Hamilton which does not recognize the union. However, this is some=-
thing of an anomaly in that, so far as it has been possible to ascertain,
this ies the only non-union company in Canada to employ CWS. (See Ch. VII.)

25, Jemieson, Industrial Relations in Canada (Toronto: MacMillan,
1957). Pe 102.
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given to compulsory provisions for dispute settlement may have tended to
inhibit actual collective bargaining between the two sides. In the case
of coneiliation procedures, for example, the Industrial Disputes Investi-
gation Act of 1907 provided for the compulsory delay of work stoppages
whilst investigations into a dispute were under way. The objective of
this provision was the settlement of disputes by conciliation. However,
"the net effect appears to be that the parties of interest will suspend
bargaining when they appear before a /conciliation/ board. Indeed they
seem to be inclined to suspend bargaining when it becomes reaannahly cer-
tain that they shall be appearing bgfara such a board., Compromise moves
are largely delayed until after recommendations have been pras&ntedg"gs
It thus appears well to stress voluntary accommodation in relations in
Canada in view of the increasing doubt cast upon the efficacy of govern~
ment interference with respect, even,to the settlement of industrial
disputes.

The first two criteria for evaluating an industrial relations tech~
nique in the Canadian context stem, therefore, from the nature, tone and
practical applications of the system of industrial relations in Canada.

The final two c¢riteria, however, are developed not as a result of the parti-
cular experience provided by the workings of Canadian economic institutions,
but are more generally applicable to any industrial relations system. HMore~
over, taken together, they relate to "welfare" considerations and imply an
element of social purpose in a system of industrial relations., The func-

tion of the technique in these terms is to ensure that the participants in
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bargaining do not reduce the aggregate welfare of the community as "it is
patent that the terms of employment in the great industries affect the
economic position of all of us at a variety of levels -~ as sellers of

labour, rentiers, taz-payers, cenaunera-"zs

The third ceriterion is that both parties should be able to demon-
strate specific gains from any such jointly developed technique. A whole-
sale pooling and community of separate interests in union-management
relations cannot be anticipated, but from a specifically "joint" plan it
seems reasonable to expect that both sides will gain, and that in at least
thie area in which it operates there will be a notable reduction of conflict."
possibly to the community's benefit. Again, it seems reasonable to expect
that such industrial relations technique, whilst benefitting both parties,
will ngt harm the public interest. This is a more ambitious objective and
aims to integrate, if possible, the joint interest of the parties in this
one area with the interests of the community at large, thereby precluding
the possibility that accommodation between the parties may be so coloured
by subjective considerations as to lead to collusion against the publics
If the technique, besides benefitting the parties, can also be shown to
be of direct or indirect benefit to the community, so much the better.

In this study, therefore, an attempt will be made to assess the
importance of CWS as an industrial relations technique, having in mind

the tentative framework of analysis outlined above, and taking into
account the particular structure and development of labour relations in

the steel industry in Canada. The qQuestion will then be raised as to

26&. Routh, "The Structure of Collective Bargaining", The Political
Quarterly, XXVII (January-March, 1956), p. 44.
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whether the impact of CWS on labour relations has significantly affected
the process of union-management accommodation throughout the industry as
a whole.

The extension of the CWS programme from the United States into
Canada will be considered, together with the reasons for its development,
the differences in its administration in Canada, and the aims and expecta~-
tions of both the Steelworkers Union and management regarding it. A sure
vey of the application of CWS is then carried out in two basic steel plants
in Hamilton. The study of these two plants is not sufficiently detailed
to constitute "'case studies' ~ rather the plants were selected mainly be-
cause the employees of one of them, the Steel Company of Ganadaa7, are
organized by the United Steelworkers of America, whereas the other,
Dominion Foundries and Steel, remains unorganized by the union. It is
thus hoped to throw light on any differences and difficulties which may
occur when a job evaluation programme which was conceived, dcveloped and
administered viﬁh active union partieipation is arbitrarily transferred
to a company which does not recognize the union,

The whole study is, then, empirical in that it involves direct in-
vestigation of a phenomenon, and attempts a broad survey of the develop=-
ment and administration of CWS in Canada. The criticism might be raised
that this study is extensive rather than intensive and, in consequence,
lacks the depth of analysis associated with a "case-study" of one parti=-

cular plant, However, it was felt that in view of our present lack of

z?The account of CWS at Stelco has benefitted greatly from the
background material describing the growth of industrial relations there

in a recently published werk, W. Kilbourn, The Elements Combined: A
Hiatgiz of the Steel Company of Canada (Toronto and Vancouver: arke
rwin, 1960).
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knowledge of CW8 in the Canadian context a "case~-study" approach would be
premature. An analysis of the origins, intentions and mode of administra-
tion of the programme wasS: considered a research priority.

However, as well as attempting to increase our basic knowledge of
one of the practical and widespread techniques of union-management accom=-
modation in Canada, this study aims also to touch upon some of the theore-
tical issues involved in contemporary industrial relations. Is it a fact,
as is often asserted, that unions and their members are always more con=-
cerned about relative and differential rates of pay than absclute amounts?
Or again, what are some of the underlying factors which give rise to an
area of union-management cooperation, and can we be really confident that
joint job evaluation represents a progressive step in industrial relations?

However, as it was shown earlier, there exists a lack of integration
between empirical investigation and theoretical development in industrial
relations coupled with an over-emphasis on the pelar types of relations
as evidenced in turbulent conflict or spectacular cooperation. Such ab-
s¢ence of integration often leads to a chaotic lack of system in the
research project in that there is no clearly defined theoretical framework
of analysis. "Facts have cutrun ideas. Integrating theory has lagged far
behind expanding experience. The many worlds of industrial relations have
been changing more rapidly than the ideas to interpret, to explain, and
to relate theu."28

The justification for a study of this kind concerning one aspect of

industrial relations in steel is twofold. We are considering, in part,

28J.‘i’. Dunlop, Industrial Relations Systems (New York: Holt & Co.,
1958)' Pe vie
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the workings of the Canadian section of the United Steelworkers of America
which is generally recognised as being the largest and most powerful
indugtrial union in Canada, and concerning which little systematic know-
ledge exists, Moreover, if we are at all concerned with the losses
alleged to be suffered from industrial conflict, or in the potential gains
said to be had from industrial peace, then relations in the steel industry
demand attention. In this respect, the results of a recent international
survey of steel strikes have significance for Canadian policy in industrial
relations. They show from an examination of countries as diverse in
industrial structure and labour organization as Britain, Sweden, Japan,
Canada, Australia, France, Luxembourg and Germany, that strike experience,
in terms of magnitude and average duration,appears to rank highest in
canada.??

‘ The limitation of the study is that it is more exploratory than

conclusive and is likely to pose more questions than it answers.

' Zgﬁoported in A.J. ‘Siegel, "Steel Strikes and Bargaining Abroad®,
Monthly Labor Review, LXXXIV (February, 1961), 123.



Chapter II

THE DEVELOPMENT OF CwS IN THE UNITED 3TATE51

The Cooperative Wage Study was originall& initiated in an attempt
to find a solution which would prove acceptable,to both management and
labour. of an essentially practical problem confronting the steel industry.
This was the problem of dissatisfactions which had arisen because of wage
inequities, both within a particular plant, and as between different
plants throughout the industry. Thus, the study was developed in response
to the particular needs of the steel industry. There was no question of
arbitrarily imposing some standard job evaluation scheme already in use in
other industries as the job evaluation manual eventually adopted in steel
had been "tailor-made" to suit the industry from the outset of the pro-
gramme. Moreover, an unusual feature of the achievement of wage rationali-
zation in this industry was that it stemmed from a joint endeavour on the
part of both the union and the steel companies to end wage inequities.
Both parties had come to realize that inequities had to be tackled and
that both stood to gain from their elimination.

How did these wage discrepancies, or inequities, arise in ihe
steel industry? Certainly, the problem has been one of long standing in
many industries and in steel it was a source of continuing dispute for

many years before the inauguration of the CWS programme.

lHuch of the factual data presented in the first part of this
chapter is based upon J. Stieber, op. cit., pp. 3~40.

18
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However, it probably originated when the first employer failed

to satisfy each employee that his pay was fair as related to

the pay for other employees, or that the performance required

of him was fair as compared to the performance required of

other employees., Equitable wage rates clearly involve both

fair pay and fair performance. The two are inseparable. They

are the bedrock of the employer-employee relationship.
This is how a United States Steel Corporation official has expressed the
originas of the inequities problem.

Thus, wage discrepancies were by no means confined solely to the
steel industry. Difficulties were only to be expected in industries
characterized by a complex division of labour, where job content was apt
to change radically in a plant as a result of technological innovation,
and where wages were fixed without any attempt at centralized coordina-
tion as between rates.

But the very structure of the steel industry aggravated such dif-
ficulties. Firstly, there were extreme differences in job content and
methods of production as between different plants. There was no standar-
dized method of ranking jobs throughout the industry and, moreover, wide~-
spread technological changes had tended to accumulate wage rate disloca=-
tions. The difficulties were magnified by the fact that incentive payment
systems existed alongside hourly paid jobs in most plants, and this, in
itself, sufficed to give rise to a whole host of grievances. ' The charac-
teristics of wage payment were such that:

Most production employees in the steel industry work under tonnage
or piece rates, but maintenance and mechanical workers are usually
compensated on an hourly basis . « « The wage structure of the

steel industry is a maze of individual or group tonnage, piece and
hourly rates, in many cases not uniform for similar work in a

2&.6. Cooper, "The United States Steel Wage Classification Pro-
gram: A Fair Day's Work for a Fair Day's Pay", address before American
Management Association Personnel Conference, October 3, 1947, p. l(mimeo.)



single plant, let alone the various mills of different unupanioa.’
Finally, it was common practice in the steel industry for wage rates to be
fixed by departmental supervisors without relation to rates of pay effece
tive in other departments.& Indeed it has been asserted that in steel,
For many years the foremen had been considered fronte-line auto-
erats with the pow to hire, to assign work to, and discharge
wurkcra s + & Jthe workazfg? whole progress in the will and the
g of his job depended upon retention of the foreman's
goodwill.
Consequently, in view of all these factors, gross wage rate discrepancies
existed within the plant (intraplant) and among plants in the industry
(interplant).

It is an interesting fact that although it is often said that the |
development of CWS represents a landmark in union-menagement relations, the
Steelworkers Union itself had been officially recognized by the Steel Com-
panies as the bargaining agent for labour for less than ten years before
the joint acceptance of the CWS programme. Stieber has aptly commented
that "the steel industry inequities program represents the mature product
of a relatively young and immature collective bargaining relatianahip,"s

It is well kﬁown that the steel industry was for long notorious as
an anti-union stronghold. The attitude of the companies was chnénctariznd
by paternalism towards their employees and an often violent opposition to-

wards any suggestion of collective bargaining, manifested in "yellow-dog"

’F.H, Harbison, "Steel", in H.A. Millis (ed.), W
paining Works (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1942), p. 551.

“L.G. Reynolds and C.H. Taft, olution of W Structure (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1956), pp. & .
2y M. Carpenter, g, (New York:

Prentice Hall, 1953), ps 27




contracts and similar devices. Unbridled managerial authority was the
rule in steel. The efforts to maintain managerial prerogatives in the
face of attempts at unionisation are graphically illustrated in the famous
Aliquippa struggle. In 1934 Aliquippa was a one hundred per cent steel
company town and company control of workers' lives was almost complete.
The union sent an organizer into the town:

He set up headquarters . . .and the company went to work on him.

Union men were shadowed, beaten, and discharged. Contact men

were arrested, and their union cards were taken away from them.

Meetings were spied on, and members of the audience were warned

or fired. But the union continued to grow. Then a funny thing

happened, Rumors began to circulate that union men in Aliquippa

were diaappenring overnight, the way they do in Germany and

Russia.
Such was the atmosphere of bitterness and mutual distrust that pervaded
the steel industry at this time.

After repeated and decisive failures to bring management to its
knees in the steel industry organized labour (in this case the CIO) set
up in 1936 a new organization called the Steelworkers Organizing Committee
(SWOC), under the leadership of Phillip Murray. This was the embryo
organization that was later to become the United Steelworkers of America.
In 1937 the SWOC was unexpectedly recognized by the United States Steel
Caryoration as the collective bargaining representative for employees who
were members of the union. However, some other important steel producers,
the "Little Steel" group (Bethlehem, Republic, National, Armco Steel,etc.),
held out against union organization for several years more until 1941.
From the very first contract negotiated between United States Steel

and SWOC the problem of wage rate inequities was recognized, but the

?Thin example is taken from R.R.R. Brooks, As Steel Goes, (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1940), pp. 110124,




solution suggested appeared vague and somewhat half hearted:

1937 ggggemcag. Section 11 - Individual Wage Rates. Where alleged

inequalities in wage rates prevail, the matter may be taken up for

local plant a dgustmont, and settlement made on a mutually satis-

factory basis.
Indeed it has been tusgoatodg that although a uniform wage scale in the
basic steel industry was one of the professed oéjeativnn of union policy,
the union leaders were little concerned about wage discrepancies at this
period. Rather, the grievances about inequities were exploited as a
weapon of union organization by which to induce non-members to join the
union, which would then represent them in grievance cases. Thus a bona-
fide attempt to eliminate inequities to promote the union slogan of "equal
pay for equal work" was of a secondary importance. At the time of the
advent of the union in 1936 the principal factors in the wage rate situa-
tion were:

A body of specific rates emerging from differing backgrounds in

various localities; a new union striving for position; employees

possessed of a new device by which to explore real or imaginary

wage rate grievances; no fixed wage scales in the agreements; a

specified right to challenge the equity of any particular ratej

no agreed yardstick by which to judge the equity of a rate once

challenged; igd no terminal point for the settlement of such

differences.,
Consequently grievances about wage inequities multiplied enormously in so
favorable a setting until the issue became a major controversy during the
period of the first agreement and comprised about two~thirds of all

grievances, slowdowns, work stoppages, strikes and collateral controversies.

In consequence, the union was now compelled to reappraise its attitude

aJo Stieber, Ope. Oitog Pe 4,

9LoGo Rﬂynﬁlda and C.H. Taft, Ope. ¢it., Pe 47.

1oR.C. Cooper, op. cit., p. 2.
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towards wage inequities as a result of the ever increasing load of griev-
ances which it had to handle without any agreed principles of settlement.

The 1941 agreement between United States Steel and the union ex-
pressly provided for the use of job evaluation and industrial engineering
methods by management in setting the wage rate for new jobs or those in
which job content had been substantially changed. However, trade unions
have been traditionally opposed to any wage payment schemes based on job
evaluation. Their strong and unequivocal opposition has been expressed
by a union leader in these terms: "Employers just do not hire axpcnsiv§
engineers to design wage systeme that result in more money for their em-
ployees . » « The real worth of an employee to his employer cannot be
determined by measuring the par requirements of his Job."ll

A concise summary of union objections to job evaluation appeared in

1947 in the American Federationist, the official publication of the

American Federation of Labor. Three main criticisms were that:

(1) Job Content, on which job evaluation is based, is not a sufficient
measure of what a job is worth; other factors may deserve equal or
even greater consideration.

(2) Job evaluation attempts a mechanical substitute for human judgment.
The A.F.L. believed that the aim should be to make judgment more
systematic and more responsible, not more mechanical.

(3) Much of the complicated job evaluation technique is just hocus-pocus

which prevents workers from understanding the pay system under which

11Quoted in Sar. A, Levitan, "Union Attitudes toward Job Evaluation
and Ingrade Progression", Industrial and Labor Relatioms Review, IV (1950~
51), 272. See also, W. Gomberg, A Labor Union @egnai on Job Gvaluation
(Chicago: Labor Education Division, Roosevelt College, 19477,
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they work.lé2
Such attitudes as these largely explain the "traditional" fear and hosti~-
lity towards Jjob evaluation by trade unionists.

It would appear, however, that the Steelworkers Union, whilst
accepting such reservations concerning the job evaluation procedure and
still by no means enthusiastic about it, had by this time come to appre~
ciate the need for som& systematic way of handling inequity grievances.

It is true that "there was a body of union opinion . « .which held that
some formal classification system was inevitable and not wholly undesirable
if the union was ever to work out a solution to the inequities problem in
ataal.“13 This realization that job evaluation was inevitable in the long
run had persuaded union officials that participation in the scheme would
be preferable to allowing management to draw up a programme unilaterally.

It was the 1942 contract which established the first mutual attempt
by the union and U.8. Steel to study and eliminate wage rate inequities.
It set up a commission of fourteen, with equal representation by manage~-
ment and the union. The terms of reference of the commission were to
agree upon a formula for determining the existence of inequities and to
develop a plan for establishing an equitable wage rate structure within
the company, Similar joint commissions were established in a number of
other important steel companies including Republic, Youngstown Sheet and
Tube and Allegheny-~Ludlum,

It soon became apparent, however, that the views of the companies

12506 the three articles, "Job Dvaluation: What It Is and How It
Works", American Federationist (July, August, September, 1947.)

13.3. Stieber, op. cit., p. 67.
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and the union diverged sharply on the exact nature of a programme to

eliminate inequities. In particular, the companies aimed at a wage

rationalization scheme which would invelve no increase in costs. Vage

rate increases it was hoped, would just be balanced by wage rate reduce ﬁ%@%wé

tions. But such a "balanced payroll principle" was not acceptable to the

union which felt that it could not permit any revision of rates in a down-

ward direction. IEqually significant was a difference between the parties

regarding the scope of the programme. The steel companies' primary

interest was the elimination of intraplant inequities, whereas to the union

the correction of wage discrepancies within a particular plant was merely

incidental to the larger objective of equal pay for similar work through- %

out the entire steel industry. On these two points deadlock ensued between

the two sides and consequently the joint commissions were abandoned. |
The failure of this attempt to solve the inequities problem resulted |

in the steel companies undertaking a reappraisal of their existing job

evaluation schemes. The negotiations with the union had been undertaken

on the basis of the current job evaluation manual in use at U.S. Steel ;;;WW

many of its inadequacies were repeatedly emphasized by the union in the

ensuing discussions. It was felt that the union would never be prepared

to accept a rationalization programme modelled upon that particular manual.

A new approach to the handling of inequities seemed indicated. Therefore

a group of major steel companies joined together to set up an informal,

voluntary research organization to explore all aspects of the problem and

to suggest a constructive solution. This was the Cooperative Wage Study

consisting of twelve charter membaralﬁ and established in Pittsburgh

1“0: the major steel producers in the United States only Bethlehem
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at the end of 1943, The specific objectives of the CWS were "to determine
the wage rate situation in the companies; determine what it should bej and
determine ways and means by which to bring about such corrections as were
found to be necassary.“ls Each of the member companies seconded a fulle
time industrial engineer to work with the organization and the American
Associated Consultants Inc., of New York,was retained to provide facilities
and to supply technical consulting advice.

However, during the period in which the CWS commenced its work the
matter of inequities had developed into a crucial issue throughout tho‘
whole of the steel industry. Inequity claims and grievances accumulaté;wmm
8o rapidly that they came to present the biggest single problem confront-

i
5
|
|
%

ing the companies and the union in their every-day relationships. It ngwwwj
been estimated by an official of U.S. Steel that,in his company,wage
matters accounted for 65 per cent of all grievances, and that alleged wage
inequities caused 75 per cent of these grievances and 50 per cent of all
work atappagesqls

Moreover, under the existing steel contracts these grievances were
not subject to arbitration and they were therefore passed on to the War
Labor Board for consideration., After a number of work stoppages brought
about by wage disputes the War Labor Board assumed jurisdiction in all

disputes between the steel companies and the union where conciliation

Steel did not immediately participate in the study. However, within two
years this company had become a member of CwS.

15

léstatament by E.E., Moore, Vice-President of Industrial Relations,
Carnegie~Illinois (a subsidiary of U.S. Steel)j quoted in J. Stieber,

OPs #i*" ps 11,

ReCe Cooper, op. cit.y ps 3
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appeared to be of no avail, Hearings were held before the Board in which
the union pressed its case for a general wage increase and for "equal pay
for similar work throughout the industry", and the companies presented
arguments to refute the union's case.

In November 1944 the Board issued a directive order applying to
eighty-six basic steel companies« It was this order which broke the
impasse and provided the impetus that led eventually to the establishment
of both job classification and a standard wage schedule throughout the
industry.

The solution of wage inequities was to be accomplished through
further union-management negotiation# and a simplified job classification
and a standard rate structure were to be developed within each plant.

The union's claim for industry-wide uniformity of wage rates was rejected
outright, but the union was given some scope for leverage on this issue.
One of the "guideposts" set out by the Board to facilitate collective
bargaining on the problem had stated that, as an aid in determining the
correct relationship between the jobs in any one plant, thelpartios may
take into account the wage relationships existing in comparable plants in
the industry.

It is interesting to note that whilst the Board's direective involve
ing the ordérly procedure of job classification in order to eliminate ine
equities was quite consistent with job evaluation there was ceitainly no
insistence upon the use of any such technique. The parties were not ore
dered to develop & joint job evaluation programme., In view of the union's
suspicion of industrial engineering techniques the Board did not suppose

that a thorough job evaluation was even a practical possibility.
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At the same time as the hearings before the War Labor Board were
taking place the major steel companies were independently evolving a
method for classifying wage discrepancies through the medium of the Co-
operative Wage Study. Thus, at the end of 1944 the companies participat-
ing in CWS had arrived at procedures for the determination of wage rate
inequities which were quite consistent with the Directive Order issued by
the Board at that time. The result was that after the issue of the
Directive Order applying to 86 companies, the 12 charter members of the
CWS invited the other 74 companies to join them. Many accepted and as’af
January 1, 1960, the Cooperative Wage Bufeau. as it is now called, has 69
member companies, representing a total manpower of over 5&5,0&0’17

For the subsequent negotiations on inequities the union set up a
negotiating committee to match the corresponding committee on the manage-
ment side in each of the companies. However, particular interest settled
on the Joint union-management committee in U.S. Steel because this corpora=-
tion was putting forward as a basis for negotiation the tantative plan
worked out by the CWS, It was agreed in U.S3. Steel that management would
prepare descriptions for key jobs and submit them to the union for review.
In this way descriptions of over a hundred benchmark jobs were approved
without difficulty. The Company then proposed the acceptance of the
manual deveiaped by the Cooperative Wage Study as a means of classifying
jobs. After some deliberation the union accepted the company's suggestion
with the proviso that before a final agreement was reached the manual

would be tested in one pilot plant in the basic steel industry.
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The CWS plan was given its critical testing in 2 pilot plant
selected for the specific resson that it contained the widest variety of
steel operations and jobs of any plant in the country.ls The union
appeared satisfied from this experiment that the acceptance of CWS would
not require radical changes in the existing wage structure to be imposed
upon steelworkers. Thereafter, through a series of agreements, it was
provided that joint union-management committees in each plant would re«
solve grievances on job descriptions and classifications; that the stan-
dard hourly rate scale for each plant should start at no less than the
existing plant minimum which would be "job~-class 1", and progress upwards
from that point, from job-class to job-class, in logical "increments" of
cents~per~hour. Significant from the standpoint of the union was the
stipulation that there would be no reduction of wage rates of present
incumbents of jobs now qnjoying "out-of-line™ rates with the new schedule,
the normal turnover of employees being used to eventually eliminate such
out-of-line rates.'’

It should be realized that although the new wage schedule estab-
lished a systematic basis for rating and compensating jobs within each
plant, initially it did not alter wage rate inequities between plants of
UsSe Steel. National uniformity of wage scales was not achieved until
1947, when fhia company agreed to a uniform minimum rate for all its
plants,

The conclusion of agreements between the union and the other major

18Thia was the Gary, Indiana, plant of Carnegie-Illinois.

19Fbr technical details regarding the job evaluation procedure
under CWS see Appendix A.
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companies was held back until the results of the U.S5. Steel negotiations
were apparent. When agreement with U.S. Steel was reached however, this

was the signal for rapid extension of the new standard scale throughout

the basic steel industry, and companies employing about 80 per cent of all
basic steel workers adopted the CWS manual and system of labour grades, with
the larger companies establishing plant minimum rates either identical with,
or very close to, the U.S5, Steel level.

The job evaluation manual thus negotiated in 1947 has subsequently
been extended to include rates for technical and clerical jobs, in addi-
tion to the original production and maintenance jobs only, but it has not
changed in any major respects. No company which has adopted CW8 has ever
found it necessary to abandon it. A wage structure which all agreed was
totally incoherent has been almost completely rationalized. Virtually all
the larger companies now use the same manual of job descriptions, the same
method of classifying jobs into labour grades, and the same minimum hourly
rate for each grade.

The achievement of CWS evaluation has been summarized as follows:

Although this action was taken pursuant to a War Labor Board direc-

tive in 1944, it nevertheless was a milestone in the collective
bargaining history between the parties. Both sides have been, for

the most part, pleased with the outcome. From the union's stand- |
point a more orderly and systematic rate structure adds to the §
workers' sense of certainty and security. From the company stand- \
point it makes fer more efficient and productive coperations. On |
both sides there has been & feeling of accomplishment in making |
some pProgress aganurd working out one of the thorniest problems in
the industry.

Thus, the significance of this achievement does not lie primarily in the
success of industrial engineering methods but rather in the accomplishments

20p,H, Harbison and R. Dubin, Patterns o
(Chicago: ﬁnivarsity Industrial Relations Cen
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of the collective bargaining process. The way in which accommodation be-
tween the parties was reached challenged the accepted methods of imple~
monking a job evaluation programme. One observer has noted:
A good many management representatives in various industries have
held the view that a job evaluation program can be properly obe
jective only if its techniques are carried out unilaterally withe
out union collaboration.2l ' ‘
In the case of the steel industry an equitable and durable solution to
wage discrepancies was sought essentially through joint dovclopnent.za
The union was invited to share in the wage study and it accepted complete
participation. It was recognized that nothing less than a final plan
jointly developed and equally the responsibility of both parties would be
mutually acceptable. "A maximum of union, company and employee participa-
tion was used in the over=-all program.“23
Nevertheless, it should be noted that the parties' "joint partici-
pation" was not so completely mutual and all-embracing as in some of the

more successful attempts at union-menagement cooperation to increase

213. Tilove, "The Wage Rationalization Program in United States
Steel", Monthly Labor Review, LXIV (1947), 971.

azThere are a few other instances of joint union-management job
evaluation in the United States. See M,W. Reder, op. cit., p. 384, "How-
ever, there are a few cases in which unions have cooperated with manage-
ment in establishing a system of job evaluation or classification. The
most famous of these is the Job classification plan jointly sponsored by
the U.S. Steel Corporation and the United Steelworkers . . . Another ex-
ample of joint union-management sponsorship (of job evaluation) is found
in the West Coast paper and pulp industry; the New York local of the
American Newspaper Guild has also participated in a job evaluation plan.
The Commercial Telegraphers Union took the initiative of urging a job
evaluation plan upon the Western Union Co. (which the company has adopted)
in order to eliminate wage inequities among different localities".

35V¢D. Sweeney, The United Steelworkers of America, Twenty Years
Later, 1936-1956, (published by the U.S.WsAe), D. 202.
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productivity, for instance. In such cases it is axiomatic that the prin-
ciple of mutuality relates to a situation in which there is a complete
and acknowledged common interest by the parties. Joint production commit-
tees under full cooperation do not confer in the atmosphere of the bar-
gaining table. Whereas, under CWS job evaluation the initiative in the
establishment of job descriptions rested with the manng«abnts union
participation being through criticism and modification, in terms of an
overall review function. There still remsined aspects of negotiation,
still pcrhay;% elements of compromise., Traditional union management dicho-
tomy did not give way to an unreserved pooling of seperate interests.
One popular text on the subject of job evaluation states that there

are three degrees of union participation in such a scheme:

(1) no participation

(2) a review of job-evaluation findings

(3) actual participation in obtaining the job evaluation iniarmation;a“
However, according to Otis and Leukart procedure No. (2) accords manage-
ment an absolute prerogative in the selection of whatever job ev&luatiaﬁ
scheme it believes most suitable and it acknowledges the union's right to
refuse to identify itself with, and to disclaim any responsibility for,
the scheme so selected. Thus, the CWS programme will hardly fit this
category as, in the United States, the steel companies were most anxious
to select a system of job evaluation which the union would approve, and in
Canada it was the union which pressed specifically for the CWS system of

avaluatian‘zﬁ Likewise CWS did not quite attain the status of full

24,1, Otis and R.H, Leukart, Job Evalustion (2nd ed. New York:

Prentice-Hall, 1954), p. 55.
2580e Chapter IV.
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participation on the part of both the union and the management, procedure
No. (3), as this would necessitate a "feeling of cooperation" between the
parties and a pooling of separate interests. Perhaps it would be more :
accurate to describe the relationship between the company and the union
as lying between stages (2) and (3) and being that of management's partial
unilateralism bounded by close union surveillance and revision,

It is also notable that the successful establishment of CWS was
dependent upon sound administrative procedures for the transforming of
job classes based upon technical job evaluation into actual money wage
rates. Although "job evaluation studies are directed toward the deter-
mination of a fair monetary value for each 3eb."26 the wage structure in
a plant depends not only upon the relative rates to be assigned to dif-
ferent jobs as established by job evaluation, but also upon the absolute
wage rates, The technical process of job evaluation can determine that
a particular job should be paid perhaps twice as much as the lowest paid,
or base ratey, job in the plant. But how is the remuneration of the base
rate job itself fixed? This question is usually considered as being en-
tirely beyond the scope of job evaluation as such, because "In practice,
job evaluation assumes that the total pay roll (wages and salaries) which
any company can afford to pay has é;lraad$7 been arrived at.“27 and job
evaluation provides an equitable distribution of the total wage bill,

However, the CWS evaluation which placed each job in a particular
job class, fixed by agreement, and yet permitted flexibility through cole

lective bargaining on the wage to be paid for the base rate together with

26
Ju.L. Otis and R.H. Leukart, Op. ﬁitoy Pe 3820

27&.3. Knowles and R.D. Thomson, Industrial Man&gamen t (New York:
Hae%illan, 1944), P 3870
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the corresponding cents increment between job classes, succeeded in fusing
relative wage determination by technical job evaluation and absclute
determination by the collective bargaining process. The resulting success-
ful application of industrial engineering techniques through collective
bargaining is necessarily of special significance in any study of industrial
relations in the steel industry, :



Chapter III
THE BACKGROUND OF EVINTS IN CANADA

The primary iron and steel industry is one of the most important
of Canada's manufacturing industries. In the past few years only the two
great export industries, pulp and paper and sawmilling, have consistently
outranked it in the main measures by which the relative importance of
industries is judged in official statistical compilations. In 1953 the
industry ranked sixth among leading manufacturing industries in terms of
"value added by manufacture", with $217 million, and it was also sixth in
importance in the country in employment, with nearly 35,000 employees.l
The industry is "primary" in the sense that its finished products, pig-
iron and ferro~alloys, crude steel and steel rolling mill products, are
the raw materials of a variety of other manufacturing industries.

Canada's primary iron and steel industry is dominated by four
large producers - Dominion Steel and Coal Corporation (Dosco), at Sydney,
Nova Scotiaj Algoma Steel Corporation at Sault Ste., Marie, Ontarioj The
Steel Company of Canada (Stelco), and Dominion Foundries and Steel
(Dofasco),both at Hamilton, Ontario. This concentration of production
is indicated by the fact that these companies produce all of the pig iron,
over 90% of the steel ingots ané castings, and nearly 90% of the steel

rolling mill products made by the industry. The importance of the four

1Lucy Morgan, The Canadian Primary Iron and Steel Industry (Ottawaz

Royal Commission on Canada's Economic Prospects, 19560, p. 4.
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integrated companies is reflected also in the principal statistics of the
industry by provinces. Ontario, where three of the four big plants are
located, accounts for two-thirds of the employment in the industry and for
over three-quarters of the gross selling value of the prnductn.2 Sone
idea of the relative importance of each of these four companies in the

industry is conveyed by the following table:

TABLE I

CANADIAN STEEL INGOT CAPACITY, 1960
Net Tons %

STELCO 3000 | k1.7
ALGOMA 1600 | 22,2
DOSCO 1050 | 146
DOFASCO 1020 | 14,2
OTHERS 529 ey,
TOTAL 7199 | 100.0

Source: Based on Directory of Iron and Steel Works for 1960,
(American Iron and Steel Institute), and quoted in W. Kilbourn, o opscit.,
p« 30k,

The first successful attempts at unionism in Canadian Steel came
about as a result of an organizational drive into Canada by the Steel-
workers Organizing Committee. Prior to this;junion organization on an
international basis had been attempted in Canada, firstly by the Knights

of lLabour, and then by the Amalgamated Association of Iron, Steel and

albidog ppl 2-3.
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Tin Workers at Sault Ste., Marie in 191’4.3 However, the success of these

two organizations was severely limited, and not until the advent of the

8.W.0.,C. was a permanent footing gained for organized labour in Canadian

Steel, locals were organized at Sydney and Trenton by the S.W.0.C. and

the steelworkers pioneered the first Canadian equivalent of the Wagner

Act, in Nova Scotia.h The Nova Scotia Trade Union Act specifically declared

the right of employees to form and join a union, and obliged an employer

to negotiate with such a union when that union had a majority of his employees.

Nevertheless progress in unionizing the steel companies was slow.s
It was not until 19450 that the union obtained its first signed agree-

ment with Dosco and this following recommendations by the wartime Industrial

Disputes Investigation Board appointed at the request of the union to in-

vestigate points at issue between the parties. Also, although one of the

earliest SWOC charters (No. 1005) had been assigned to unionists in Stelco's

Hamilton Horksé. the drive for membership in pioneering Hamilton faced

such determined company opposition that it was not until April, 1944, that

official certification was granted for Stelco. The mere legal existence

of the union did not imply, however, that management was obliged to respect

its '"The company wanted to keep the power to determine wages in their own

hands as far as possible. They felt morally obliged, also, to protect -

the position of the large minority of employees who did not wish to have

JH.A. logan, ops eits, pe 250.
“Ipid,

5§br statistics relating to SWOC membership see H.A. logan, op. cit.,
Pe 6190

e
6See V.D. Sweeny, op. Cite, pe 178.
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the union act as their agent. And they saw no reason for giving any more
recognition or prestige than was legally necessary to a group which had
such a small proportion of paid-up members among the whole body of the
company s emplayees‘“7
Thus, before 1940 only the Algoma Steel men had achieved a signed
aantraet‘with management and only in 1944 when Stelco, "the last and greatest
citadel of opposition to organized labour in basic stu&l,“s became unionized
did the United Steelworkers of America become recognized as sole bargaining
agency in three of the four Canadian basic iron and steel anrparatimna.g
It is perhaps interesting to contrast the history of bitterness in
steel labour relations in Canada and the United States with the more peace-
ful atmosphere of relations in the British case. The simple hypothesis
that all steel industries have an inherently high propensity to strike and
conflict, sometimes said to be the resultant of the technology of the
industry which necessarily attracts 'tough" workers, is unacceptable. It
Yould seem that the cultural climate of voluntariem in which the bargaining
takes place, the history of early accommodation between the parties, and
the power of the employer matched by that of a strong union, are mainly
responsible for relations in British iron and steel being "marked by rea-
listic compromise on both sides and a willingness to seek solutions by .

agreement rather than awn!lietﬁflo

74, Kilbourn, op. eit., p. 184,

aﬁggeg labor, (Canadian ed., Indianapolis: IX, February, 1944), 2.
9Do£ameo still remains to this day (1961) unorganized by the union.

10,1, scott st al., Teci
(Liverpool: University Press,
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Nevertheless, scon after the outbreak of war in 1939 it was felt
by the government in Canada that the avoidance of industrial strife had
now become essential in industries such as steel, which were vital to the
war effort. However, the provisions of the Federal Industrial Disputes
Investigation Act (originally established in 1907) applied at this time
only to disputes arising in mines and certain public utility industries,
including transportation and communication. Therefore on November 7th,
1939, the applicability of this act was extended by P.C. 3495 to include
any dispute between employers and employees engaged in war work comprising
munitions, supplies and defence projects. As a result, a means for ade
justment of disputes in all essential war activities, including the steel
industry, was established with the aim of avoiding strikes and lockouts.

It should be emphasized that the Steelworkers Union, as well as
the government and the Steel Companies, appreciated the national necessity
of the efficient and continuous operation of the steel industry. The
Canadian Committee for Industrial Organization held a conference at Ottawa
in November, 1939,at which one resolution adopted stressed the need for a
maximun of cooperation between management and labour, and cooperation with
the Federal Government in the "prosecution of the war and in the maintenance
of fair and reasonable standards of wages and working conditions and in
the avoidance of industrial atrifﬁ”.ll This declaration by the union early
in the war is interesting in view of the disputes and strikes which were

later to take place.

Miabour Gazette (Ottava: King's Printer), XAXIX (1939), 1140,
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It was noted in the previous chapter that the primary reason for
the introduction of CWS in the United States was the ever accumulating
mass of wage inequity grievances. A similar situation existed in Canada
at this time. At the November conference of Steelworkers in Ottawa it was
resolved that collective agreements were to include "a minimum basic labour
rate of not less than 50 cents an hour", and "all occupations to be classi=-

" The difficulties of job

fied, with appropriate adjustment of rates".
classification and problems of inequity grievances were equally apparent
in Canada as in the United States. The existence of manifold varieties
of jobs, each with its own peculiar duties, and many which are found only
in the steel industry, makes any attempt at job evaluation a lengthy and
complex process. Accurate comparisons and grouping of jobs by job title
only are impossible. It is necessary to obtain full knowledge regarding
the functions of each job and its requirements through personal observation
and a thorough job description of each particular job. Moreover, the .
Steelworkers Union headquarters in Toronto has shown how present job classi-
fications may soon become obsolete and misleading in the face of increasingly
specialized industrial processest
A new employee who trips a foot pedal on a comparatively inexpensive
punch press is a "uwachine operator". A skilled and experienced roller
who steers heated steel ingots through a rolling mill worth millions
of dollars could also be called a "machine operator". Some "labourers"
are incapacitated older employees whose only duties are to sweep up

metal nhavings with a push broom. Other labourers must lift and shift
heavy bars.t

2rp3d.

150.w.s. Job Classification (Toronto: U.S.W.A. Public Relations

Department, 1952), p. 3. (Pamphlet).
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It may well be the case that the inequities problem did not become

a major issue in Canadian Steel until the later war and postwar periods
partly because it was not until this time that there was an all-out drive
for maximum production in the industry, coupled with an uneven rate of
expansion and increased mechanization. "Stelco's expansion in steel
ingot capacity was . + » not much larger during the war period than it
had been in the prewar decade. By contract, Algoma and Dosco expanded
their steel facilities enormously with government aid during the war,
after little or no increase in the previous thirty years."lh Thus, the
Second world War marked the beginning of an entirely new period of growth
of basic steel making capacity in Canada:

More than a million tons were added to the Canadian industry in the

early war years, boosting annual capacity from 2.3 to 3.6 million

tons between 1940 and 1944, And since 1947 a further two million

tons have been added . . . Particularly in the later period, ex-~

tensive impovements have also been made to rolling facilities, with

the addition of new mills and the modernization of old ones + «

At the rolling mill level, the industry has undergone what amounts

to a transformation., In the process of expansion, many of the old

hand-processes have been replaced by automat}g equipment, and the

range of products has been greatly extended.
Such widespread changes could be expected to create new problems concerning
wage rates and rate relationships, and to accumulate any existing wage
rate dislocations.

However, even before the war some attention had been given to

grievances concerning inequities. In an agreement in 1939 between a

sheet metal manufacturer in Toronto and the SWOC there was included

provision for inequity disputes in these terms: "Any alleged unfairness

14H‘ Kilbourn, op. cit., p. 167.

15any Morgan, op. cit., pp. 9-10.
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or inegualities in wage payments for similar or comparable work to be
dealt with by the grievance procaﬁure“.ls Also,in the Dosco plant at
Sydney, the structure of wage rates was far from acceptable to both the
union and management. The Board of Conciliation and Investigation, set
up in connection with a dispute concerning wage increases, remarked in
its report that:

s & o+ the Board finds that the rate structure which has been here-

tofore in effect in the service shops of the plant is not altogether

satisfactory. The system in vogue until recently has grown up

over a long number of years under changing management. In sone

of these shops there are too many rates in existence. On this
matter both the corpggation and the union are agreed that some

change is necessary.
Finally, dissatisfaction with the wage structure led to a short strike

at Algoma during the wartime period in spite of governmental regulation
to prevent wartime strikes. On July 18, 1943, all labour in two mills
of the Algoma Steel Corporation ceased work to enforce demands for wage
adjustments to maintain differentials following the institution of a
higher minimum earnings rats.le

The Canadian section of the Steelworkers Union, like its counter-
part in the United States, was concerned not only with ineguities within
a plant, but also with those between the three main unionized plants in
the basic steel industry. The employers' argument against a comparable
wage scale for the whole of Canadian basic steel usually ran in terms
of the geographic division of the market and that, considering the terri-

torial extent of the country and the variation in social and economic

16 abour Gazette, XXXIX (1939), 1180,

17Lagour Gazette, XL (1940), 664,
18 peported in Labour Gazette, XLIII (1943), 1122,
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conditions in different localities, wage scales could be determined only
by local standards. Thies issue came to a climax in the early months of
1941 in the case of the Peck Rolling Mills, a branch of Dosco situated
in Montreal.

In this case the union had pressed for a wage increase on the
grounds that wage rates at Peck were much lower than those in the basic
steel plants at Sydney, Trenton, Sault Ste. Marie and Hamilton. The
union was thus demanding uniformity in wage scales throughout Canada.

In substantisting this claim the employees filed a statement showing

wage changes from 1934 to 1941 in the plants of Algoma Steel, and the
Dosco plants at Trenton, Sydney and Peck, respectively (Table 2). However,
the Board of Conciliation and Investigation to which the dispute had been
submitted found against the union.19 There was no evidence of a wage

rate level ever having been established nationally in Canadian Steel,

it statedj the only nationél wage scale then existing in any industry

in Canada was that prevailing amongst railway employees.

It should not be inferred from this that government coneciliation
boards were entirely unsympathetic to the union's claim for uniform wages.
Barlier, in 1940, a dispute between Trenton Steel Works and the union
had gone to a Conciliation Board. The union argued that as the work done
by its members at Trenton was similar to that performed at the Sydney
plant they should receive equal wages. The majority report of the Board
agreed that this should be done when the financial position of Trenton
Steel Works could make it feasible, The union's nominee on the board,

Mr. Drummond Wren, was wholeheartedly with the union on this question

193@9 Labour Gazette, XLI (1941), 372-377.




TABLE II

A

BASIC MINIMUM WAGE RATES (CENTS PER HOUR)

Iear

1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940

1941

IN ALGOMA AND DOSCO, 1934-1941.

Dosco:

Algoms Ireston Syduey Beck
27 23 28 2245
3033 26 35 24475
33 30 3745 26,6
375 33435 40,5 2846
41,5 35 43,5 3047
1.5 35 43,5 3047
42.5) 3745 43,5 30.7
kh,5)

45,5 Lo 43,5 30.7

(plus 2 (plus 1.5

cents bonus) cents bonus)

Source: Labour Gazette, XLI (1941), 381,
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~and pressed for immediate action. He noted that "a deplorable differen~
tiation exists between wages paid in the Sydney plant and those in the
Trenton plant which is the cause of much discontent, especially as there
is little difference in the cost of living im the two districts at prasont.“ao
Mr, Wren suggested that Trenton revise many of its rates: But this was
the minority report and his recommendations were not implemented.

Thus, during the early war years it is apparent that employees
in Canadian Steel, like their fellow~workers in the United States, were
dissatisfied with both the internal wage structure within a plant and
with the rates prevailing as between different plants within the 1ndustry.31
But it is important to notice that the Canadian steelworkers union was
not nearly so concerned with inequities as was the parent union in the
United States. The American section of the union was using such grievances
as a means of recruiting union members. In Canada the union found inequity
grievances troublesome but its main concern was not with the differentials
question, but with raising the base rate throughout the industry. Mr.
Wren had stated that at Trenton the earnings of employees "are below those
established as sufficient to provide a minimum decent standard of living
as determined by the labour Gazette, and even below the 'Pauper and
Poverty' level determined by various research groups in Canada. With
that statement neither the majority of the Board nor the company repre-

sentatives took exception . . ."22

*OLabour Gagette, XL (1940), 905.

210n this point compara 8, Jamieson, "Labaar Problems of an
Expanding Economy", Canadian Jo f Fcor s and Political Science,
XX (May, 1954), 1&1-15-.

Labog; Gazette, XL (1940), 905-906.
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The Steelworkers own newspaper, Steel labor, rarely mentions inequi-
ties within any basic steel plant during the war years. Its main interests
centred upen the effort to raise the basic wage rate, and then upon eli-
minating the geographical differential between the union-organized steel
companiess Time and again the union called attention to the "unduly o
low" wage structure of the entire industry. An article in its newspaper
in 1941 was headed "Decent Wages - labor's No, 1. Problem in Canada®,
and commented on the urgency of "the job of establishing a new and higher
wage level which will provide a reasonable standard for the basic steel
industry of the Duminion.“23 Wage claims at Dosco were also presented
on the basis of union claims for a better minimum wage:

The demands are not based solely on the increased cost of living
caused by the war. The increases are necessary also because of

the low rates vhis& provide only a bare minimum necessary for the
workers to exist.

Thus, during this period a focal point in the union's strategy
was emphasis upon basic rates as a priority in wage demands in order to
raise minimum living standards. In the following table a comparison of
the average earnings of some major industrial groupings has been constructed.
Average weekly earnings, including overtime payments, for basic steel-
workers are shown for 1943, the year of the Barlow Commission Report,
and a time of unrest within the steel induatry.zB The Statistics for
earnings are shown in order to illustrate the basis of the steelworkers'

claims for higher minimum living standards.

235230& Labor, VI (October, 1941), 7.

aaﬂtggl Labor, V (April, 1940), 1.
25890 belowa.
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TABLE III
PER CAPITA WEEKLY EARNINGS IN

SOME CANADIAN INDUSTRIZS, 1943,

Per Capita wWeekly
INDUSTRIES Barnings, 1943
Averages (§)
All Manufacturing 31,50
Durable Manufactured Goods 34,40
Non-Durable Manufactured Goods 27.28
Automobiles and Parts k1,27
Steel 3hipbuildin3* 38.73
Electric Light and Power 3592
Rolled and Forged Products 34,67
Pulp and Paper 31.92
Lumber 26.00
Textiles 21.92
Mining 36,09
logging 24,78

L3
The U.S.W.A. used the high wages prevailing in shipbuilding
as justification for its own wage claims in basic steel (See p. 52,)

It would appear from these figures that basic steelworkers' earnings
were only moderate in comparison with other "heavy" industries. They
came fairly close to the national average for "Durable Manufactured Goods"

and were somewhat below those in automeobiles, shipbuilding and mining.
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As a result of dissatisfaction with minimum wages in steel during
the early war years, matters came to a head after employees at Algoma
and Dosco had sought from their respective regional War Labour Boards
of Ontario and Nova Scotia increases in their basic rates from 50 1/2
cents and 52 1/2 cents an hour to 55 cents. The Board refused to imple-
ment the request for 55 cents and, in consequencey a crisis threatened
in Canadian Steel, On August 19, 1942 ,employees at Algoma took the day
off work and conducted a strike vote which resulted in a majority of
workers in favour of strike action. The union then recommended to the
Minister of lLabour that a Royal Commission be set up to investigate
claims for a wage increase. The Minister, recognizing the impending
danger to continuity of steel production should action not be taken,
agreed to this request, and a Commission under Mr. Justice Barlow was
appointed "to report as to what wage adjustments, if any, would appear
justified under the wage control regulations"as at Algoma and Dosco.

The majority report of the Barlow Commission declared that there
should be ne change in basic wage rates, with the exception of the rates
paid to maintenance men. These rates were lower than seemed justified
in comparison with prevailing rates for similar types of work in other
industries and the Board proposed, therefore, that management and the
employees should enter into negotiations to secure increases through

the Regional War labour Board. However, the minority report of Mr. King
Gordon found that, considering the hazardous nature of work in steel

plants and the long working hours involved, a general increase in basic

wage rate§ as sought by the employees, was justified.

23 Labour Gazette, XLIII (1943), 5h.
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During the hearings of the Royal Commission, evidence was presented
to show that "in the two companies under consideration there are inequities
as between employees in different parts of the plant who are performing
jobs of the same or substantially similar value. It is also contended
that there is not a sufficient spread or differential between the different
jabo.“26 The problems associated with inequities were thus very apparent
in the Algoma and Dosco plants at this period. The majority report recom-
mended with respect to this aonnidoratien "that arrangements be made for
the making of a careful Study having in view a reclassification and an
evaluation of Jebs.“27 Here,then, was an analogous situation to that of
the steel industry in the United States, where a wartime government body
also implied that job evaluation would be a solution to inequity disputes.
Indeed the recommendations of the Royal Commission, published early in
1943, actually precede the 1944 directive of the War Labor Board in the
United States.

There is, however, one important difference between the two cases.
In the United States it was generally believed that during the war years
the problem of inequities was the greatest single issue in industrial
relations in the steel industry. In Canada this was not so. To the
union the immediate problem was the raising of the basic rate throughout
the entire industry. Mr. King Gordon in his minority report had clearly
stated that "as a primary cause of unrest in the steel industry in this

country we find first the substandard base rate."zs The Steelworkers

6rvid., p. 59
27 oid., po.60.
281b1g. s Pa 65:
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requests were firstly, the granting of a national basic wage rate of

55 cents an hour, secondly, that steel be named a "national induétry"
and so brought under the jurisdiction of the National War Labour Board,
instead of remaining under Regional Boards, and only thirdly that, among
other things, the problem of job classification be attempted.

The union, encouraged by Gordon's minority report, refused to
accept the findings of the Royal Commission., Mr, C.H, Millard, Canadian
Director of the United Steelworkers, had earlier expressed his dissatis-
faction with the findinge of government boards in no uncertain terms,

He suggested that "the treatment accorded labour in this country can

only be described as a national disgrace and if those responsible pursue
thp present course further we can count on national &1manter.“a9 However,
the Barlow Report was well received by management officials in Canada,

who believed that a steel strike would be a direct challenge to the en-

tire wage-and-price ceiling policy of the government. The Financial

Post commented thatsjo

The Barlow report which recommended that basic wage rates at Sydney
and Sault Ste. Marie be unchanged except for maintenance workers

is a clear-cut legal interpretation of the present government wage
ceiling policy. Under that policy there was no alternative. The
minority report prepared by King Gordon, formerly a Montreal professor,
long associated with left-wing movements . « « brought forth no
important arguments to justify the wage increases he urged in the

face of avowed and clear-cut government policy.

Another crisis occurred when workers at Algoma and Dosco finally
carried their discontent into action and went on strike for a basic wage

increase, According to Steel labor, this strike stopped two thirds of

295teel Labor, VII (August, 1942), 1.
BOgggeggggéngggﬁ, Toronto (January 16, 1943), p. 1.
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31 The federal govern=-

Canadian Steel production for more than wo weeks.
ment intervened and the Prime Minister, Rt. Hon. W.l. Mackenzie King,
promised the union that if the men would return to work immediately the
government would pass an order-in-council fixing 55 cents an hour as a
minimum rate of oarninga.32 Included in the government‘'s "Memorandum of
Understanding" were provisions for the adjustment of wage rates of main~
tenance men, originally proposed by the Barlow Commission, together with
the Royal Commission's recommendation for a job evaluation atudy»sB
The strike was therefore called off, and in pursuance of these objectives
Mr. J.P. Nicol of the Dominion Department of Labour at Toronto was appointed
as a special commissioner to bring about an adjustment between the em~
ployees and management on the issues contained in the Memorandum.

Mr. Nicol proceded with his duties of attempting to implement
the provisions of the Memorandum at the two plants, but very little progress
appears to have been made regarding either increased rates for maintenance
men or a joint job classification programme.

Particular difficulties had arisen at Algoma concerning the parties'
interpretation of the sectiont "that wage rates be increased for main-

tenance men . + « such as will bring their wage rates on a level with

Blstgeg Laber, VIII (January, 1943), 1.

Bszr details of the complete proposals see Labour Gazette, XLIII
(1943), 192-193.

?2see Labour Gazette, ibid.

"That the management and the union maintenance men enter into
negotiations . + « for such increased wage rates or range of wage rates
with respect to such maintenance men as pipe fitters, steamfitters, mill-
wrights, electricians and carpenters as will bring their wage rates on
a level with prevailing wage rates paid to maintenance men in such classi-
fications", and, "That arrangements be made for the making of a careful
study having in view a reclassification and an evaluation of jobs."
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prevailing wage rates paid to maintenance men in such classifications",

and consequently, at Algoma's prompting, the whole issue once again came
before the War Labour Board in 1243, The union ok Algoma based its con-
tention for wage increases on comparisons with the high rates currently
prevailing in the shipbuilding industry. The company undertook comparie
sons with maintenance wages paid in "heavy industries™ in Hamilton, Ontario.
It is thus apparent that at this time the parties were far apart on the
comparisons relevant in the determination of a particular wage structure.
There were conflicting opinions regarding the extent and limitations

o4 for the steel industry and the criteria by which it

of a "wage contour"
should be defined.

In the event, neither the company nor the union criterion was
acceptable to the board, which also expressed doubts regarding the accuracy
of some of the figures obtained by the campany.3$ The Board agein stressed
that the best way to resolve the whole matter was by means of "a careful
study having in view a reclassification and an evaluation of jcbs."56
Should the parties not be able to agree to undertake such a survey, then
the Board would no longer rely solely upon the coneciliation efforts of
Mr. Nicol but would appoint a rveferee specially charged with undertaking
such a factual study.

This anticipated disagreement between the parties at Algoma proved

to be the case and Mr. W.H. Ley, an official of the National War Labour

thompare J«Ts Dunlop, "The Task of Contemporary Wage Theory",
in J,T. Dunlop (ed.), The Theory of Wage Determination (London: MacMillan,

1957), pp. 17-18,
3 Labour Gagette, XLIV (1944), 279.

}6Ibid.
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Board, was appointed referee. He noted in his report that a divergence
of opinion had occurred as to what exactly constituted maintenance classi-
ficatians,37 Following ley's appointment and initiation of the study
at Algoma, Mr. E.B. Jolliffe, legal counsel for the United Steelworkers,
sought permission of the Board to extend the area of the study to include
the Dosco plant at Sydney, which was also covered by the original Barlow
Commission recommendation. The union was, of course, concerned with
parity of wage rates between Algoma and Dosco and believed that the need
for some fuolansifi&ation of maintenance wage rates at the two plants
had been proved by the variety of rates then being paid in the various
occupational claaaifications.38 The Board agreed that a similar survey
at Dosco should therefore be carried out at the same time as Algoma.

In accordance with the principles embodied in the "Memorandum . . ",
therefore, at each plant the company and the union were each to assign
a representative jointly charged with the responsibility of developing
job descriptions « any divergence of opinion between them to be submitted
to Mr. Ley for reconciliation. The review of the job descriptions of

the maintenance occupational classifications of the two companies was

37U.H. Ley, Report Re. Classification of wage Rates of Mainte e
Euployees of Algoma Steel Corporation . . ., and Dominion Steel and Eggi
Corporat , o oy LUnpublished, undated and typewritten) - Hereafter
cited as the Ley ng%rt. The appointment of Mr. Ley was noted in the

Labour Gazette, XLV (1945), 467.

38531 Report, p. 6. "At the Algoma Steel plant the present range
involves a total of 31 individual rates in a range of from 63 1/2¢ ner
hour to 93¢ per hour and at Sydney a total of 35 individual rates in a
range of from 59 1/2¢ to $1.00 1/2 per hr., such & variety of rates within
such narrow ranges does not appear to be reasonable and would seem to

call for eastablishment of more general classifications and more distinec-
tive wage grades therefor,"
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made for the purpose of wage rating and was carried out without considera-
tion of the actual wage rates prevailing at the time. On the basis of
the job description schedule, tentative wage rates were suggested, the
same scale to be applied to the jobs appearing in the twe plantss The
gradings used in the Ley Report and the scale of wage rates proposed,

were as followsi

TABLE IV
JOB GRADINGS AND WAGE SCALES USED IN THE LEY REPORT

Algoma Dominion Steel
YHS" - Highly Skilled 90 = 1.00 per hr., +90 = 1,00 per hr.
"JS" ~ Journeyman .90 B +90 el
"Sp" - Specialist .82 1/2 ... B2 1/2 i
98" « Semi-skilled 75 . «75 .
"H" - Helper ~ lst six months 6k 1/2 " 6k 1/2 " -
- 2nd W " 65 L +65 it
- thereafter 67 1/2 LI 67 1/2 W .
"U8" - Unskilled 64 1/2 . . 64 1/2 L

Source: Ley Re rt. De 50

It is to be noted that in classifying the jobs no attempt was
made to give an assessment by any method as precise as the "point
rating"” method of job evaluation ~ rather the respective jobs were
rated, somewhat imprecisely, by "consideration of the work content

as revealed by the job descriptions and by job to job coupariaons“.jg

391bigng Pe b,
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In the conclusion of Ley's report it was stated that it was difficult
to understand why joint job evaluation had not been carried out, as
originally suggested, as a cooperative effort on the part of management
and employee representatives, "If this suggestion had been carried
out, there would have been no occasion for the present survey to have
been made as it would have been automatically covered in the process
of general job evaluntion.“ho

It would appear that joint union-management committees for the
purpose of job evaluation, as suggested by the Barlow Commission, were
never voluntarily pursued for two reasons. In the first place,the union
had some unsatisfactory experience of union-management cooperation at
Algoma. In 1941 a cooperation plan had been inaugurated at management's
prompting to reduce costs, improve efficiency and share the benefits
through the collective bargaining proeaes.kl Departmental committees
were set up to explore possible measures for increased efficiency, but
their effectiveness was greatly reduccé as a result of the lack of parti-
cipation by the workors'(;epresontétives. The fear of losing one's job
as a result of increased efficiency was always present at these meetings

in spite of official union support of the cooperative scheme and manage-
ment's assurances that no one would suffer any financial loss as a result
of the scheme. The minutes of the first meeting in one department record

that after the chairman had called for suggestions one worker asked,

%Ibido 2 Pe ?Q

ul$oo HeJ. Waisglass, A Case Stugg in Union Management Cooperation
(University of Toronto Library, Unpublished M.A. thesis, 1948), This
study is concerned with the experience of wartime joint committees at
Algoma.
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"I would like to know if this plan is apt to put a man out of a job?“kg

No suggestions were forthcoming and this was the first and last meeting
held in this department. As a result of this experience the union could
hardly be expected to show great enthusiasm towards the Barlow proposals.
Secondly, according to Waisglass, the union was not especially interested
in job evaluation as such. It seems that its lack of enthusiasm was not
so much the consequence of a fear that Jjob evaluation technigues might

be used to depress wages but was rather the result of a collective senti-
ment among the workers, as expressed by one of their old-time leaders:
You know, one of the hardest things you can do in the world is to tell
a fellow his job isn't as important as he thinks it is. That's why we
haven't been pushing for that job ovaluation."hﬁ Thus, the main reason

why job evaluation was not voluntarily implemented at this time seems

to be that the union was not interested in it and, no doubt, still retained

a traditional suspicion of job evaluation techniques,

It is therefore apparent that the intervention of the government
in the steel industry wage structure in the U.8. during the war was
paralleled to some extent in Canada. ‘But whereas the War Labor Board
in the United States gave the impetus to job evaluation throughout the
entire industry, the attempt at job evaluation at Algoma and Dosco was
somevhat half-hearted and abortive. It is true that the union did make
some gains as a result of Ley's recommendations. Maintenance rates at

Dosco and Algoma became established on the principle of equal pay for

L}szido, Pe 754

Y1nid., p. 170.
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similar job classifications.

However, the methods used in the setting of wage rates were very
different from those of the CWS programme, some eight years later. The
wage rates finally established were not the result of collective bar-
gaining but were "recommended" by Mr. Ley and based upon precedents es-
tablished by the War Labour Board in previous cases:

For setting the rates there was a substantial background of experience
that had been gathered by the War Labour Board in settling many other
cases, notably the increase granted employees of steam railways in
1943, the standardization of occupations and wage rates in the steel
ship-building and repairing industry through Central and Eastern
Canada, in mining and smelting operations involving International
Nickel, Consolidated Mining and Smelting, Hudson Bay and Noranda,
airframe and engine and, uutomotive aﬁg many Crown and other operations
concerned with munitions manufacture.

Moreover, it is questionable as to whether cooperation between
the company and the union in job classification was carried out with
any enthusiasm, or mutual satisfaction in the procedure adopted. Certainly,
there were definite objections registered concernéwgthe classification
level assigned to a large number of the occupations. At Algoma management
accepted the report, but the union entered exceptions to forty-nine of
the classifications proposed. At Sydney the situation was reversed, the
union accepting the report whereas management raised objections to the
classifications assigned specific joba.kﬁ Some of these classifications
were later amended in further discussions of the Board with the contending

parties. At Algoma the company raised a further complaint by suggesting

that the adoption of the particular wage schedule recommended would

AAW.H. Ley, letter to the writer, June 22, 1961.

“S1pid,
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interfere with the whole of its existing wage :a\‘,ruc.“t:ure\'L;6 It is apparent,
therefore, that both parties had assisted in the classifications and yet
neither was satisfied with the outcome. | |

It is notable, however, that during these wartime years union organi-
zation in steel made great advances. This was partly the result of the
industry's vital importance to the war effort and consequent governmental
interference, as an interested third party, in the promotion of union=
management relations where unionism was the expressed wish of the employees.
Union membership rose from 15,000 in 1941 to almost 50,000 by 1944.“7
In Hamilton, long noted for its non-union charaeter.hs the drive by the
Steelworkers union had first achieved prominence in 1941 when a strike
at the National Steel Car Company in the city led to the governmment's
seizure of the plant and the naming of a Controller for it. According
to the union, this event greatly expanded membership and SWOC offices
were swamped with calls requesting organization into the union that "had
got the government to seize the 1;33.110:11:"..‘*9 Also in 1943 an application
for union certification at Stelco was before the Ontario Labour Court.
The management at Stelco was ordered to conduct a ballot among the workers
to choose between representation by the United Steelworkers or an "independent"
company sponsored association. The result was a majority in favour of the

Steelworkers and the union was officially certified in April, 1944, The

46&oportad in Labour Gazette, XLV (1945), 822.

47H0A- L@gan. °E¢ ci‘t.. Pe 6190

“880e Steel lLabor, VI (March, 1941), 2. "It is estimated that over
50,000 persons in that city amiltog? are eligible for SWOC membership."

k9V.D. Sweeney, op. cit., p. 181.
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union was jubilant and it boasted that "after twenty five years of company
unions, eight years after the first endeavors to organize into SWOC, after
vears of company discrimination and open hostility to unions, Stelco has
gone Steelworkers - 010."50 Thus the United Steelworkers was now recognized
as sole bargaining agency in three of the four Canadian basic iron and steel
corporations.

It is apparent from the foregoing account that developments in
Canadian Steel during the war years form a background for the introduction
of CWS which contained necessary conditions for the eventual stimulus
and assimilation of the programme. Three factorﬁ, in particular, deserve
emphasis. Firstly, the fact that in the early years of union argnnisatioggxfggx
in steel the problem of inequities was recognized; that the sustained !
high rate of steel production in the war economy, together with the accele-
rated rate of mechanization of some operations, would tend to heighten
any existing imbalance between wage rates and to contribute to a dispersion
of earnings among workers doing approximately the same kind of work in
different plants. BSecondly, the wartime period aﬁw the extension of
unionization and its acceptance throughout much of basic steel and thus
provided the security which a union needs before it will embark upon a
joint programme with management. Finally, the Algoma Steel Corporation
was to be the prototype and testing ground for CWS in Canada in 1951,
and the attempt at partial job evaluation at this company in 1944 provided
some (limited) experience in joint job evaluation for management and the
union, and a precedent for its establishment.

However, it seems doubtful whether the experience gained at Algoma

BOstecl Labor, IX (February, 1944), 2.
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would, in itself, have stimulated further attempts at a joint programme
of job evaluation without the particular pressures and attitudes present
in 1951, when the first agreements were reached for Cw3 installation in
a Canadian eompany.sl It is probably true to suggest that the most
important of these preconditioning factors in helping te provide for the
successful implementation of C¥S as a nationwide programme in steel were
the wartime accumulation and recognition of wage rate dissatisfactions,
and the increasing recognition accorded to the union by management in
the industry. In this latter respect most published studies of union-
management cooperation emphasize that union recognition and acceptance
by management is & condition - precedent of any such scheme. It was
pointed out in 1941 thats
‘ Up to the present, unions have been bitterly opposed by most employers
and have had to fight for the right to exist. This struggle for
existence has necessarily taken precedence over sll other concerns
of the unions. To the members who must fight for the right to have
a union, the idea of co-operating with management has just never

oceurred. The employer has been an enemy who must be gigilantly
watched. One did not think of co-operating with him, 2

51330 ppe 64=67,

sasmgv sliﬂhtﬁr’ S :
D.C.t Brookings Institution,

agement (ﬁaﬂhiﬂgtﬁﬁ



Chapter IV
THE INTRODUCTION OF CWS TO CANADA

By the end of World War II the United Steelworkers had secured
recognition throughout most of the Canadian basic steel industry. Howe
ever, it certainly did not follow that this recognition would lead to
more harmonious relations within the industry. During the preceding
decade "the hard times of the depression, the longer hours and the ten~
sions sand frustrations of the war years, the high hopes for a better life
afterwards - these had all built up a restless impatience with labour's
existing pcsitiong"l Coupled with this was the fact that much of manage-
ment in Canadian industry had tended to give but grudging acceptance to
trade unions, and this only as a result of legal compulsion., Mr. H. J.
Claweson, Vice President - Personnel at Stelco has frankly admitted that
"most managements were thrown off balance by the impact of the militant
and expanding industrial unionism of the forties. The management re-
sponse to this new impact was only too often coloured by emotionalism and
hostility . . . /and/ we dissipated our emergies in futile efforts to re-
sist collective bargaining as muoh‘ﬂg

The conflicting pressures on the two sides in the steel industry
were projected into an open issue in July 1946 when what was nominally a

wage strike, but which was more fundamentally an effort to establish

. Kilbourn, Op. git., p. 184,

®H.J. Clawson, "The New Challenge of Industrial Relations”, The
Business Q\m‘tarlg; XXIv (1959), 163. ,
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acceptance of collective bargaining (especially at Stelco), was called
against the three unionized basic steel companies. This strike developed
into one of the biggest, most bitter and viclent strikes in Canadian his-
tory. The union had included in its demends a uniform wage pattern for
the steel industry. At this time the existing basic rate was 64 1/2 cents
at Stelco and Algoma, and 59 1/2 cents at Dosco. One result of the strike
was that the National War Labour Board ruled that labour rate wage differ-
entials between Sydney and Ontario workers were to be eliminated. The
union's newspaper commented that "it is the first time in the history of
the steel industry that base rates in Sydney, Hamilton and Sault Ste. Marie
are the aamm'"a

It would seem, therefore, that the elimination of inequities as
between the main plants in the industry, which was one of the realized
objectives of CWS in the United States, was first achieved in Canada, at
least in terms of the base rates, long before CWS was initiated in Ontario.
S8tieber has confirmed that in the U.S.A. "the decade following the intro-
duction of the inequities program saw the virtual elimination of geographi-
cal wage differentials in the basic steel induatry.“h It must be stressed,
however, that this wage rate equality in Canada was but a temporary pheno-
menon. Stelco pushed ahead once more in its rate structure in March,l948,
when an overall wage increase of 11 1/2 cents an hour was granted, bring-
ing basic minimum wages up to $45.12 a week. "It was anticipated that
the pattern set by this agreement would have an important bearing upon

negotiations between the same union and the Algoma Steel Corporation . . .

nggeg Labor, XI (December, 1946), 1.
hJo 8%&.9}5&1‘@ 0’2& ﬂ%st. Pe 250.
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and the Dominion Steel and Coal Corporatien.“5

At a policy conference of Canadian Steelworkers in 1947 a resolu-
tion was adopted calling for "the elimination of low wage areas in this
country and the establishment of uniform wage rates throughout the steel
inéustry.“5 Concern about inequitable wage rates had not ended after the
"big strike" and in most companies grievances over inter- and intra-plant
inequities were mounting. Moreover, the Canadian steelworkers had a
further cause for wage-rate complaints. It was stressed at a Steelworkers
National Policy Committee in Montreal in 1951 that officials in future
negotiations should adopt a double~barrelled approach to the wage question
and press not only for general increases but also for "revision of rates
in skilled classifications so that differentials between the rates for
unskilled and highly skilled workers will more closely reflect the actual
difference in terms of skill and responsibility required /ag/ this is a |
problem which is becoming acute in primary ateel.”7 Thus, a problem of ZE
great concern to the union at this time was that their skilled craftsmen
and tradesmen had for some years been suffering a relative narrowing of
their wage differentials and were becoming increasingly vociferous in
their complaints on the matter.

This narrowing of the skill differential is largely to be explained
by the union's own wartime practice of pressing for "across-the-board"
wage increases in the form of cents-per-hour increases for all grades of

labour, rather than of special consideration for skilled craftsmen. As

Jlabour Gazette, XLVII (1948), 416.

®Reported in Steel Labor, XII (November, 1947), 1.

Steel Labor, XVI (January, 1951), 3.
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we have noted, the union's primary interest in these years was that of
raising the base rate of their members and the achievement of this aim
would have been unnecessarily complicated by bargaining on specific skilled
rates. Such action on the part of a union has been observed in many simi-
lar situations. Reder notes that "it has been argued by a number of writers
that union wage policy has been a factor in the secular narrowing of occu-
pational wage differentials, especially that oé¢curing since 1940, For
example, it has been argued that the tendency of industrial unions to ine
sist upon equal cents per hour increases for all grades of workers has
been a major cause of the reduction of occupational diffarentiala."a
Therefore, at this time maintenance men and skilled c¢raftsmen were showing
signs of becoming an important pressure group within the United Steel-
workers.9
However, it was not until 1951 that positive action was taken to
deal with vage inequity and differential dissatisfactions. At the Algoma | -
Steel Corporation during 1950 some thirteen hundred maintenance workers
had grieved to management, firstly about wage inequities as between simi-
lar jobs, and secondly on the question of their allegedly low differential

rates as compared with production workers in the plant.lo

SH.U. Reder, op. cit., p. 375.

%@t,Alsoma. for instance, where CWS was first initiated, maintenance
workers were one important pressure group whose militancy was felt through-
out the whole of the union. Since CWS was established there the following
Algoma maintenance workers have risen to become important figures in the
union's hierarchy in Canada: W. Mahoney, former electrician and now the
union's National Director; J. Barker, I. Campbell and E. Dalrymple, now
union International Representatives; and A.F. Edwards, a former mill-wright
and now Representative, Dept. of Industrial Engineering.

louuch of the material here presented, concerning the origins of CWS
in Canada and the situation at Algoma has been obtained from interviews
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Probably much of the explanation regarding the militancy of the
Algoma maintenance workers, apparent even in the pre-war period, lies in
geographical factors. Sault Ste. Marie is geographically separated from
the main industrisl belt of southern Ontario and the Niagara Peninsula
and is a town with few other important industries besides steol.ll if
maintenance workers in steel plants in Hamilton, for instance, were dis-
satisfied with their wage rates it was not too difficult to find similar
employment elsewhere in the vicinity. Such was not the case in Sault
Ste. Marie.

In response to these grievances at Algoma in 1950 the company
stated that sixty days prior to the end of the contract year it was pre-
pared to discuss with the union any alleged inequities in any department
on the subject of wage rates. The union subsequently met with management
to try to solve the problem, but it was discovered that once an ineguity
was proved and an adjustment made, neﬁ inequity grievances were thereby
created. An attack on the problem on a piecemeal basis was clearly bound
to fail., Consequently the company stated that no more wage adjustments
would be undertaken unless the union agreed to some form of job measure-
ment.

Another study of union-management relations at Algoma has shown that

wage rate dissatisfactions and inequity cléima had been a longstanding

and discussions with Mr. A.S. Tirrell, Director of the union's Industrial
Engineering Department, and Mr. A.F. Edwards, now am official in this
Department and originally employed as a mill-wright at Algoma, and Chaire
man of the CWS Job-Classification Committee there.

llIt was estimated in 1948 that the basic steel industry accounts
for about 75% of total employment within the area. See Public Affairs,
XI (1948), 236.




problem. A wartime attempt at union-management cooperation at Algoma
failed to a large degree because of the union's discontent with the under-
lying wage structure. It was "the dissatisfactions of collective bargain-
ing which largely made for unwillingness te participate in the cooperation
plan.“lz Expressions of wage rate dissatisfactions, which were entirely
illegitimate in joint meetings of this kind, came to dominate these
sessions and threatened to turn them into part of the bargaining process
proper. One superintendent remarkedt

I remember one union-management meeting which I attended. It de-

veloped into a cat-and-dog fight over wage rates . . .aunion

representative kept riding his own men a bit. He couldn't see

why their dissatisfaction with their riges should prevent them

from giving suggestions on production.
In another instance at this plant,some workers had been transferred to a
new mill and thought they should have a higher rate. They complained
bitterly at the next meeting that the new mill involved them in harder
work under hotter conditions, and yef they were still being paid the same
rate as men wo;king on the old mill (i.e. an inequity had ariaen.)l&

The matter of inequity grievances at Algoma has been summarized by

a management reprasa;tative in these terms: "Prior to 1951 individual
wage grievancgs had been introduced at every bargaining session. We had
told the Union on many occasions that there was no proper basis for deal-
ing with these alleged wage inequities other than some type of job evalu-

ation program. The Union had always dismissed such suggestions without

1247, Waisglass, op. cit., p. 140,

13Ihida' Pe 1150 i

Wnta., p. 129,
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any real consideration."15

In view of the growing seriousness of the problem and management's
refusal to adjust further inequities in the absence of job evaluation,
the union was compelled to a reappraisal of its attitude. In this pro-
cess, it was now placed in a difficult position, Traditionally it had
always feared job evaluation as a "management tool". Also, it possessed
little detailed knowledge of the union's participation in CWS in the
United States, or of the benefits thereby secured, Indeed, in the Canadian
edition of Steel Labor there had been but one short reference to the actual
establishment of CWS in the United States. Perhaps this lack of communica~-
tion between sections of an international union regarding a highly signi-
ficant development like CWS appears surprising. Dr. Logan has shown,
however, that the Canadian section of the union has often gone its own
way on some important issues of policy. Thus, the steelworkers have been
"direc;;d by the Canadian leaders with only infrequent contacts with the
international president and officeru."ls

However, it must be realized that the eventual acceptance of job
evaluation by the Steelworkers union was not solely the result of the
stand taken by management at Algoma on the matter of inequities. Early
in 1950 the Canadian section of the union had begun to take a more active
interest in the accomplishments of CWS in the United States. A union
committee had been sent there to inspect CWS arrangements and had been

favorably impressed by the results of the programme., Consequently there

15N.M. Kensit, Superintendent of Industrial Relations at Algoma,
letter to the writer, April 15, 1961.

16H.A. Logan, 2p. cit., p. 257.



was some internal union pressure at this time for the setting up of a
similsr programme in Canadian steel and, after further consultation with
International headquarters,the union realized that it had‘nothing to fear
from a gooperative job evaluation programme at Algoma.

The union then made it clear to Algoma that it was prepared to
accept the company's job evaluation proposal provided that three condi-
tions were grantedz&7
(1) The development, installation erd maintenance of the programme must

be a cooperative effort on the part of both the company and the
union.ls (Later the union pressed specifically for tie CWS programme
of evaluation and this was accepted by Algoma.)

(2) The company must pay union nominees who work om the joint-development
of the scheme so that union members inveolved should suffer no loss
of earnings.

(3) An agreement on methods and procedures for the study should be drawn
up in documentary form.

These conditions proved acceptable to management and thus Algoma
became the prototype for steel industry joint job evaluation throughout
Canada. The 1951 contract stated that '"The Company and the Union agree

to enter into and implement a mutually satisfactory job evaluation program

17Information obtained from an interview with Mr. A.F. Fdwards, at
U.8.W.A, offices in Toronto, January 24, 1961.

18Thia is not the first example in Canadian industry of joint parti-
cipation in Jjob evaluation. See the case of Lever Bros., Toronto factery,
in W.R. Dymond, "Union Management cooperation at the Toronto ictory of
Lever Brothers Limited", Canadian onomics an Lences
XIII (1947), p. 36: MJob classi [Sation and evalvation is &a important
aspect of the union management relationship. A procedure of job evalua=
tion has been established in which the union participates."
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for the Maintenance Departments to be implemented at the earliest possible
date,"?

The granting of equal rights and privileges by management to a
union in any aspect of the organization of a business enterprise represents
an important advance (from a union viewpoint), or regression (for believers
in traditional managerial prerogatives), in industrial relations philo-
gophy. In this case it is perhaps significant that it was the Algoma come~
pany which first accepted union participation in job evaluation. According
to Waisglass)top management at Algoma recognized the first independent
union in the company almost as soon as it was formed in 1935 and the bitter
struggle for union recognition which later erupted at Steleco, for instance,
vas absent here.’0 It is true that in spite of early union recognition at
Algoma the union's wage demands in the following years were certainly not
always conceded by the company. HManagement often accepted the Justice of
the union's claims, but pleaded mb:l.uty to meet the demands. Neverthew
less the existing character of union-management relations here may well
have provided a sound background for the CWS experiment. In the early
postwar years there was a "coneiliatory and compromising spirit" of the
local union leadership in the plant, and "Algoma did not have the violence
and i1l feelings which other steel plants in Canada experienced in the
national steel strikes of 1943 and 19462

Following Algoma's acceptance of union participation in the job

Agreement, between Algoma Steel Corporation Ltd., and
.3.”.&., (M 1, 1951), p“ 340

mﬂu’c ?a-.fusglaast 20 Eit-' De “'54
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evaluation programme, the union was then faced with the necessity of
setting up a special wage inequity, or industrial engineering,department.
Several union officials were therefore sent for training courses in job
evaluation to the Universities of Torontec and Wisconsin, and others, ine
cluding Mr. A,S, Tirrell, now Director of the Industrial Engineering
Department, were seconded to international union headquarters in Pittsburgh
to gain experience in job evaluation and in CWS methods.

At the commencement of the programme in Algoma two three-man come
mittees (each with its own chairman) working full time on the study, from
the union and the company respectively, were set up. Fach committee had
equal rights, in the sense of freedom of access to the plant for purpoées
of job observation and discussion of job duties with employees, and egual
responsibilities for the successful completion of the programme. They
were also charged with the duty of seeing that the accepted conditions
under which job evaluation for the maintenance departments was to be begun

were set out in documentary form. Accordingly, a Procedural Agreement was

then drawn up providing for the establishment of benchmark jobs and for the
granting to joint committees of free access to each job in the planx.aa
Agreement was then reached between top union and menagement offie
cials as to the suitability of the chosen "benchmark" jobs. In the course
of reaching this agreement the union proposed that for the "reference"
jobs needed for the study the four thousand classified jobs of the CWS
programme already in use in the United States should be adopted. This was

agreeable to Algoma. Hence the company's acceptance of CWS procedures for

: 1 lass ‘(tatio‘:, between Algoma
Steel Coryoratian Ltd.. and Local Uhion 2251. S.W.A., (February 22,
1952) - typewritten.

i ———————
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job evaluation meant that joint committees could now begin work in the
plant iself on the description and classification of maintenance jobs.

The actual administrative procedures adopted for the CWS evaluae
tion will now be outlined. It was agreed that the management committee
would submit a proposed job description and that the union co.ittu; as
in the procedure in the United States, would perform its review function
of checking the description by inspecting the particular job itself, disw
cussing the duties involved with the employee, and finally meeting with
the management committee to resolve amy proposed union amenduments to the
description. ' |

It was recognized that a major technical difficulty arises in ate
tempting job descriptioms for maintenance departments. This concerned
the lack of any regular routine in regard to the type of job performed
and the conditions under which it is carried out. This meant that in
describing each job some average conditions under which it is performed
had to be established. Typical of this problem would be the cuse of a
maintenance gang working in the hot steel mill one day, and outside in
the yard the next.

When agreement on the particular job description had been reached
by both committees, and signed by both committee chairmen, job classifie
cations were submitted, again by the company, to the union for ratifica-
tion and, if acceptable, were signed by both chairmen. If disagreement
ensued on either the description or classification it was forwarded to
two referees for a final decision. The union referee was Mr. P. Baskin,
from the Industrial Engineering Depariment, and the company was repre-
sented by an engineer from the firm of Paul Edwards and Associates,



72

industrial consultants, which had experience of CWS installation in the
United States.

After the completion of this stage of the process a new agreement
was entered into with the company called the

This provided that the base wage rate and increments between job classes
were to be established through negotiation and bargaining between the
company and the union and that no employee was to receive a reduction of
earnings by virtue of the implementation of the scheme. It also set the
date for the commencement of the programme and the procedure for the
settlement of retroactive pay.>> Following the drawing up of these two
agreements, the wage rates to be paid for Job Class I, the base rate, and
the increments to be paid between presx;euive job classes were then deter-
mined through the usual collective bargaining channels and set out in one
section of the Collectiy

It is now necessary to indicate briefly the important differences
between the administration of CW8 in Canada as compared with the United
states.

Barly in the development of the programme in the U.8. the parties
were faced with the guestion of incentive payments in the industry:

Had the steel industry consisted entirely or even predominantly
of nonincentive jobs, the steelworkers and the companies could
have faced the problems flowing from an undertaking of this
magnitude secure in the knowledge that their major task . . .
had been accomplished. But the fagct that some 50 per cent of
all steel production and maintenance employees were paid under
some type of tonnage, piecework, bonus or other incentive

ge Administ Ces
{November 15. 1952), typewritten.



arrangement, which yielded earnings over and above the base

rates, created problems that had to be dealt with immaﬁ%atalg

after the standard hourly wage rates were established.?
This particular problem regerding the "submerging" of incentives was abe
gent in the original Algoma study, a8 no incentive payments existed there

for maintenance workers. However, this problem did appear later in some

companies when CWS classifications were extended to cover all jobs within
the plant.®?

Several other differences are apparent between Canada and the
United States in the job classification and adwmindstrative procedures
adopted. From the beginning of the programme in Canada emphasis was
placed upon the settlement of disputes in a company stemming from the CWS
procedure by two referees, from the union and management respectively,
rather than by resort to formal arbitration procedure. There was both
a desire and a procedure for intermal accommodation between union and
management in the event of job description or classification disputes,
and this was applied with great consistency throughout all steel plants
in Canada using the CWS procedure. In the United States this "referee"
procedure was not generally provided for in the CWS agreements. Consider-
able variation in dispute procedure existed. "Dispute classifications
were transmitted from the plant to the union-company joint commitiee,
where one existed. In some companies, including U.S. Steel, Republisc,
Jones and Laughlin . « « the agreements provided no recourse beyond the

joint committee, which was supposed to "resolve" the dispute. Other

zkaa Stieber, wrg Pe 175,

zgﬁampare the situation at Stelco, p. 133.



74

agreements, such as Bethlehem, Great Lakes, . . . included provision for
arbitration in the event that the joint committee could not reach agree-
ment."aé In contrast to the American case, agreements throughout Canada
between the companies and the United Steelworkers for the implementation
of CWS contain clauses similar to the following:

3.02 7The Company and the Union shall each designate a repre~

sentative to consider referrals from the Job Classification

Committees. The Union's representative shall be a representative

of the International Union selected by the Department of Indus-

trial Engineering.

4,05 If the description or classification of the job is mnot

agreed to as originally submitted, the Committees will endeavour

to agree on mutually satisfactory changes . . . If the Committees

are unable to reach agreement on any job description or job classi=-

fication, it shall be referred to the Company Representative and

Union Representative selected . . .27

It was felt by the union that the referee procedure was preferable

to arbitration. Only if the two referees could not reach agreement, which
was rarely the case,28 was resort had to the arbitration procedure. The
union reasoning was based upon the novelty of the CWS programme in Canada
and the consequent difficulty of securing experienced personnel to serve
as intelligent arbitrators. In the union's view it was essential for the
development of a widespread CWS programme across the country that inter-
nal consistency of job descriptions and classifications should be main-
| tained between firms. An arbitrator inexperienced in CWS job evaluation,

and who might resort to a mere "splitting of the difference" between the

261bid.. pp. 79-80.

27*vr edural Agreement on Jc assifications, between The Steel
Company of Canada Ltd., Canada Works, and Local Union No. 3250, U.S.W.A.,
(December 8, 1952) pp. 2-4.

28

See, for example, the experience of Stelco on this matter, p. 125.



parties, might inadvertently sabotage the desired consistency between
the various plants.

Again, the Canadian section of the union in its pressure for con-
sistency in CWS procedure has, for example, insisted upon a "universal
principle to apply to all plants for out-of-line differentials in that
"in the event of a change in the job content which results in a lower
clagsification of that job, any employee on such a job shall receive an
out-of-line differential equal to the difference between the rate for the
job as classified previous to the change and the rate following the change".ag
In the United States, "while there was a high degree of uniformity in the
agreements of companies using the CWS manual, there were also significant
differences” and "wide variation is found among steel companies and even
between pl@nts of the same company in the job descriptions of occupations
with the same job title and clasaification".jc It would appear that the
large number of steel plants of varying sizes, and varying degrees of ine
dependence from the domination of U.S8. Steel where CWS was first installed,
was chiefly responsible for this absence of complete uniformity within the
industry in the U.S.A. However, in Canada it is notable that the union
attempts to ensure uniformity in all aspects of the CWS prograuua.31

Probably the best generalizations that can be made of the administ-

rative differences between CWS in Canada and the U.B8.A. are that a much

age Admin bive Agreement (Maintenance Department), between
Algoma Steel Corporat ! ' Local Union Ho. 2251, U.S.W.A.,
(November 15, 1952), p. 18.
3. stiever, op. cit., pp. 77, 126.

Slscme of the reascms for this are discussed in Chapter V, pp. 98-99,/0.
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tighter centralized control is kept by the Industrial Engineering Depart-
ment in Canada over the autonomy of the union's local CWS committees, and
that the CWS programme is administered in all its aspects with much greater
consistency across Canada than in the United States. This desire for in-
ternal consistency was explicitly stated in the union's handbook for local
CWS committees which explained: "This handbook . . .is to guide the work
of the Committees in describing and classifying jobs; . . .and help them

the results schisved will reflect the greatest possible bemefits."

Indeed, so concerned is the Canadian union with CWS consistency and
uniformity, that in one company at Milton, Ontario, where machinists had
been initially classified by the company into Job Class 17, the Industrial
Engineering Department at Toronto felt itself compelled to persuade the
locai committee that it could accept only Job Class 16, with its correspond=
ingly lower rate of pay, for these workers. Machinists were usually placed
in Job Class 16 and, in the interests of consistency, these employees at
Milton did comply with the union's request, albeit not without a consider-
able volume of vocal protest on the part of the local.

Thus, in Canada,the testing ground for CWS was the Algoma Steel |

Corporation where, at first, the programme was approached perhaps aﬁmswhut§
cautiously and was limited to the maintenance workers in the plant. The
union, however, soon began to appreciate the importance of CWS as an ine
gtrument which, among other things, was useful in securing wage increases:

saﬂandm§» for C.W.8. Committees, Toronto: Dept. of Industrial
mm@aﬂng, SJW.A, s undated s Pe : talies addtd).
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C%% With the conclusion of negotiations on Maintenance Staff VWages

' at Algoma Steel, local 2251 has scored a notable victory of
” both loeal and national significance, locally it was significant
4L/ baaause under the job evaluation plan now being put into effect, |
& 1,360 workers in the maintenance group have had retroactive !
\; imc‘ increases over and above those they got following settle~ g
ment of the contract a few weeks earlier . . .The significance '

of this victory for the union across Canada is that the job

evaluation plan now in effect is based on the CWS Manual.3>3

Union headquarters in Toronto now began to encourage other léaaie
to adopt the programme and to press for it in their collective negotia-
tions. Widespread publicity of CWS achievements was promoted by means of
frequent reports in Steel lLabor. However, it is worth noting that union
headquarters did not pursue a vigorous all-out drive to "sell" CWS to
their locals. In the first instance, the Industrial Engineering Depart-
ment of the union visited locals at the latter's request. Further, it was
not merely the wage gains from CWS which were stressed at such meetings.
Often the union's job evaluation representative would look over the wage
structure of the particular company with which the local was concerned
and point to examples of inequities which the installation of CWS could
be expected to remove.

In the early stages of adoption of CWS in Canada, therefore, educa-
tion of union members in job evaluation, with particular reference to CWS,
became a primary consideration. A complete understanding of the programme
was necessary for union members, not only to eradicate their traditional
fear of job evaluation, but also to prepare them for the considerable time
interval between the initiation of the programme and its ultimate comple=
tion. A lack of appreciation of what was 1hvolved might have led to a

belief that there were unnecessary delays, or even "stalling" by the

33gteel Labor, XVI (October, 1951), 1.
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company. As Mr. Baskin, onetime Director of the Union Industrial Engineer-
ing Department, has expressed it, "Unless there is sound thinking on the
part of the union representatives in the local it is useless to think of
ingtalling & plan,"Bk Certainly a lack of information on the probable
results of job evaluation could be counted upon to breed suspicion. It is
not surprising,therefore, that part of the responsibility of the union's
industrial engineering department is to conduct classes in the locals
explaining the sdvantages to be had from CWS and the procedures involved
in the programme.

However, after listening to the union officials,the members of the
locals still have the right to reject CWS if they wish and to continue to
secure their wage gains in "across-the~board" increases. One reason why
CWS has sometimes been rejected concerns internal political pressures
within the local. If the local president, or other influential officials,
discover that their own particular jobs in the plant are likely to receive
a low classification under CWS then they mey advise the membership to re-
ject the whole programme. However, it has sometimes been the case that a
local is very anxious to install CWS but is advised by the Industrial
Engineering Department that other objectives should receive priority from
the locel. For instance, where the base rate in the particular plant is
unduly low in comparison with the rest of the industry, to press for CWS
would mean that part of the wage increases which the company is prepared
to offer would be used in establishing the cents increment between job
classes rather than being devoted exclusively to base rate increases. In

such a situation the raising of the base rate is considered a more immediate

3“Qnoted in L.G. Nicolopoulos, gp. cit., p. 25.



priority than the establishment of CWS.

In the early days of the programme where it was agreed to press for
CuS immediately, a CWS Committee was selected by the Industrial Engineering
Department from amongst local union mem present at job evaluation classes.
This committee was to undertake the task of job description and evaluation
in its own particular company. The union regarded this as "very serious
work” and it informed its local committees that "The work of the Job ﬁ&miﬂ
fication Committee will constitute what iz probably the most important
undertaking ever embarked upon by your Local Union."”” Consequently, j
representatives for this committee were not elected but were selected by
the Industrial Engineering Department after consultation with the local
President. In this case democratic procedure gives way to the objective of
administrative efficiency in view of the ever increasing complexity of the
wage issue, and this in turn gives rise to greater dependence upon staff
specialists within the union.

The members of the CWS Committees were selected for their plant
experience and knowledge of technical operations, their collective bargain-
ing experience and the adequacy of their general education, including their
ability to perform routine arithmetical caleulations. No difficulties were
encountered in finding men sufficiently well qualified to serve on the com~
mittees in the larger steel plants. The only problem was that of persuading
suitable union men to accept the respomsibility which committee membership
involved., Often considerable persuasion was required before these men
would agree to become committee members.

However, in smaller plants more serious problems of committee
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recruitment were presented. It was found that in small plants,which also
paid low wages,the average educational attainments of the workforce were
comparatively low. If the hiring policies of these companies led, also,
to a high proportion of the workforce consisting of immigrants from
eastern Buropean countries, unfamiliar with the language and unacquainted
with the structure of the Canadian Steel industry, then these problems
were intensified. Nevertheless, in spite of these difficulties suitable
members for CWS committees were always eventually found. Indeed, union
experience would seem to indicate that in the past few years the original
reluctance to serve on the committees has given way to considerable com-
petition among local members to be appointed to a committee in that the
valuable technical and administrative experience thereby gained may en-
hance an employee's prospects of promotion within his company.

It is important to note that whenever a new plant decides to adopt
the CWS procedure the local union committee does not carry out its work
unaided. Every step of the way until the new rate structure is agreed the
staff representatives from the union's Industrial Engineering Department
are available for consultation with the local committee, assisting and
revising in both the administrative and negotiating aspects of the pro-
gramme, In this way the Industrial Ingineering Department is enabled to
perform its further vital function, from a union viewpoint, of acting as
a central agency for ensuring throughout the union locals conformity and
consistency with stendard CWS practices.

It may be said, therefore, that the interest aroused by the success
of the CWS venture at Algoma led to a rapid expansion of requests by union
locals for CWS in their companies. For the industry as a whole the
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decisive CWS "break-through” occurred im 1952. At Algoma itself, the 1952
contract provided for CWS for "all other operations™. Zarlier that same
year Stelco had agreed to the CW3 programme for all jobs within the bar-
gaining unit and became the first company in Cansda to adopt CWS primciples

in their entirety threughout all operstions i its plante. In 1952 Doses
had also accepted CWS at its Sydney plant. Thus, by the end of that year
the CUS study was under way at the "big three" unionized basic steel
cowpanies in Canada. In 1953 it was also installed in the Stanley Steel
Company's Hamilton mill and, in 1954, was extended to the structursl steel
industry by its acceptance at Horton Steel, Fort Erie.

The important question now arises as to how far CWS has been confined
to production and maintenance workers only, and to what extent it has been
successfully extended into the "white-collar" groups of personnel within
the steel industry, consisting of such occupations as draftsmen, clerks
and typists. Management at Algoma had become imterested in job evaluation
for clerical staff as well a§ for production workers and proposed an evalua=
tion programme for these workers to the union. Technical and clerical
staff at Algoma had seen the gains secured by maintenance and production
workers in the company from the original CWS programme and consequently
would accept only the CWS system of evaluation for their jobs. Thus, once
more Algoma was to be the piomeering company in the extension of CWS prine
ciple to its clerical and technical employees, Again the union secured
large wage imereases as a result; Steel Labor commented that "a *package’
settlement . « . at Algoma Steel Corporation puts office workers employed
by this company well out in froat in the white-collar field so far as wages
and working conditions are concerned. It marks a big step towards closing
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the gap between base rates of plant and office employees, one of the chiefl
objectives of the office Maala.”%

Nevertheless, so far in Canada there has been but limited experience
of CWS among "white-collar"™ workers. At present only Algoma and the
Continental Can Company, a U.S. subsidiary which extends CWS principles to
its office workers as a result of contractual agreement with the U.S.
section of the union, have CW8 procedures for office workers. At Stelco,
the largest Canadian basic steel company, office workers as a group are
not covered by CWS principles because the bargaining unit does not extend
to them. Thus, the limited extent of CWS among "white-collar" workers in
Canada can be explained by the fact that the United Steelworkers is still
conducting a major organizational drive for membership among these groups.
Greater union security and increased membership are considered to be more
pressing problems than the extension of CWS to this field.

It is perhaps interesting to compare the job evaluation manual for
office workers and the more usual production and ‘nu:!.ntmao workers*
manual and to note the differences between them in order to observe pro-
blems which might arise in the extension of CW8 to office workers.

It is true that the manuals are basically similar in the evaluation
principles which they employ. Nevertheless, two significant differences
should be observed. For clerical and technical jobs seven factors only
are taken into account in the job evaluation as opposed to the twelve used
in evaluating manual jobs:

*stes) Labor, XX (Jomuary, 1955), 1.
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BASIC FACTORS OF JOB CONTENT USED IN CWS TO EVALUATE

Pre~Employment Training (1)
Employment Training and (2)
Experience

Mental Skill (3)
Manual Skill (&)
Responsibility for Materials (5)
Responsibility for Tools and (6)
Equipment -

Responsibility for Operations

Responsibility for Safety of
Others

Mental Effort
Physical Effort

Surroundings
Hazards

Pre-Employment Training

Employment Training and
Experience

Mental Skill

Responsibility for Performance
Responsibility for Contacts
Working Conditions
Responsibility for Direction

It is apparent that the differences of basic factors for production work

and for office work are the result of the different conditions under which

the jobs are carried out and the different skills required for each of

them. Special factors of job content are present for clerical and technical
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workers>! and suitable benchmark classifications must be negotiated for
them,

The second importance difference between the P, and M. and office
workers' manuals relates to wage scales. Under CWS classifications for \\U
production and maintenance jobs a single wage rate is paid to all em=-
ployees performing the same job. There are only two exceptions to thie
rule. BEmployees on certain jobs who are being trained as "learmers" or
"apprentices" are paid correspondingly lower wage rates. Also, for "trade
or craft jobs" such as carpenters, electricians and toolmakers, it is
recognized that "the varying qualifications and abilities of the individual
will be taken into aoceunt."’s Thus, under the CWS programme relating to
production workers, with the exception of learners and apprentices, special
consideration is given gnly to trade and craft jobs where there exists
three rates, a starting, an intermediate and a standard rate. However, for
office workers under CWS arrangements there are progressional rates for all
jobs. On this score, the office workers' manual at Algoma stated:

1605 In addition to the standard hourly rates a schedule of
training and development progressional rates is established
containing the following:

(a) an intermediate rate . . .

(b) a starting rate . . .

(e) a training rate . . .

el au R B T i TS B R SRR S A U AR SRR R SR R R U T TR B R R R U T R

thbor No. (5), Responeibility for Contacts, is a good example of
the special requirements needed for Technical and Clerical work. This
factor "measures the courtesy, tact and persuasiveness required to maine
tain good relationships and to induce cooperation by personal or telephone
communications with persons other than immediate supervisors or co-workers."

See Manual For . . . Clerical and T%gg; Jobs, between Algoma and Local
4509. U.S.W.A.. (mt 1. i8 s P .

By ocedural Agx on Job Classifications, between Stelco
(G&m&& Wor cal Uni \ 525 Y o-‘vo' December 8' 1952)' Pe 5
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16,08 The established training, starting, intermediate or
standard hourly rate shall apply to each employee during
such time as the employee is assigned to the respective rate
clmitiea%on in accordance with the provisions of this
Agreement.

It is more correct, however, to compare the progressional rates
tér clerical and technical employees with those of learners and apprentices
in the production workers' manual in that an employee commencing at one of
these rates automatically progresses to a higher job class after completion
of a stated number e! hours training. Whereas, for trade and craft jobs
an employee can only progress from one level to another after satisfac~
torily performing tests designed to determine his qualifications and ability.

The explanation for the establishment of mou&ml rates for
tradesmen and office workers lies in the nature of the work being per-
formed. A labourer requires very little training to become & proficient
workman but technical employees and craftsmen,for example, require a
longer period of training inm order to become fully proficient and qualified
at their job.

In view of the extension of CWS to the white-collar field the
further question now arises as to how far CWS has been extended beyond the
bagic steel industry itself, and the exact nature of its industrial cover-
age. It is true that although CWS was first used in the basic steel
industry in Canada, it has gradually been extended to more diversified
sections of the industry in the past few years. Indeed, it would not be
an over-generalization to suggest that the scope of (WS agreements within

the steel industry depends on the scope of the union's bargaining rights

Labour Agreement, between Algoma Steel Gerporation Ltd., and
Local Union 4509, .a.w.A.. (August 1, 1958), pp. 26, 30.



in the industry as a whole.

At the preaeﬁt time the programme is used in nearly all sections of
the iron and steel and mining industries with which the United Steelworkers
bargain., All the union organized basic steel plants and most of the struc-
ural steel industry have now completed CWS classifications. In addition,
the programme has been installed in parts of the iron-ore mining industry
and such non-ferrous mining industries as gold. Steel labor reported in
1956 that workers in the mining operations of the Quebec Iron and Tita-
nium Company had reached agreement for CWS establishment ."O and the metal
fabricating, wire rope and miscellanecus menufacturing industries with
vhich the union bargains have likewise accepted CWS principles. Im all,
the union has contracts involving the programme in approximately eighty
different plants and mining concerns spread across Canada and having bee
come practically union-wide in their application, the provisions of CWS
cover a union membership of approximately 60,000 employees, of which only
20,000 are employed in the basic steel industry from which the programme
originated. Using a somewhat arbitrary distribution of U.S8,W.A. contracts
by plants in structural and fabricated steel, mining concerns, and office
workers, the number of CWS contracts in each of these sections is as follows:

Basic steel: 6
Structural and fabricating: 68

Mining: 9
Office workers: E'g

l’ostﬁﬂl Labor, XXI (M. 1956); 1.
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Bo far, CWS job evaluation in Canada is almost solely confined to
the United Steelworkers union. The machiniste union has received help
from U.8.W.A, in establishing a different job evaluation programme, and
a union of hospital employees in Saskatchewan has shown interest in ine
stalling an actual CWS programme but has not yet succeeded in negotiating
a contract with CWS provisions. Another interesting case is the Catholie
Syndicate Uniom at Sorel, Quebec, which also uses a CWS programme. This
union, like the United Steelworkers, has a contract with the Quebec Iron
and Titanium Corporation. The U.S.W.A. is bargaining agent for employees
i the company's mine and the Gatholic unicn repressats ssployees in the
smelting operations. In this case it was the proximity of the two unions,
both dealing with the same company, which led to the Catholic union's
deciding to press for the CWS programme. The example is also of interest
in its own right as a case in which a union competing for membership with
the Steelworkers received help from the latter in installing CWS.

The extension of CWS into areas other than basic steel is a reflecw
tion not only of the variety of the United Steelworkers industrial interests
but also of the flexibility of CWS as a job evaluation technique. However,
with the extension of the programme in and beyond basic steel there was,
in fact, little change required in its application and procedure. The
installation and administration of CWS remains much the same as it was in
1951 at Algoma., A "continuing committee" of three union and three manage-
ment representatives operates in the plants to take care of the dynamic
problems associated with a job evaluation, such problems, for example, as
the reclassifying of jobs whose content and scope has altered since the
original claseifications vere established, snd the classification of nev
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jobs which have come about from technological changes. This committee
only becomes active, however, "as the need arises" and no contractual
provisions have yet been established for any complete and wholesale review
of the entire CWS descriptions and classifications. However, the parties
have recognized and stated explicitly that "It is equally ss important teo
maintain the job descriptions and classifications in constant adjustment
to fit new or changed conditions as it is to make accurate determination
in the first instance and to make proper application of the resulting rates
of pay from day to auy.."‘“'

Some slight modifications have been made in the administrative
mechanice of the CWS scheme since 1951, Instead of the former sequence
of agreements - a procedural, a wage administrative, and,finally, a col-
lective agreement - there are now usually only two relevant decuments.

The CWS "manual" incorporates everything relating to the establishment of
job classes and the application of the programme; it contains no reference
to actual wage rates to be paid and is thus static in that procedure and
job alasaiﬁeatim) except for adjustments to changed jobs,remain fixed
once agreement is reached. Wage rates and increments, the variable
elements, are negotiated from agreement to agreement. Thus it is the wage
section of the collective agreement which sets down all matters pertaining
to wages and rates of pay for the various job classes. In overall terms,
CWS procedure has been simplified since ite inception as confidence and
experience have grown and thousands of benchmark jobs.and precedents
established, thus making its esteblishment in a new plant a much less time

L L3 W LA GT ASEBEA L LOALVIOI &
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“ W,8 . Manual jor Job bescript L i L adiC W C
Administration, between Stelco and U.S.W.A., (October 1, 1956), p. 57.



consuming and administratively complex m«cm-e.“z

In summary, then, the Cooperative Wage Study came to Caneda, as it
had done in the United States, in response to the need for a ratiomal
wage structure in the steel industry which would eliminate the great bulk
of wage rate dissatisfactions end ineguity grievences. In the U.S.A.,
however, the CiS programme had been developed by a coordinated effort on
the part of a large number of companies and had wide industry support.
Consequently, subsequent union pressure for its adoption was only part of
the explanation for its widespread acceptamce., In Canada, on the other
hand, although job evaluation had originally been broached by the Algoma
company ; the pressure and stimulus for the widespread adoption of CWS came
entirely from the union. Union initiative changed the status of job
evaluation in the industry from that of am unusual procedure, and largely
a voluntary affair, to an explicit demand in its contract negotiations.

However, in view of the union's traditiomal caution and inexperience
regarding job evaluation,the scheme was initially epproached at Algoma in
a somewhat limited fashion, and throughout the entire procedure the union
stressed that CWS set only the framework of the wage structure - the base
rate and increments were still to remain the exclusive concern of the col-
lective barguining process. Negotiation as opposed to unilateralism was
stressed at all stages of the programme, including the job classifications.
The union went so far as to warn its members that "The Classifications

Submitted /By the company/ must be checked by the Union Committee . . ./3g/
the Company will, in some cases, attempt to submit the classifications

syt

% lcu M tmt«a months were necded merely to negotiate the

nt at Stelco.
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as low as possible, sometimes to the point of throwing the job out of
line with other jobs. This way be particularly true of borderline factor
values. u't3

Nevertheless, far from fearing that "mechanical" wage setting
would result from job evaluation to the union's detriment, the union scon
learned to use the process to its own advantage., The notion of job evalu-
ation as a weapon of management became obsolete. There are apparently
firm grounds for believing that from the union viewpoint "If the tail of
job evaluation succeeds in wagging the dog of collective bargaining it is

largely because the dog does not know how to use its tail.”“*

Wsteed Labor, XVII (Janvary, 1952), 7.



CHAPTER V
UNION ARD MANAGEMENT AIMS AND REACTIONS

A significant aspeect of the Cooperative Wage Study is that it
challenges the firnly\octablinhod belief held by some companies that job
evaluation is "absolutely" a managerial funotion.l Certainly, union pare
ticipation, in itself, represents an unusual adwinistrative practice in
a job evaluation, But even where union participation is accepted the
question arises as to just how far this participation should extend. "It
is often thought that zghiag7haceoptaneo of the plan [ié? considered as
imperative, while active participation in the installation, maintenance
and administration could be of secondary inpertanoa'”a The CWS plan,
however, required positive participation and a sharing of responsibility
on the part of the union, in addition to mere acceptance. Indeed, the
prevailing view of the steel companies in the United States in the early
war years was that the union would not be prepared to accept anything but
a jointly-administered job evaluation.” Furthermore, although it is usual-
ly believed that "the selection of the plan is absolutely a management

f‘mwi;icm”’.l+ it has already been noted that in Canada the selection of

18@0 D.W. Belcher, ¥Wage and

NeJu, Prentice-Hall, 1959), p. 2
o Nicolopoulous, 9p, citey ps 22.

3J. Stieber, gp, cit.y ps 25.
“L.G. Nicolopoulous, 0ps cites pPe 22+

on (Englewood Cliffs,

21



92

CWS and the pressure for its adoption came from the union rather than
from the steel companies.

In view of the "joint" nature of the CW8 programme it is necessary
to examine the attitudes of both parties towards the CWS undertaking and
to discuss the possible gains secured by the union and the companies from
the job evaluation. What did the parties hope to achieve from the instal-
lation of CWS and have these expectations been realized?

However, such a discussion of attitudes and reactions presents an
immediate problem in that it is undoubtedly easier to state explicitly the
aims and purposes of the union than it is those of management. Two faasons
for this observation are apparent. Firstly, the fact that many Canadian
companies now using CWS and recognizing the gains it has brought them still
tend to regard it as a union plan in that, although CWS was jointly de-
veloped and administered, the demand for its installation in Canada came

2 Consequently, union aims regarding the pro-

from the side of the union.
gramme can be more easily determined in that the union as the proposer
of CWS evaluation in Canada had a much clearer conception of what it hoped
to achieve by it than had the conpanioQ in which it was installed.
Secondly, the centralized coordination thirough which the union
administers the programme by means of its Industrial Engineering Department
in its Canadian head office in Toronto makes for more clear-cut consis-
tency of purposes In the pravioum chapter it was shown that the union's
Industrial Engineering Department is used as a consulting agency by the

locals employing CWS and that this department keeps a tight check upon

BPbr sources of management opinion regarding CWS used in this
study see Appendix B,
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each local's administration of the programme. Such union centralization
is hardly paralleled on the side of the steel companies, They act inde~
pendently and union procedure is to approach each of them individually
at the time of contract renewal with proposals for the inclusion of CWS
provisions. This procedure reflects organizational differences between
the United Steelworkers in Canada and in the U,S.A., '"Canada's basic iren
and steel industry is not integrated with structural and fabricating in-
dustry to the same extent that exists in the U.5. The result is that
industry-wide negotiations é;h Canadg? covering mines, basic plants and
fabricating shops are, as yet, impossible. Hundreds of separate contracts
must be separately negetiateé.é6

However, some attempt at company coordination on CW8 policy has
been made., OSome of the larger Canadian companies are members of the
Cooperative Wage Bureau in Fittsburgh7 which keepas files of job descrip~-
tions and classifications and supplies consulting services. This 1§~not,
however, primarily a policy-forming body for companies employing CuS.
Its main function is to act as a filing system "providing a source of
information to companies which want to check on classifications of new
jobs they are about to install.”a

More important from a policy-making viewpoint in Canada is the

"Canadian CWS Group" established informally in 1954, This organization

6?«9. Sweeney, op. cit., pp. 186-187.

7From a total Bureau membership of 69 companies only 8 are Canadian
companies. These include Algoma, Dofasco, Dosco and Stelco. BSee Roster of

Member Companies and ggggggx Representatives . . . (Pittsburgh: Cooperative
Wage Bureau, revised January 1, 1 . :

BJG Stiober, og:.cit:, De 1260



had its origins in occasional meetings between industrial engineers from
Algoma, Stelco, and some other companies which were leaders in the estab~-
lishment of CWS in Canada. As membership of the organization came to
embrace most Canadian companies using CWS techniques in subseguent years,
however, a somewhat more systematic procedure for its meetings has been
developeds It is now customary for two meetings a year to be held at
either Toronto or Montreal. A chairman is elected from the thirty or
forty delegates to conduct the meeting, together with a secretary who
corresponds with member companies between meetings regarding the agenda
and dates for subsequent meetings. However, there is no permanent sec=-
retary of the organivation or office staffy no membership fee, and the
informal structure of the organization still persists.

This arrangement is preferred to more systematic organization large-
ly because the member companies are anxious that the United Steelworkers
shall not believe that it is facing a united front in its negotiations
on CWS administration. Nevertheless the union had long been aware that
the steel companies tend to consult together on overall matters of indus-
trial relations policy. When the union was formulating its 1952 contract
proposals at Algoma, Dosco and Stelco its national journal commented that
"It may be assumed that the companies will consult unofficially behind
the scenes as they have done on occasion in the past: The union makes
no secret of its policy of coordinating the efforts of the three locals
through a national committee ‘;bnainting of six representatives from each
of the big plants, together with the National Diroctag?."9

The function of the Canadian Group is to bring together the companies

I3teel Labor, XVII (April, 1952), 1.
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employing CWS in order to compare administrative experience of the pro-
gramme and to advise on any difficulties which a particular company may
have experienced under it. It is therefore of greatest service to inex-
perienced companies which have only recently agreed to the installation
of CWS with the union. As a result of this organization the union cannot
take advantage of the inexperience of a new company to negotiate an usually
high job class for a particular job and then use this as a lever with
which to force other companies to accept such a classification. It might
be said, then, that the purpose behind the Canadian Group is to obtain
some of the centralized coordination already achieved by the union in its
CWS policy, and thereby to even up a bargaining advantage possessed by
~ the union. |

It must be stressed, however, that in spite of the existence of
this company organization the union still retains more significant powers
of coordination in CWS policy than do the steel companies. It has already
been shown'® that the union tries to ensure that its locals maintain uni-
formity of administrative practice when CWS is installed in a company.
On the other hand, companies in the Canadian Group possess no contrel
over the CWS practices of their fellow members. Conformity of practice
may be the aim and Stelco or Algoma representatives may advise smaller
companies and new members of tho”&xrem:l But these companies need not
accept such advice and they can pursue an independent course of mt:i,an.'
There are no penalties for departures from conformity and consequently
the Canadian CWS Group does not enjoy powers or policy-making capacity
even remotely equivalent to those of an employers' organization.

ms“ Pe 76.
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It is apparent, therefore, that the nature of this Group is impor-
tant in explaining company difficulty in securing clear-cut consistency
of CWS policy across the industry. Also, an account of its procedures
is of interest in its own right in illuminating a mechanism of multi-
employer organization, having its own purpoaea.jind which could have
implications for wage structure throughout the industry.

It is now proposed to consider the guestion of the benefits re-
ceived by the United Steelworkers from the installation of CWS, Certainly,
after the establishment of CWS at Algoma it became apparent that the union
had secured significant benefits. These union gains must, therefore, be
considered in greater detail.

In the fall of 1953, only two years after the first company in
Canada had agreed to the scheme, Mr. A.8. Tirrell, Diiector of the union
Industrial Engineering Department, was reported as saying that "One of
the most significant results of the CWi programme is that many people
who have been paid at the 'labour rate' are now in a higher classifi-
cation.” As an example he cited the case of one plant in Hamilton
"where 20 per cent of the uorkiug force were being paid the base rate.

As a result of the job study, no job falls into Class I, for which the
rate is $1.37. The lowest paid man in the plant gets 51.&1."11 Thus,
one important union motive in encouraging their locals to press for CWS
was the possibility of overall wage increases, especially for lower paid |
workers. After all, no employee could be made worse off in terms of |
absolute wage rates because with CWS:

"'The application of rates in the standard hourly wage scale shall not

nStst! Labor, XVIII (October, 1953), 3.
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result in a reduction of take-home pay for any incumbent whose rate

of pay at the time of application of the standard hourly wage scale

rates may be higher than the rate provided for in t%s gfan&urd hourly

wage scale for the respective job class of his job.

The possibility of general wage rate increases upon the application

of CWS was, therefore, an important consideration for the union. But,
as we have already noted, by 1951 union policy had shifted from exclusive
concentration on overall wage increases and the raising of the base rate
~ & policy which was so apparent during the war years -« to concern for
the "shrinking differentials" of tradesmen within the union. As a result
of the installation of the CWS programme it was realized that no employee
would suffer financially, many would gain from the new job classifications
andy in particular, tradesmen could be expected to improve greatly their
relative position in the wage scale as a result of the higher classifica~
tions they would receive to compensate for their skill, training and re-
sponsibility. The union stated categorically that its intention was "to

press for the introduction of a programme of job classifications which

defines the relationship between unskilled, semi-skilled and skilled jobn."15

ot

It might perhaps be supposed that the union, in addition to its
concern for more realistic differentials between individual employees,
might hope that uniform CWS classifications would eliminate the geographi=-
cal differentials between plants which were so apparent in Canadian basic
steel, It is true that parity of base wage rates had been achieved be-

tween the three major companies in Ontario and Nova Scotia in 1946, but

12

Cooperative Wage Btug% Han%gg s s sy Detween Stanley Steel Co.
Ltd" Ham ltcn. and 080'0503 195 s PPe 5}“5&.

135tee1 Labor, XVI (November, 1951), 1.
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. In 1952, the year when many companies first

the gap soon opened aguinpl
accepted CWS, the earnings differential in basic steel, which to a large
extent reflects wage rate differences, among the three provinces for which

these statistice are available, was as follows:

TABLE VI
AVERAGE EARNINGS OF WAGE-EARNERS IN
PRIMARY IRON AND STEEL, 1952
Average
Weekly

Earnings
&0‘

Ontarios 70.49
Quebect 63420

Nova Scotia: 59,44

The union in Canada certainly considered the elimination of
regional wage differences a major matter of poliey:
There will be no let up by the Steelworkers in their efforts to
remove inequities between the various geographic areas. In this
respect, Canada presents a kind of “erazy quilt" with workers in
Newfoundland, the Maritimes and the Prairie Eravincam away below
those in Central Canada and the West Gaant.l
In order to eliminate these geographical differentials by means
of the CWS programme both parity of job classes for similar jobs across

the country and parity of base rates in each plant would need to be

14300 pe 62,

s Steel Labor, XVI (January, 1951), 3.
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achieved, As a result of union pressure for uniformity of job classifi-
cation in all plants widespread parity of job classes was indeed achieved.
But, from discussions with union officials, it would seem that the union
had no real reason to hope that CWS procedures would lead to base rate
wage parity. After all, absolute levels of wages are not determined by
CwWS, but by the collective bargaining process. It is of course true that
CWS job evaluation highlighted inter-plant and inter-company wage dif-
ferentials and by ruling out their defence on the basis of job content
opened the way, in this respect at least, to full parity of wage struc~
ture throughout Canadian steel. In 1958, for example, there was fairly
close, although not absolute parity of base rates and job class incre-

ments among the three main unionized companies:

TABLE VII

WAGE RATES OF THE THREE MAIN UNIONIZED COMPANIES
IN CANADIAN BASIC STEEL, 1958.
Base rate Increment

i £
Algoma 1.78 1/2 6
Stz;::ilton Works) oo "
Dosco 1.74% 1/2 5 1/2

Ganads TToron
At the time of negotiations for the first CWS contracts in Canada

another aspect of the question of wage rate differentials was also appa-

rent. This concerned the lack of parity between rates paid in the steel
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industry in the United States and those paid in Canada. The Labour

Gazette reported in 19523
A base wage-rate equal to that in the United States has been estabe
lished by Local 1005 of the United Steel Workers of America (ClO-
CCL) in negotiations with the Steel Company of Canada, for the first
time in the Canadian Steel industry. Only the base rate is the same
as that in the United States steel industry. Because of a difference
in wage spreads paid in the two countries, United fgates steelworkers'
wages average 20 cents an hour more then Canadian,

It was noted that this particular CWS agreement had set the increment

between job classes at 4 cents, 1 1/2 cents below that in the United States,

the eventual aim on the part of the union being to close this increment

gap and thereby establish wages completely equal to those in the United

Statea.l? It is clear, therefore, that the union hoped that CWS could

be used as a lever with which te press its claims in Canada for equal

pay for similar work to that done in the United States throughout the

entire structure of job classes.

Disparities between wage rates of United States and Canadian
workers, although they have for long existed in most industries, began to
cause real discontent only during and since World War II, In this period
rapid economic expansion in both countries, the extension of American
ownership of some large companies in Canada and the large-scale organi-
zing campaigns carried out by the A.F.L. and C.I1.0. international unions
across the border had all eentributéd to a growing awareness of, and

dissatisfaction with, wage disparties between the two aountri&t.la

%wwm. LII (September, 1952), 1166.

See S. Janieeon. "Lnbour Problems of an Expanding BEcon ong
" omics a itical Science, XX (May, 1954), 146,
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Thus, it was only to be expected that the United Steelwerkers,
largest of the international unions in Canada, would attempt strong pres-
sure to achieve Canadian-United States wage rate parity. This union,
in attempting to encourage locals in Canada to press for CWS in their
negotiations, claimed for the programme that “mgat important it estabe
lishes the principle of parity in the rates as between workers in the
Canadian and United States steel industry, and paves the way towards the
achievement of this objective in full",’® It also stated that "once a
wational &;hg$7 structure is arrived at, the job of narrowing the dif-
ferentiales between Canadian and U.S, rates in the skilled classifications
can really be taﬂklad»"ze

The union's arguments for international wage parity were sometimes
based solely upon the relatively higher cost of living index in Gana&a.al
To the union this higher cost of living proved the need for wage parity,
at least, and perhaps even higher wage rates in Canada. However, other
issues were pertinent to this consideration, such as greater wealth, pro-
ductivity and broader markets characteristic of the situation in the
United States, and Canadian employers were quick to point them out. The
Journal of the Canadian Manufacturers' Association Incorporated, Industrial
Canada, noted the Steelworkers' demand in 1951 for Canada-U.S. wage parity.
To refute the union's arguments the Association's Industrial Relations

Committee issued a special circular to their members, setiing out the

lgﬁgqgl Labor, XVII (September, 1952), 1.
203teel labor, XVII (January, 1952), 7.

ZlSQﬁ, for example, their 1951 Annual Policy Conference decision
on this question, reported in Steel Labor, XVI (November, 1951), 1.
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reasons why wages in Canada were, on the average, below those in the 3.8.22

Certainly, the Canadian steelworkers were not able to maintain the
base wage parity which they had achieved for a brief periocd at Stelco as
a result of hard bargaining. Wage increases subsequently granted in the
United States outstripped those pertaining in ngada.25 Thus it has been
correctly pointed out that the Canadian steelworkers were unable to con-
solidate their base rate parity of 1952 in that:

The Steelworkers locals in Canada succeeded for a brief period in

establishing the same common~labor rate as in the United States,

though rates for higher jobs were graduated less steeply so that

average plant wage levels remained lower in Canada, ZEven the

parity in labor rates was lost after a year or two, and the union

has not been able to re-establish it.2"
Perhaps this comment is more significant in pointing to the fact that,
if the "parity" objective is to be meaningful then mere base rate parity
is specious parity if the rest of the wage rate structure is graduated
less steeply in Canada than in the United States.

Consequently, the intention of the United Steelworkers union in
Canada was to fit CWS into its overall wage policy in the hope that the
programme would help realize some of the wage rate objectives of a union
which "wage uniformity and setting basic wage goals as key points in
national policy have . « + become principles of action.“z5

This emphasis upon regional and international wage parity, and

®25¢e Industrial Canada, LII, (February, 1952), bk,

231n 1959, for example, the base wage rate at the largest steel
company in Canada, Stelco (Hamilton Works).was §1.85%. At the largest
company in the U.S., United States Steel Company,it was §2.13. See

W, LXXXII (October, 1959), 1095,

L.g. Reynolds and C.H, Taft, ops cit., p. 288.

253-‘0 Iogang 029 e&sqg Pe- 25&0
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more especially on attempts at consistency and uniformity in job classi-
fications to further this aim, is only to be expected in view of the long
established practice of maintaining a high degree of centralization of the

2% g

Canadian section of the union in its collective bargaining policy.
has pressed for uniformity of rates for similar work throughout the indus~
try and beyond. Moreover, the union has now come to place more emphasis
upon strict uniformity of job classifications between companies than it
did at the outset of the CWS programme. According to union sources, some
companies originally suggested to the union that rather than follow the
specimen jobs set out in the CWS manual they would prefer to negotiate
their own benchmark jobs. When this procedure was attempted, however, the
union concluded that the companies were attempting to negotiate classifi-
cations much lower than those of the specimen jobs in the manual., Conse-
quently, the union now places much more emphasis upon rigid adherence to
the manual in the interests of uniformity of job classifications.

In addition to overall union aims regarding the CWS programme, it
is interesting to note internal repercussions within the union following
the actual establishment of CuWS,

On the whole, employee reaction to CWS seems to have been favourable.
No one could be made worse off financially as a result of the programme
but the union did realize that some complaints would be inevitable. In
order to minimize any dissatisfactions the union decided to present only
the finally agreed classification of a job to an employee rather than
inform him tht his job class was likely to be whilst the evaluation was

263. Jamieson,
1957)q P 72

ada (Toronto: MacMillan,
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actually being carried out. The union reasoning was that evaluations
were meant to be objective and consistent and, in consequence, it teld
its local union evaluation committee that it "must not permit itself to
be pressured for any reasom by any group or 1ndividunl."27 The committee
was specifically advised: :
Do not at any time diecuss with anyone outside of the Committee what
the job class of a2 particular job is or might be. This is of para-
mount importaice. Unless the Committeemen are anxious to create
unaaczgaary difficulties for themselves they will make this a cardinal
rule,

In spite of such obvious precautions the union did receive some
sporadic complaints from vocal minorities who had fared less well rela~
tively from the evaluation than other groups. But the advance publicity
given to the programme together with the detailed explanations and job
evaluation instruction given to locals prior to the installation of CWS
weant that complaints were kept to a minimum. There was no "flood of
complaints to the international office" from union members as had occurred
in the 3.6.29 It would appear that the operation of the programme in
Canada has been characterized by a remarkable absence of "griping". This
is to be explained by the attention given in Canada to advance preparation
of union locals for CW8, the great consistency of job classifications
across the country, and the leisurely procedure by which the programme
was carried out in Canada. In this latter connection, the union insisted

that members involved in CWS classifications should continue to receive

2884 De 19.

293¢ J. Stisber, ops cite, pe 95.
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full wages from the companies, thereby ensuring that committemen would
not feel the need to complete the classifications hastily in order to
avoid further loss of earnings. On the other hand, in the U.S. "the
original classifications were negotiated under considerable pressure
from both sides" and "steel companies and the internatiennl union were
in a hurry to agree on elnsaifientiaan."3c

Nevertheless, the occasional trouble spot does develop in the
Canadian section of the union, At one meeting held at a local union
headquarters in Hamilton51 members of the local CWS Committee, together
with shop stewards, met with an industrial engineering representative
fion Toronto union headquarters. Heated comments were expressed at this
meeting as a result of claims by derrick operators that they had received
an "incorrect" (i.e. insufficiently high) classification under the CWS
?yogrammt. The union representative pointed out that they had received
tﬁﬁ best classification the union could secure for them at the time of
CWS installation and that, by contractual agreement, the job description
and alnsg;fieation could only be altered if there was a change in job
content to the extent of one full job class or more. Thereupon, one of
the shop stewards asked this official which side he represented, and
even suggested that the derrick men might feel compelled to defect from
the union. Kowuvur. stormy meetings such as thia,uhore union headquarters
representatives have to devote most of their energies to disciplining

their own members in defence of the negotiated agreement, are of rare

Prvid., po 137.

31Heeting of a local union CWS Committee, January 6, 1961 -
attended by the writer.
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It is probably true to suggest that once CWS classifications have |
been agreed the ability of individual employees to seek redress with re- |
gard to relative wage rate grievances is considerably reduced. Since such 1
grievances are precluded once the CWS agreement in negotiated, management
will no longer entertain them. For the minority who still feel inequity
grievances, therefore, discontent is no longer aimed so much at managtmant?
as at union officials. It may well be said, then, that in this case CWS
has burdened the union with additional responsibilities.

In this connection it is often thought that a union sharing job
evaluation responsibilities with management is placed in a difficult posi-
tion. The union usually prefers to feel free to negotiate not only the
overall wage rates, as under CWS, but also individual rates - a practice
which is irreconcilable with job evaluation. Certainly, unions have been
traditionally opposed to any system which attempts to limit in advance
the factors which may be considered in rate setting., It is, therefore,
somewhat éurpriaing that the United Steelworkers has stated that "We have
noted no evidence that C.W.8., has imposed any limitations regarding our
freedom of action in collective bargaining. Subjectively, it might be
stated ihat CsWiB. has enabled us to make gains we might not have made
without it."32 The union argues that for some groups of uorkeraj} Cus

evaluation has provided the arguments with which to procure substantial

32w. Mahoney, Canadian National Director, U.S.W.A., letter to the
writer, May 29, 1961,

331n discussions with union officials the case of coke workers at
Dosco has been mentioned.  Upon original installation of CWS at Dosco
these workers received 55-60 centes an hour wage increases ~ considerably
more than they could ever have hoped for in the absence of CWS.



wage increases for these workers. These wage claims would almost
certainly have been rejected outright by management in the absence of
the comparative yardstick and measuring rod of job-worth provided by
CWS evaluation.

From the viewpoint of United Steelworkers headquarters in Toronto
there appears to be considerable satisfaction with the results of the
Cooperative Wage Study in Canada. The programme is perhaps not the
greatest achievement in the union's history, but it is held to ramk
equally amongst the union's most notable accomplishments. 3po¢if$¢§11y,
the gains which the union believes it has secured from the programme
emphasize, as has already been stressed, the joint nature of the under-
taking and its overall uniformity, together with the widening of crafts-
men's differentials which it established. They have been summarized as
fbllzvaus‘

(1) It provided a rational, systematic method of determining job and
rate relationships which was acceptable to the union as it participated
in its development.

(2) It enabled the union to judge its overall rate relationships more
intelligently.

(3) It enabled the union to develop to a large degree consistency in the
job classifications in the plants in which it bargains.

(4) It enmabled the union to establish properly related rates for the
tradesmen, thereby elsminating the discontent which was developing in
these ranks prior to the installation of CWS.

(5) It provided the union with a yardstick for measuring the equitability

3*”. Mahoney « « «4 letter to the writer.



of the various incentive plans in effect in the steel industry.

Such, then,were the aims, reactions and gains of the Canadian United
Steelworkers as a result of the application of the CWS programme. It is
now necessary to review the attitudes and reactions of management in the
steel industry to demands by the union for CWS.

The position in the United States prior to the introduction of
CWS was characterized by a realization of the mutual interest of union
and management in eliminating once-and-for-all the bulk of wage inequity
grievances. During the war years this was the central problem in steel
industry labour relations. Consequently, management was as eager as the
union to solve this pressing problem and it was the steel companies them-
selves which took the initiative in orgenizing the research group from
which CWS was born.

In Canada, however,it was felt by some management officials that
inequities were not nearly so numerous as in the United States. It is,
however, difficult to determine this point empirically in the absence of
records of inequity grievances by the big companies. Certainly, inequity
complaints could not be said to be the major issue in the Canadian industry's
industrial relations in the postwar period. It is, however, probably correct
to state that numerous inequities did exist in the Canadian steel industry
(as was proved by the results of the CWS programme), but that these in-
equities had not given rise to as many grievances as were experienced in
the U.8, An explanation supporting this viewpoint lies in the differences
of the steel industry's collective bargaining procedure in the two count-
ries. In the U.8. collective bargaining takes place on an industry-wide
basis whereas in ﬂanadimﬁ Steel individual company contracts are the more
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usual procedure. Thus, in the United States local unions came together

for bargaining purposes and through dia#uasion& of comparative wage rates
 and rate relationships in their own plants came to possess a greater
realization and appreciation of the many inequities which did exist. In
Canada, the position prior to CWS was that locals often possessed no
accurate knowledge of wage rates pertaining in the steel industry in various
parts of the country.

In view of the fact that wage rate inequity problems had not come
to present so vital and urgent an issue in many Canadian Steel plants,
management reactions could be expected to differ from those in the U.S.
when the union prapoaad.GWE. Indeed, as a result of the comparative
infrequency of inequity complaints in Canada, management in the industry
was often not prepared to acknowledge the existence of any inequities
when the union had pressed them on the matter. However, this attit#de
on the part of management can also be oxpiainad as a taatiqﬁﬁ‘ane
typifying the companies' lukewarm reaction to CWS proposals in Canada.
The companies had come to realize from the results of the programme in
the U.8. that the installation of CWS would be costly. In this sense,
then, it is true to suggest that one of the objectives of the union in
pressing for CWS evaluation in Canada was to prove to management that
inequities did in fact exist.

One reason for Canadian management's rather negative response to
CwS proposals was the fact that, should CWS be accepted, the union
committee would yasa&aa equal rights with the company in the installation
and administration of the programme. The union in pressing for joint

determination of job evaluation was asking for penetration into an area
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which is usually regarded as falling exclusively within the sphere of
management. To accept the proposals would necessitate management partially
surrending control over one area of enterprise administration., Canadian
management, no less than American management, held that "union partici-
pation is an interference with essential 'prer@gatives' of managers" and
"In some firms . . » major concern appears to be directed toward
‘containment' of unions and resistance against their participating in
labor managmuant”g35

In the companies visited in Hamilton in connection with this study,
none of them initially accepted CWS with enthusiasm and wany agreed to

36

it only after much deliberation, For instance, at the Donald Rope and

VWire Company, a steel fabricating plant, the union pressed for CW8 for

four years before the company finally accepted the programme.

i

e

The question of preserving managerial prerogatives does seem to \\
have been highly significant in influencing the attitudes of the companies|

\

——_

to CWS. In a feature report on CWS in Canada,the Financis

that CW8 had been ana#pted in some contracts but that "in other areas it
has run head on into management's stand on its own right to run the
buainagsw”s? Moreover, the Steel Company of Canada, one of the first
companies to agree to CWS, had similar reservations regarding union
"encroachments" into management. In 1956, two years after the complete

installation of CWS, its Director of Industrial Relations, H.J. Clawson,

! 35”» Yoder, Pe _aan o na (‘Pth @&.&g
Englewood Cliffs, Hedet Pr Hall,

56§hia generalization does not include CWS at Dofasco. But there
were special reasons for acceptance of CWS in this company. 8See Chapter VII.




gave telling expression to these sentiments:

Probably one of the most important things management must do in future k%
is to guard its functions and prerogatives against union encroachment. |
In fact, we must begin a proceas of retrieving some of the rights 5
which management have imprudently bargained away in the past. We
havcmmmmtotmmmmammmei
concession «~ a mutual consent clause, a joint %tm or rigid i
seniority rules - for a monetary consideration.

Perhaps Mr. Clawson was not uamindful of the CWS "joint committee" when

he made this statement.

Equally important, however, in management's often hostile reaction
to C¥S implementation,was the cost consideration. The companies realized
full well that the programme would result in wage increases and many
companies put & maximum cents-per-hour limit on the cost of CWi averaged
for esch employee in the plant. As early as 1954 it was noted that "job
evaluation is being used a great deal by the unions, and basically as a
technique for a ralse."’ Add to this the cost of securing the services
of a firm of industrial consultants to advise on imstallation of the
programme, a consideration which was important to some of the smaller
firms, the amount of time needed to complete 1&; together with the belief
of some companies that, for them, lnequities did not warrant such serious
and costly, attention, and it is easy to understand management's anti-
path towards proposala for CWS.

It is no exaggeration to suggest that in Canada the programme was
finally installed in many companies in spite of, rather than because of,
management. A period of uncertainty followed by passive acceptance seems
to have been the keynote in many companies. Uhy then did the steel

f” Post, L (November 10, 1956), 32.
M—W XAVIII (December, 1954), 446,
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companies eventually agree to install CWS? In some cases it was the
result of an actual strike on the issue by the union. In at least two
instances, Horton Steel, Fort frie, and the Canadian Bridge Company near
Windser, CWS was accepted only after the union had called a strike to
compel acceptance of the programme. However, in most of the Canadian
steel plants CWS was accepted without strike action. It is, of course,
quite likely that companies voluntarily adopting CUS were well aware
that CWS might be made a strike issue, as a last resort. 14

Yet it is undoubtedly true that much firmer company resistance %{
to CWS would have been shown if the general economic position of the
steel industry had been less favorable at that time. The early agraementaf
at Algoma, Stelco and Dosco were made in a period when economic ann&itionn%
and the profitability of the steel companies were very favorable. Rising 3
prices, high profits and boom-time conditions were characteristic of the
immediate post-1951 period. Dr. Morgan in her report on the Canadian
industry notes "the generally favorable conditions of the past tem yoara.““o
In 1952 comment was made on defence supporting industries such as primary
iron and steel which had shown large increases in output during the past
year.kl

Moreover, once the large companies and leaders in the Canadian
industry had accepted CWS it was felt by many of the smaller companies
that it was only a matter of time before the United Steelworkers would

compel their own acceptance of the scheme. These factors coupled with

thncy Morgan, op. cit., p. 38.

" 8 tical Review (Ottawa: Dominion Bureau of
Statistics), XXVII (January, 1952), i.
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the knowledge of favorable company experience of CWS in the United States
and the possibility of company saipa in reducing wage rate complaints,
for example, to balance the high cost of initial installation of the
programme, go far towards explaining eventual agreement on CWS principles
by the Canadian companies,

However, once CWS had actually been installed and its benefits
made apparent, management came to regard the whole programme more
favorably. Bven the few companies which still hold reservations about
union participation in job evaluation admit that they would not now
abandon CW8 without having some similar job evaluation scheme to replace
it. The rationalized system of rate setting which now exists has high-
lighted the limitations of the uncoordinated set of wage rates and rate
relationships that existed prior to CWS. A statement by an official of
thi Algoma Corporation regarding the merits of CWS exemplifies management
reactions., Mr, N.M. Kensit, Superintendent of Industrial Relations, has
stated that his company feels that "as far as classification of jobs is
concerned this has been a good program both for the employees and for
nanngnnant."“z |

The most important gain secured by the companies from the programme %
is that complaints centering on alleged injustice of individual wage :
rates have been virtually eliminated. Where those still exist the em-
ployees are usuwally trying to claim that their job duties have altered
ﬁinco the inception of the programme. Thus, in companies employing CWS
procedures it is stipulated by agreement between the parties that, with
the exception of new and changed jobs, "no basis shall exist for an

gﬁﬁ. Kensit, letter to the writer, April 15, 1961.
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employee, whether paid on incentive or non-incentive basis, to allege that |
a wage rate inequity exists, and no grievance on behalf of an employee |
alleging a wage rate inequity shall be filed or processed during the term ;
of this agraemsnt.“ks This type of grievance which had existed prior to ‘
CWS was troublesome and time-consuming in its investigation and manasymaaez
was glad to see the grievances ended.

Furthermore, CW8 led to some other rather indirect gains to the
companies. The very fact that the companies had to discuss job classifi-
cations and rates with the union compelled them to conduct a really
effective survey of their whole organizational structure and sometimes
brought more sharply into focus earnings relationships and job responsi~
bilities of which menagement had been previously unaware. The result was
in some instances a tightening and greater systematisation of the adminise
trative argnniuntiéu‘mr the enterprise.

Also the CWS programme resulted in greater stabilization and
management contrel of cost.s A4s a result of classification and evaluation
management now knows its labour costs on a particular job more exactly
and, more important, the reasons why one labour grade receives greater or
less remuneration than another, It should be noted, however, that not
all firms using the CWS procedure benefitted to the same extent in respect
of tighter organizational patterns and control over costing., In a speci-
fic case the gain depended upon the situation which existed prior to CWS
- on the amount of attention given by the company to cost control and to
systematic organizational structure.

19554 ps 3e
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In summary, therefore, both the United Steelworkers and the companies
achieved significant gains as a result of the Cooperative Wage Study.
Likewise both parties incurred high costs as a result of the original in-
stallation of the programme. The companies employed industrial consultants,
paid the union evaluation committee wages, and paid canaideraﬁlo overall
wage increases as a result of the evaluation. However, these CWS costs
were probably more disproportionate in relation to total labour costs
for the smaller companies than for Steleo, Algoma and Dosco. The union,
for its part, had to establish an industrial engineering department and
meet the costs of training local union evaluation committees.

The magnitude ¢f the task of evaluation in the industry must be
stresseds In the Stelco organization alone there were 2,700 job cate~
gories described and classified and the company reached agreement on all
of them without a single referral to arhitratiea.kk As the union informed
its locals, "the task assigned to the [Ebb ovaluatiog? committee is
tremendous, The results, if the job is well done, equally as greatc“és
It is therefore apparent that there must have been a good deal of goode-
will shown on both sides to enable such a task to be completed with the
minimum of delay and disruption.

A concise evaluation of CWS has been made by the union and is one
to which management would not take exception:

The programme isn't a cure-all, It doesn't eliminate time study or
incentive problems. What it does aim at is the establishment of a

reasonable and workable rate structure in which the basic rate for
each job depends not on the personality or sex of the worker, nor,

4hw. Kilbourn, op. cit., p. 201,

"Siandbook for C.u.S. Committees, p. 2k
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as in some cases, on the whim of the foreman or plant superintendent,
but on the job itself.

%W, XX (July, 1955), 9.



Chapter VI
CWS AT THE STEEL COMPANY OF CANADA

The Steel Company of Canada is the largest producer of basic steel
in the cauntry,l has a workforce of 15,000 employees and conducts almost
one-~third of a billion dollars' worth of business annually. In Hamilton
itself, the site of the company's main operations, over one-tenth of the
population is composed of families and dependents of Stelco wage earners.
Moreover, the company is a leader in technical innovation and expansion
in the industry and its expansion and modernization programme during the
1950's, including a new oxygen process for the blast furnaces, cost one
guarter of a billion &allnrs.a

However, the company's industrial relations were for long charac-
terized by a degree of bitterness and mutual suspicion rarely experienced
elsewhere in the industry. Until 1944 the company was adamant in its
refusal to recognize the United Steelworkers. In the pre-war years the
company had set up a works council in order to further effective labour-
management relations. This council, however, was derided by the United
Steelworkers as being a "company union" which was completely dominated
3

and controlled by management.” Also, an important part of Stelco's wage

policy in pre-union days was the practice of paying slightly higher wage

lB‘O& Table I, Pe 561

zsee W. Kilbourn, op, cit., p. 207 passim.
JSee Steel Labor VIII (March, 1943), 2.
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rates than were paid by the steel companies which had contracts with the
United Steelworkers. The union treated this policy with similar cynicism:
Watching the union growth the company began its great defensive,
Just as early English monarchs of long ago paid Danegelt to
stave off further settlement by the northern sea rovers, so the
management of Steleco began doling out wage gaiaga desperately
keeping one step ahead of union gains elsewhere,

The strike of 19%6\;t Stelco was the culmination of the ever in-
creasing conflict between the parties. %ﬁe;iaauea centered upon union
demands for a substantial wage increase, a forty-hour week, a union shop
and the automatic check-off of dues. The strike lasted eighty-one days
and as a result of skirmishes on the picket lines, the fact that a sube
etantial number of employees continued to work in the plant during the
strike, and a government enquiry, the "big strike" at Stelco was thrust
into the centre of public interest across the nation.

The eventual settlement of the strike, however, did mean an increase
in the union's power in the company. Indeed "the crucial difference made
by the coming of the union at Stelco . « «+ lay in the replacement of an
informal paternalism by a formal participation in the control of men's
working 11?&3."5 Hevertheless, some of the former attitudes and suspicions
continued to persist on both sides, There was "the hard feeling within
the reanks between strikers and insiders that left the deepest u@und"s
together with "the legacy of personal bittcwnaan‘4§h¢a§7 tended to obscure

much that had been good in the old relationship between the company and

“Stesl Labor, X (April, 1945), 5.

V. Kilbourn, gp. cite, p. 200

6Ib§da. 202,
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its enpleyeea.“7

No further strike occured at Stelco until 1958, when for the first
time since the war the company refused to grant any substantial wage in-
crease in the new contract. However, the most significant gains for the
union since the "big strike" were realized as a result of the 1952 negoti-
ations, The new base rate of §1.43/% granted in that year was the same as
that set only a few days earlier in the United States steel industry and
thus represented a significant step towards the achievement of full wage-
scale parity between U.S. and Canadian rates. Moreover, the company
agreed to CWS job evaluation for all jobs within the bargaining unit and
thus became the first company in Canada to agree to apply CWS8 principles
to all its production and maintenance jobs. Dr. Kilbourn has stated
that "in 1952 . . . the company took the important step of establishing
a more rational modern job evaluation progrlnlac”a However, far from
being a unilateral step initiated by the company, this evaluation was a
cooperative effort on the part of both management and union, and the
actual initiative for the establishment of CWS came from the union rather
than from the company. Indeed, the company agreed to CWS only after much
consideration.

At the time of the CWS proposals Stelco was aware of the oxt:ni of
the programme in the United States and the fact that Algoma had accepted
it the previous year. Yet the company still approached these proposals
with a good deal of concern and uncertainty. Several reasons are apparent

7Ibig., 201
slbid.. De 201.
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for this ruaotionsg

(1) Cost, It was realized at the outset that this would be a costly
programme to install and administer; and it was by no means certain

whether the benefits to the company from CWS would justify such

expense.

(2) The company felt that inequity grievances,

although difficult to resolve, were not so numerous as to be
intolerable (as they were in the U.S3. vhen the CWS programme was
installed there.)

(3) Conservatism. In view of the durable, "once-and-for-all" nature of
CWS evaluation there was fear of taking such a drastic step because

of uncertainty in respect to possible long-run repercussions of the

programme,

(&) The setting of rates was regarded as a

basic function of management. The granting of CWS would mean further
onéroaehmentu by the union upon management's rights.

(5) Suspicion, The union had not become firmly established at Stelco
until 1946, As CWS was proposed only six years later the union-
management relationship was still immature in the sense that mutual
respect and understanding by the two parties was still not fully
consolidated. The union was pressing strongly for CWS and, conse-
quently, the company felt that from management's viewpoint there

must be grave faults with the programme.
In view of these sentiments on the part of the company it is

9Intoruntion obtained from interviews with Stelco officials.
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perhaps surprising that CWS was ever accepted at all. However, an
Industrial Engineering department had existed at Steleco since the 193%0's.
It advised on production "standards" and problems of incentive wage pay-
ments, and the company had come to realize the benefits which could be
obtained from sound job evaluation, Moreover, an industrial engineer
from the United States had recently joined Stelco., This was Mr, Paul W.
Bennington, a former employee of the United States Steel Company who had
been concerned with CWS installation at the Gary, Indiana,works of United
States Steel, It was known in the steel industry that for some years
prior to 1952 the United Steelworkers in Canada had been showing interest
in CWS, and hence Mr. Bennington's arrival at Stelco prior to the CWS
proposals was not entirely fortuitous, Thus, the company's prior ex-
perience of industrial engineering, coupled with Mr. Bennington's practi-
cal knowledge of CWS administration, meant that an acceptance of CWS
would not leave the company so inexperienced in job evaluation as to be
unable to meet the union on equal terms in installing and administering
the programme.

However, in addition to strong union pressure for CWS and the
knowledge that Algoma, the second largest basic steel company in Canada,
had already agreed to the programme, Stelco's favorable financial posi-
tion is important in explaining the company's eventual agreement. In
1951 the requirements of defence-supporting projects meant that the steel
mille were operated at maximum capacity throughout the year and production
of steel ingote reached a new record. In December of that year an extra
dividend distribution of 30¢ per share, payable February 1, 1952, was

declared on both preforenée and ordinary shares. In 1952, moreover, net
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sales to customers were the highest in the company's history.lo CuWs
would be costly but the company at this time was in a prosperous condi-
tion. In these somewhat propitious financial circumstances,therefore,
in 1952 Stelco accepted the Cooperative Wage Study for its whole organi-
zation.

In contrast to the earlier case of CWS at Algoma, the Stelco bar-
gaining unit consists of nine separate plants, six in Ontario and three
in Qnabec.ll Thus the inter-plant and inter-regional nature of CUWS at
Stelco gives rise to the question of administrative arrangements for in-
stallation and continuation of CWS at this company.

In the original installation the company and the union agreed to
negotiate job descriptions and classifications at the Canada Works in
Hamilton. It was also agreed to use the evaluation results at this plant
as guideposts for CWS installation in the remainder of the company's
plants. The Canada Works was chosen as the "pilot plant" mainly for the
reason that it embraced the largest variety of operations in the Stelco
organization.

Furthermore, at the Hamilton Works basic steel plant the procedure
envisaged close conformity with the specimen jobs set out in the CwS
HManual for describing and classifying basic steel jobs. However, many
of the Steleco plants produce fabricated steel, nails, nuts and bolts,

and "finished",as opposed to "basic",steels For jobs in these plants

10300 The Steel Company of Canada Ltd., Annual Report, 1951, 1952.

11§he wage rates at the Ontario and Quebec plants of the Steel
Company of Canada confirm the existence of regional wage rate differentials
in Canada. For example, in 1960, the base rate at the Canada Works,
Ontario,was $1.92; at the Notre Dame Works, Montreal,it was §1.85 1/2.
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the CWS Manual at this time pgave somewhat less guidance than for jobs in
basic steel. It is estimated by Steleco officials that 50% of total CwS

job descriptions for the whole organization were jobs in the "finishing"
plants. For many of these jobs, rather than relying on the Manual, the

parties negotiated their own specimen jobs. _

Throughout the entire programme at Stelco plants the United '
Steelworkers headquarters advised the locals on job classifications and
attempted to ensure uniformity of job classes for similar jobs throughout
the Stelco organization., A similar attempt at coordination was also
attempted on the side of the company. A "correlation procedure", whereby
classifications for the whole organization are checked and cleared by
the company's chief industrial engineers, was initiated at the start of
the evaluation.

Besides the objective of company uniformity in the classification
of existing jobs there is alsc the problem of adjustment to new or
changed jobs. In this case, whenever there are new or changed jobs to
the extent of ome full job class or more, under the CWS procedure new
classifications mnst h@ negotiated. Thus, a classification which the
management CWS Gcm&iite§ proposes to submit to the union committee is
first sent to Stelco's Hamilton Works, the headquarters of the organi-
zation. Here it is checked by the Industrial Engineering Department to
ensure that it is consistent with classifications for similar jobs
throughout the organization.

1t is apparent, then, that in view of the great size of the Stelco
organization in which over 2,700 classified jobs exist, the company is
as interested as the‘aniai in maintaining uniform classifications to
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prevent possible union attempts at ﬁpgxaﬂing classifications on the basis
of one comparatively high, out-of-line classification. It is also true,
of course, that apart from the desire to prevent the other party's ob-
taining a tactical advantage, both union and management desire to maintain
consistency in classifications between plants in order to cobviate the
possibility of creating new inter-plant iﬂlﬁﬂit&‘ﬂ#lﬁ

When the company and the union first began job descriptions and
classifications it was agreed that "jobs shall be deseribed and classi-
fied consistent with and conforming to the set of Specimen lExample job
descriptions and job classifications agreed to by the International Union
and issued for this purpose by the aa—oparaiiVn Wage 3tuﬂy."13 The intenw
tion was to make the job classifications as objective as possible.

However, both Stelco and the union admit that in practice bargaining on
classifications does take place.

It may well be asked how is it possible that bargaining is tolerated
in a job evaluation? The term "job evaluation” has, after all, usually
been associated with complete objectivity and "scientific" procedure.
However, it must be understood that under any job evaluation procedure
reliance is still placed upon opinion in job classifications, and that
differences will arise on the exact interpretation of the evaluation pro-
gramme and manual in a specific case. Under CWS particular jobs may fall

on the dividing line between two job classes and it is then a matter of

lawhn desire for internal consistency of classifications in

multiplant steel companies has also been noted in the United States.
See Jd. 3%1‘}3@2‘, W’ Pe 1354.

(December 8 N1952): Pe 3.
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judgment as to which classification they should receive.

It is such "borderline" cases which justify the CWS proaeauée of
nominating a company snd a union referee. In such instances, where there
may have been a genuine difference of opinion, the Stelco management CWS
committee gave itself the benefit of the doubt qnd submitted the lower
classification of the two to the union committee for review. According
to the company, however, it has not been Stelco's practice to pursue a
policy of submitting low classifications on gll jobss It was felt that
this would lead to union retaliation., The union would have submitted
unduly high classifications and prolonged haggling sessions would have
resulted, Certainly, the parties achieved a large measure of agreement
on the CWS job classifications. None of them were submitted to arbitra=-
tion procedures and relatively few went to the company and union referees
for adjustment.

Nevertheless, in some other companies visited in Hamilton it was
admitted that management deliberately submits low classifications to the
union as a matter of poliey. One company said it submitted jobs on an
average of one job class lower than it believed the jobs merited., An-
other estimated that 50% of its classifications were submitted to the
union "on the low side".

Part of the explanation of the resort to bargaining over classifi-
cations probably lies in the administrative procedures of CWS. The
attempt to eliminate inequities in a plant was not carvied put by means
of a joint union-management committee in which the two sides unified their
separate interests in an ﬁttwmpt to solve a common problems Rather, the
~ usual bargaining nttuﬁtur@ was preserved. Two distinct committees existed
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and the management committee submitted proposed classifications to the
union committee which reviewed them and often suggested amendments.

With such procedure the propensity to bargain would be encouraged,
not inhibited. In the final analysis, a dual rather than an integrated
committee structure was probably the only workable procedure to meet the
situation. In the case of fully integrated committees for union-
management cooperation to reduce costs and increase productivity, it is
assumed that the parties have a joint interest in certain matters upon
which agreement can readily be reached. On the other hand, in the CuS
programme the question of job classification leads in the end to the pro-
blem of wage rates, a fundamental collective bargaining issue upon which
it is assumed that there is bound to be conflict of interest.

In this connection, it would appear that instances on which the
committees found themselves several job classes apart on a particular
classification were rare. The committees recognized that, in practice,
some bargaining was inevitable. The union committee, for example, often
tended in the interests of bargaining flexibility to propose that a job
receive one job class more than it really expected the job to receive in
the eventual agreement. When considering jobs other than the "specimens"
set out in the Manual, each committee tended to give itself a little bar-
gaining latitude in the proposed classifications.

It is now proposed to turn to considerations of wage rates and rate
structure resulting from the CWS classifications in the Stelco organiza-
tion.

In its overall effect, CWS brought about a general upward adjust-

ment in the wage structure as a whole. As a result, the majority of
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Stelco employees received wage increases. According to union aoureeulk

the cost to the company averaged 13 cents per hour for each employee, and
at the Hamilton Works,retroactive pay increases received from the pro-
gramme amounted to approximately five million dollars.

At the same time, however, there was some variation in the relative
gains of different groups of employees in the organization. On this score
it is felt by the union that the greatest ilumediate gains from the intro-
duction of CWS were secured by production workers. Here the middle (semi-

skilled) group found their rates increased substantially. The employees g
.

who benefitted least were the already highly paid werkers receiving incen- |
tive payments.

Within the skilled group itself there was a considerable readjust-
ment of wage rate dirferintials for certain trade and craft jobs. This is
illustrated in the following table which shows the prevailing standard
wage rates for certain trade and craft jobs in the Hamilton Works on
Mareh 31, 1953, and the job classes and rates for the same jobs on April 1,
1953, the effective date of CWS implementation.

For the group listed in the following table it is evident that the
introduction of CWS meant considerable readjustment of wage rate differen~
tials, This is hardly surprising., To have kept every employee in the
same relative wage rate position would have necessitated straight "across-
the-board™ increases, and not an inequities programme.

For this group, the number of rate levels was increased from three
to four., Of the eleven jobs listed, nine had stood at the lowest rate

level ($1.83) for the group prior to CWS, whereas only two (carpenters

3tee1 Labor, XVII (September, 1952), 1.



TABLE VIII
STANDARD WAGE RATES FOR TRADE AND CRAFT JOBS
BEFORE AND AFTER CwWs

T

deb , . deb Glass
Blacksmith 1.83 1.99% 15
Boilermaker 1.83 1.99% 15
Carpenter 1.83 1.9L% 13
Armature Winder 1.83 1.95% 1k
Wireman 1.83 2,03k 16
Shop Electrician 1.83 1.95% 1k
Machinist 1.83 2,03 16
Pipefitter 1.83 1.91% 13
Welder 1.83 1.95% 14
Instrument Repairman  1.845 2.0%% 16
Roll Turner 1.89 1.99% 5

Sourcet Figures supplied by the company.
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and pipefitters) remained at the lowest rate (§1.91 1/2) for the group
after CWS., In the widening of the differential range for the group, two
of the jobs (wiremen and machinists) were upgraded by three job classes,
i.e., from the lowest to the highest rate level for the group, and, with
the exception of the two jobs left at the lowest CWS rate for the group,
the remaining jobs were upgraded by the equivalent of one or two job
classes. The result was a significant redistribution of differential
advantages within the group. This is demonstrated by the fact that roll
turners, formerly the highest rated tradesmen of the group, were to be sur-
passed under CWS by instrument repairmen, machinists, and wiremen, the
latter two jobs being formerly among the lowest rated of the group.

Another important consequence of CWS for the tradesmen is, the
union believes, the longer-term gains resulting from changes in promotional
procedures affecting these workers. At Stelco prior to CWE there were
four elaueé of tradesmen receiving progressional rates depending upon
ability and experience. The company assessed the ability of each crafts-
man and determined the total number of craftsmen receiving each rate.
Thus, an employee's chances of entering the highest paid section of crafts-
men often depended upon a specific v#eaney occurring in that section.

Under CWS procedure, however, specific provision is made for pro-
gression through the range of rates for trade and craft jobs. For these
jobas there are three rates: a starting rate, four job classes below the
standard rate; an intermediate rate, two job classes below the standard
rate; and a standard rate. Progression through these rates is by means [f
of craft testing at intervals of 1040 hours of actual work in the trade

or craft.

i

W

X



An employee assigned to a starting rate or intermediate rate

may, following the completion of periods of 1040 hours of

actual work for the Company in the given trade or craft, re-

quest and shall receive a determination of qualifications

and ability, and shall be reclassified into the next higher

rate of the respective trade or craft if such determination

discloses that satisfactory qualifications and ability have

been duv1§op¢d by the employee during the intervening period

of time.
The one exception under this rule applies to tradesmen who were receiving
the top rate of their particular classification prior to CWS. Such
employees are classified at the standard rate of the new classification
regardless of their abilities. This arrangement is referred to, in
picturesque terms, as the “grandfather clause”. However, in the Stelco
organization only a small percentage of tradesmen were affected by this
clauses

When CWS procedures were first agreed upon at Stelco the company

assessed the abilities of each craftsman in consultation with the union
and "slotted" him at the level believed appropriate to his capacities.
All craftsmen who felt they had been improperly classified were permitted
to apply for testing to prove their abilities. Several hundred craftsmen
took the tests. The failure rate was high and there were complaints of
unfair and difficult tests. In its defence of the tests the company cone
tended that they were designed to prove the ability of the craftsman.
The issue became a point of considerable contention between the union and
the company, and eventually the question was submitted to arbitration.

The arbitration decision upheld the company's position. The onus is on

Vpasic reement between Steel Company of Canada (Hamilton Works)
and Local on No. .'V.ﬁ.wok. (November 25, 19’56)| Pe 15.
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the craftsman to prove his ability.lé

Nevertheless, although the tradesman must prove his abilities to
the company's satisfaction by weans of such tests, he is not reqguired to
give continuing proof of his abilities by the passing of further tests.
This was established in a recent arbitration case between Stelco and the
union. The company had instructed three welders who had previously
passed tests entitling them to standard rate earnings to submit to these
tests once more. Two of the welders took the tests and failed them and
the other welder refused to take the tests. All three were downgraded
from the Standard rate to the Intermediate rate. The arbitration tribunal
held that once an employee has passed the tests and reached the top grade
of earnings he is entitled to remain there. The company has ne basis for
requiring renewed proof of his gkills and abilitias.l?

In the matter of promotion, then, while the company still datura&uesﬁKE
the total number of craftsmen required, it can no longer set up a standard ff
force within that number according to starting, intermediate, or standard ;f
rates. It is theoretically possible that all craftsmen can now receive |
the top rate. The union regards this as a tremendous gain for craftsmen
who now have the aypbrtuaity to receive quicker promotion and to progress 2
more rapidly than they had before. i

It would appear, therefore, that CWS8 tended to upgrade the quali-

fications of craftemen. Indeed, at the commencement of the programme

a0

Hepilon | @mm'» Local 1005, Re. Standard
e SrEnde Gl m‘u i1 9 &Pr i 4y LY0L4
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the Company feared that it would have to pay top level wage rates for
nearly all of its craftsmen. However, the opinion of management at the
Hamilton works, at least, seems to be that the distribution of tradesmen
among the various levels is not greatly different now than it was under
the pre~CWS arrangements., Initially, tradesmen were very eager to take
the promotional tests. But those who failed them eventually came to
appreciate that their lack of performance and ability would prevent them
from reaching the highest classification. BEven with the provisions for
trade tests, it would seem that many Stelco craftsmen tended to gravitate
towards classifications similar to those which they received in pre-CWs
days.

At the commencement of CWS in Stelco, certain unforeseen problems
arose in connection with the administration of the programme. A major
difficulty was the company's unfavorable reaction to two of the provisions
incorporated into CWS agreements. These concerned the rates to be paid
to women and to apprentices. Sl

Prior to CWS there existed at Stelco a dual rate structure for
male and female employees, the female rates being the lower of the two. <5;’
CWS procedure provided that only one set of rates should apply to both

males and females. Translated into CWS "terms", the union principle of \
equal pay for equal work required that where a female employee occupied i
a position having a given job content she should receive the rate of the
particular content. Under the CWS programme it was the job itself and

not the employee performing it which was evaluated. However, as a result

of cost considerations, the compaty showed extreme reluctance in agreeing
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to this provision.l®

Also, the company at first refused to accept the CWS procedure
for apprentices. Again, cost considerations influenced management in
this respect. With the installation of CWS it would not be possible to
pay apprentices lower wages than the base rate obtaining in the plant:

Under the CWS plan, the lowest rate in the plant is the rate
for Job Class I. There is not, nor can there be any rate
bnlavlghis. Therefore, no apprentice can be hired below that
rate.

In the original installation it was such difficulties as these
which led to a long delay in reaching the first Wage Administrative
Agreement, and help to account for the fact that although CWS was agreed
to in 1952, the programme was not completed in all the Stelco works
until 1956.

Once the CWS programme had been installed in the Stelco plants,
another significant question arose: the submerging of incentives.
Incentives became "submerged" when the new CWS standard hourly wage scale
was higher than the combined currently prevailing wage rate and guaranteed
incentive earnings. In some Stelco plants it is estimated by company
officials that 60 per cent of total incentive jobs were "submerged” as
a result of CWS. This problem had caused much controversy between the
parties in the United States CWS programme. The parties had agreed that:

For incentive jobs where the guaranteed rates are higher than the
appropriate standard hourly rates, the existing guaranteed rates

shall be cancelled and shall be replaced by the appropriate stane
dard hourly rates. However, for present incumbents on the job, an

18360 Steel Labor, XVII (October, 1952), 1.
lglkiﬁ' '



134

individual "out of iine™ differential shall be estadlished & ¢ + 20

\
- The importance of "submerging" of incentives at Stelco was that it drew l
the attention of management to the whole question of the effectiveness

of incentives on production. It was felt by the company that the "sub-

merging" of incentives did not result in any noticable fall in produc-

roﬁllw had the "pu11ﬂ thnt vas often attrihuted '~ tham. \

In vicw of this result from the installation of CW8S, coupled with
the fact that with greater automation and technological advance machines
rather than the employee are coming more and more to set the pace of work
and the standard of output, Stelco has not favored the re-creation of

incentive payment systems, and some of the plants which employed incen=
21

tives a few years ago have now discontinued them.
Here, then, is another example of the differences between CWS

administration in Canada and the United States. In the U.S. many come
panies under the programme have restored incentives for production workers
in response to demands for the opportunity for incentive earnings. The
result was that craft workers then complained that they were being un-
fairly treated as they did not have the opportunity to earn wages equiva~-
lent to incentive paid production workers. This led to further incentive
plans for craft and maintenance workers. In Canada, however, this trend

has been strongly resisted. Management's position is that workers under

2 oced enl Job C fications, between the Steel
Company of da (Canada Works) an al Union No. 3250, U.S.W.A.
(December 8, 1952), p. 1h.

alfbr more detailed views on Stelco's attitudes to incentives
See P.W. Bennington, "Are Direct Wage Incentives Obsolete", Plant
Administration, (Januvary, 1959), pp. 51l-52.

\ e
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C¥S have a higher guaranteed hourly rate, and as they are not earning
less than their previous incentive earnings they should therefore produce
at previously demonstrated rates.

In respect to the procedurzl aspecte of the programme, there is
the more fundamental question as to whether the joint union-management
establishment and administration of CWS at Stelco has led to further
areas of interaction between the parties. One writer on job evaluation
has concluded that it oftem "contributes markedly to improved employee
relations", and he notes "the by~products of human understanding which

22 14 1= trus that in 19954 Steles

parallel the job-evaluation study."
agreed to a joint union-menagement committee %o plan and administer such
welfare matters as aictness‘banefitn. medical, surgiéal and hospitalie
zation provisions. However, this does not appear to be primarily the
result of greater mutusl understanding gained from installing CWS. The
union had been pressing for some such committee before the CW3 agreements.
Seelco nanagelont regarés CWS as a gurely taehnical arrangannnt

e

concarneﬂ with wage ratn innqnitiou. Tha iastallatiou ot the yragrammo

S S

vas granted by thn ooamany as a rolnctant eonsasai&n % the union; 1t
did not invulve a uhelesale rovhrnnl of monagement attitudes towg?ds
uaion participation in the administration of the emterprise. In other
1ndnstrio;r;;;;;Nunioapuaaasnnont cooperation has led to further aress
of interaction, the circumstances have been different from those pertaine-
ing in the Stelco case. Usually, cooperation results frnm the need to

solve a problem of which both parties are acutely aware. Also, the

250e E.J. Benge, "By-Products of Job Evaluation", Personnel
Journal, XXIX (July-ugust, 1950), 94-99.
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suggestion for cooperation usually comes from the side of the management.
In the case of CW8, however, the company did not recognize inequity
grievances as a serious problem, and it was the union which exerted pres-
sure (which would probably have been backed up by a strike if necessary)
to force the adoption of CWS. Moreover, CWS was carried out by separate
union and management committees rather than by a single integrated come
mittee occurring under "full"™ cooperation. Finally, there are few cases
of union-management cooperation where the enterprise is prosperocus. DMNost
instances of cooperation have occurred because the firms were in an une
sound ponition.zB In contrast, it seems likely that a CWS programme
involving increased outlays could be introduced only where a company is in
a sound financial position.

It is felt by the union, and acknowledged by some management offie
cials, that although industrial relations at Stelco may appear to be
satisfactory, there still remains something of the cld temnsions and under-
lying distrust between the parties. It has been said in connection with
CWS at Stelco that it was "a remarkable example of company-union coopera=-
tian.”ah But in view of the past history of industrial relations at Stelco,
the really remarkable thing was that CWS ever came about at all. Certainly,
the conclusion of Harbison and Dubin, stressing the importance of the atti-
tudes of the parties in explaining the character of a company's industrial
relations, seems particularly applicable in a discussion of the effects of
CW8 upon industrial relations., As they put it: " . ., . procedural

ZBSee J. Shister, ”Hnion¢uanageuent Cooperation™, in R.A. Lester and
J. Shister (eds.), Insighte > Le ssues (New York: MacMillan, 1948)
ppe. 87-115.

2“3. Kilbourn, op. cit., p. 201.
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devices are much less important than the over-all character of the unione
menagement relationship in determining the kind of collective bargaining
which will prevail,"s”

2%9.H. Harbison and R. Dubin, op. cit., p. 209



Chapter VII
CWS AT DOMINION FOUNDRIES AND STEEL

The Dofasco company is one.of the four 1a§gest basic steel producers
in Canada., It produces pig iron and steel platée and, in addition, makes
a variety of products ranging from silicon and enamelling sheets to tin
plate and alloy and stainless steel castings. In 1960 Dofasco had a total
workforce of over four thousand employees and produced well over 900,000
tone of steel ingots and olstﬁﬁhn‘l

Since its earliest days the company has been owned and managed by
members of the Sherman family. It was founded in 1912 by Clifton W. Sherman
and at present two members of the family are directors of the company, one
of them, Mr. F.A. Sherman, being Chairman of the Board, and the other,

Mr. F.H. Sherman, being President and General Manager.

When the company first began operations in 1912 it was a steel foun-
dry with less than one hundred and fifty employees. The small beginnings
of the company together with the tradition of family ownership has pro-
foundly influenced its industrial relations philosophy. In the early years
when the company was still small management knew each employee by name and
any employee with a grievance had the privilege of having it coneidered by
the company President himself. This so~called "open-door" policy for the
airing of grievances still persists today and is a unique feature of indus-

trial relations administration in the company. A new employee is instructed:

13@9 Dominion Foundries and Steel Ltd., Annual Report, 1960.
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First talk to your foreman about your problem or complaint., If
he does not give you a satisfactory answer within a reasonable
time you should see your departmental supevintendent., If you
are still dissatisfied, you should then discuss the matter with
the Personnel Supervisor. Finally, you are entitled to see a
senior officer of the Company - Vice~President or President. It
is your right, as a member of the Dofasco family, to use this
procedure with the assurance that nothing will be held against
you for doing so.
Consequently the company's relations with ite employees are conducted
‘;m terms of "human" yelations rather than organized collective relations.
Informal, direct relations between management and employees, coordinated
by means of a personnel department, are the rule at Dofasco. There are
no organized relationships or collective bargaining between the company
and a trade union. The United Steelworkers has conducted several unsuccesse
ful attempts to organize employees in the company and pericdic surveys
are still made by the union to guage the amount of employee support for
the establishment of a trade union and collective bargaining procedures.
However, such attempts at unionization have been decidedly unsuccessful
up to the present time.

There are several reasons for the unwillingness of Dofasco employees
to join the Steelworkers. The "open-door" policy by which an employee can
seek satisfaction for a complaint by petitioning the highest executive
officers in the company has already been mentioned. Equally important
is the well~known Dofasco Employees Savings and Profit Sharing Fund.

Established in 1938, the Dofasco plan is essentially a deferred pen-
sion type of profit sharing. Employees become eligible to join the Fund

after three years of service with the company. They contribute 5% of their

5 e (a handbook issued to new employees at Dominion
tdq)’ Pd 2?'
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salary to a maximum of §$200.00 per year to which the company adds its
share. At the end of each year the company pays into the Fund a sum, based
on the profit for that year, to a maximum of four times the amount saved
by employees during the year. Under the terms of the plan the full amount
of an employee's Fund account becomes payable at the normal retirement age.
Usually the procedure is for the Company to purchase a life annuity for
the employee, or, "where the circumstances warrant it", to pay him his
entire cash credit in the Fund as a lump sum. Should the employee leave
the company's service before this age he is entitled to all the money which
he saved in the Fund, and from 50%-100% of the Company's contribution based
directly upon the number of years membership of the employee in the Fund.

As of December, 31, 1960 the total value of the Dofasco Employees
Savings and Profit Sharing Fund was $33,495,605.00, Furthermore, for an
employee enrolled in the Fund at its inception, who contributed the maximum
allowable amount each year, the total credit in his account on this date
would be $26,152.31. Of this sum, only $3600.00 would have been paid by
the employee out of his wages. Such an increase in the employee's share
was made possible through a high rate of company contributions over the
years (an average rate of more than 3.2 times the employees contribution)
and skillful investment of the assets of the Funé.3

It is believed thrugg@@ut the industry that Dofasco's profit share
ing plan is a major explanation of employees' lack of enthusiasm for rep-
resentation by the United Steelworkers. Steel Labor once reported that

"'ecompany foremen were spreading a story that should the union secure

35ee Dofasco Illustrated News, XXV (January, 1961.)
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recognition at Dofasco, the company would, in retribution, discontinue
its famous ‘'savings’ plan;“h

However, the company has also discouraged unionization by the
practice of keeping its wage rates parallel with those of other steel
plants in the area which are represented by the United Steelworkers.

In particular, Dofasco tends to match fairly closely the rates paid at

the nearby Stelco Hamilton Works. Indeed, at the present time, Dofasco

is paying a base rate slightly higher than Stelco - the rates being ¥1.95 1/2
at the Hamilton lorks and $1.98 at Dofasco, Thus, the Dofasco practice

of keeping its rates in line with union gains at other plants means that
employees of the company have benefitted (indirectly) from union activities
without being union members.

The employee relations philosophy at Dofasco can be characterized
as complete paternalism together with an emphasis on a community of
interests between management and employees stemming from the company's
"family" conception. Only in the administration of the Profit Sharing
Fund, where seven members of a thirteen man committee are elected by

employees themselves, are employees as a group given any say in the
control of their own working lives. Bmployee identification with the
company is encouraged partly by the emphasis placed upon welfare facilities.
The Recreation Department promotes a wide range of activities from rifle
shooting to the Theatre Guild. An annual Christmas Party is held for
employees and their families and the company often refers to management

and employees as the "Dofasco Family". In the event of employee complaints

ksteal Labor, X (June, 1945), 7.
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and grievances the ever-open doors of the personnel department provide
the channel for many complaints which, under the more usual collective
bargaining system, might have been submitted to a union.5 It would seem
that Dofasco is typical of companies with strong family ownership and
management interests in which employee rulationq are conducted on an
individual rather than group basis and where employee loyalty and coope=
ration with management are continually stressed.
In such companies the problem of employee morale is approached by
trying to give the workers the same sort of concessions, in things
like wages or working conditions, as they might expect to gain
through a union. Companies with this idea may plan elaborate bene~-
fit programs, pay liberal wages, and improve working conditions;
and, along with this, their industrial relations organizations may
be expected to impress the workers with the fairness and munificence
of namaawaont.s
It should be stressed, however, that such employee relations do
not necessarily constitute a criticism of management. "Traditional
managerial orientation may not be synonymous with stagnation. Dofasco
has for long been known as a pioneer in new products and technological
innovation in the steel industry., In 1954, for example, the company
introduced the Austrian oxygen process of steel making to this continent.
By this means, as much as one hundred tons of steel can be made in half

- an hour. It would, therefore, be untrue in the case of Dofasco to eguate

"traditionally" oriented management in employee relations, in so far as

. JCompare B.B. Gardner and D.G. Moore, Human Relstions in Industry

(Homewood, Illinois: Irwin, 1952), p. 263 ‘"Personnel departments are
often thought of by management as an antidote to unions and as a means
to avoid, or make unnecessary, a union organization."

6Ib£do' PPe 263-26‘*.
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the company still adheres to paternalist concepts, with overall conservatiSm
in company outlook and policy. The company would claim, even, that its
profit sharing scheme is no part of traditional labour policy and represents
a progressive step in employee relations in that, by promoting employee
identification with the company, it is a spur to productivity and better
morale.
Dofasco's policy of granting its employees similar wage gains and
concessions to those obtained in unionized steel plants was the direct
stimulus which led to the introduction of CWS in the company. The decision
to install CWS was made by the company soon after Stelco agreed to union
proposals for the programme. In Dofasco the CWS wage scale became effective
on July 27, 1956. Employees were told:
The Company takes great care to ensure that the wage rate for each
job is fair in relation to other jobs in the plant and that the
general level of wages in the Company is fair in relation to other
firms in this area. Every job is evaluated by means of the steel
indnatry's‘standard plan, called the Co-operative Wage 8§ndy (cws).
This ensures that you will be fairly paid for your work.

CuWS was becoming the "standard plan® in the industry and, therefore,

although there had never been any job evaluation in the Company prior to

this, Dofasco felt compelled to install the plan also.

A subsidiary reason for CHS development was that management hoped
it would reduce considerably the many individual wage rate inequity grie-
vances which were continually being submitted to the personnel department.
In this latter respect, therefore, the aims of CWS in Dofasco from the
company viewpoint were identical with those of Stelco. The scheme was

adopted for the purpose of!

7ne Dofasco liay, p. 16.
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(a) Establishing an equitable wage rate structure and related pro-
visions to eneble fair compensation for employees and value received
in services to the Company.

(b) Providing a procgdure for meking and maintaining job descriptions
and classifications.

The administration of the programme at Dofasco and the differences
which exiet from CWS procedures in unionized companies will now be con=-
sidereds

The n@st notable aaya&t af Cus at thia aompany ia that the prograaua

was aet up unilatarally and eeatinnoa to bo administernd solely by manage-

ment repreacntativoa. ﬂhere is no employee represqntation at all. Instead

B il

of the usuel two commitiees ot nannsunont and employees,respectively, there
exists a single job evaluation committee, "broadly representative of the
various production and maintenance activities of the plant".9 consisting
of one departmental superintendent, a plant foreman, the supervisor of
wage and salary administration and two other plant supervisors. The
assistant personnel manager acts as chairman of this committee, In fact,
unlike most companies where CWS is carried out jointly by an industrial
relations and industrial engineering department, at Dofasco the Personnel
Department ("Job Evaluation Function") was solely reapoﬁuible for the
preparation of job deseriptions and classifications, the departmental wage
schedule and the effective implementation and maintenance of the entire
programmes

A job evaluation expert, formerly employed by Paul Edwards and

8“Instrnction- for installation and maintenance of a revised job
description and classification plan for hourly rated jobs", (Dofasco,
August 12, 1956), p. 1. =~ typewritten.

9Zbid¢| Pe 80
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Associates, was retained by the company to supply consuliing services.
He set up a job evaluation training school within the company for all
members of plant supervision and, in the absence of a union committee,
proceded to install CWS classifications with the aid of management
officials only. It is perhaps significant that CWS classifiecations
exist for production and maintenance workers only in the company. CWS
has not yet become firmly established for office workers throughout the
steel industry and consequently Dofasco management did not feel the need
for CWS clerical and technical classifications.

. fhe administration of the programme in this company is, however,
aimilar in many respects to the procedures at Stelco. The same Cooperative
Wage Study Mamual is the basis of the programme at both companies. Like-
wise, the Standard Hourly Wage Scale in Dofasco commences at Job Class I,
the minimum rate for the plant, and progresses upwards from job class to
job class by equal increments of 6 cemts per hour. Also, the principle
of an “outwof-line-differential™ has beem retained. If an incumbent's
existing rate is higher than the CWS standard bourly rate, then at Dofasco,
no less than Stelco, the employee is granted an “out-of-line-differential™
equal to the difference between the two rates. It is estimated by Dofasco
management that at the time of CWS implementation approximately 9% of jobs
in the plant received such individual differentials. This is considerably
higher than the 3% figure throughout the Stelco organization and might
reflect greater "individual® treatment of employees at Dofasco.

Procedure regarding new and changed jobe is also similar between the
companies. In this respect the arrangements at Dofasco are perhaps superior
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to those at Stelco. Whenever the company at 8S8telco establishes a new
job to the extent of one full job c¢lass or more, upwards or downwards,
a new job description and classification is developed by the company and
submitted to the union for approval. If the company does not submit a
new classification then the union may file a grievance. At Dofasco the
procedure in these circumstances appears to be more rigorous and compre-
hensive. "Whenever the Company establishes a new job or changes the job
content of an existing job, the Foreman or Superintendent of the affected
department shall notify the Job Evaluation Function prunptly“.lo Moreover,
each month a report form is sent by the Job Evaluation Function to fore-
men and superintendents who list job changes which have occurred in their
departments in the past month. Two additional safeguards are also used
by the Company to ensure that new and changed jobs do not pass unnoticed.
A close watch is kept by the Job Evaluation Function on active projects
being undertaken by the engineering department in order to discover which
parts of the plant are installing new machinerywhich might affect the
content of an employee's job and his subsequent wage rates. Finally, a
job evaluation official attempts to inspect and review personally all
jobs in the plant once a year.

It is also to be noted that Dofasco's CWS procedure for incentive
paid jobe and the company's experience with inaentivcsvnnder CWS are simi-

lar to those at Stelco. The company stated that following the introduction
‘ of CwWS:
The Company will review all incentive plans following the implementation

of the Standard Hourly Wage Scale and adjust or discontinue any existing
plan under which the incentive earnings are wholly or substantially

10
Ma. Pe 7o
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submerged, i.e., where the straight-time average hourly earnings of
the employees under the plan are equal to or less than the standard
hourly rate for the job., If an adjustment is made, the amount will
be sufficient to provide Ihirlfnd reasonable incentive compensation
to the employees on the job".
At Dofasco many incentives which became submerged under CWS procedures
have not been re-created. The prevailing management view is that the
value of incentives as a spur to increased productivity is becoming more
questionable as a result of technological advance in the industry and
the ever greater machine controlling of proconsca.la
However, in spite of the basic similarity between CWS at Stelco
and Dofasco, the veryabsence of employee participation in CWS at the latter
company has led to some important administrative deviations from the usual
CWS arrangements.
The most apparent difference between the two companies concerns
the lack of any procedure for independent revision and smendments of the i
job deseriptions and classifications set by management at Dofasco. The /i
departmental foreman rather than an independent union is the employee's | /
advocate in this company. Alleged improper job classifications by an
employee are first submitted to the foreman, then to the Job Evaluation
Function and finally, if necessary, to an executive officer of the company.
The traditional appellate procedure of registering complaints through
the "line" organization is followed.
It follows that the absence ér close union supervision of the CWS
programme might suggest that the company would not feel compelled to ensure

that its descriptions, classifications, and overall procedures were main-

11I2;d0’ P 6.

HSOQ Pe "‘1.
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tained in strict conformity with those of other CWS plants. A considera~
tion of the CWS administrative procedures at Dofasco shows this to be so
to some extent.

The greatest difference in administrative aspects of the programme
between Dofasco and unionized plants concerns trade, craft, and maintenance
job classifications, In Stelco and other unionized plants a clear distine-
tion on the maintenance side of operations is made between "trade and
craft" jobs and what are termed "assigned maintenance jobs". The inherent
natu?a of assigned maintenance work is such that job content requirements
may vary !raa.éay to day within any given assigned area and as between
areas. For such jobs there is a single standard hourly wage rate only,
rather than the three rates for trade and craft jobs. In contragt, at
Dofasco the assigned maintenance category does not exist and, for example,
millwrights who are normally placed in this category are included under
“trade and craft" jobs. According to the company there was no history of
segregation or special treatment between different trade or craft jobs and,
in the absence of union pressure, there was no reason why this procedure
should be reversed after CWS installation. Similarly, at Stelco,electricians
are subdivided into such categories as linemen and wiremen, whereas at -
Dofasco there exist no sub-categories for electricians' jobs,

When the CW8 classifications and wage scales were first drawn up,
employees were informed of their new rates by their foremen. The results
of the CuS evaluation were not posted nor were employees given booklets
explaining the CwW8 procedures. If an employee was sufficiently interested
he could inspect the foreman's copy of the description and classification
of his job. f
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Thus certain of the procedures written into usual CWS agreements
which are of direct concern to an employee, are not incorporated into the
Dofasco scheme. For example, it is doubtful whether many employees know
of the usual CWS provisions for trade tosiing in the "trade and craft"®
jobss A limited amount of trade testing is employed by the company, but
only on those jobs where the results of the tests are felt to be most
informative to management. Likewise, the receiving of out-of-line-
differentials for present incumbents of changed jobs and the procedure
for the paying of "learners" who temporarily replace fullyqualified em-
ployees depends to a large extent upon managerial discretion,

Again, with the unilateral establishment of CWS it was decided by
the company to develop its own benchmarks rather than use those laid down
in the CWS manual., In respect of jobs on the company's new oxygen fur-
naces it was essential to develop new benchmarks. As Dofasco was the
pioneer in introducing the oxygen process no relevant benchmark jobs
existed. Since 1956 Dofasco has been consulted by members of the Canadian
CWS group, to which Dofasco also belongs, for information on appropriate
classifications for jobs involving the oxygen steel making process.

It would not be worthwhile to attempt a detailed comparison of job
classifications for similar jobs as between Dofasco and Stelco. It is
only to be expected that variations between the two will exist as a result
of minor differences in job content and working conditions and the absence
of union pressure for conformity with the CWS manual at Dofasco. Suffice
it to say that a fairly close conformity between the two exists. A survey
was undertaken in 1956 by Dofasco to make a rough comparison between job

classifications for jobs of the same title between the company and the



150

Stelco Hamilton Works, It was found that approximately 60% of job classi-
fications were identical between the two companies, 25% were higher at
Dafn#eo,and 15% lower.

In summary, it has been shown that Dofasco is a family firm which
emphasizes community of company and employee interests and which shows
all the characteristics of paternalism. Fringe and welfare benefits are
stressed and the company is decidely defensive in its attitude towards
trade union development., CWS was introduced in conformity with the policy
of keeping abreast of major developments in the industry. The one sig-
nificant gain the company has secured from it is that wage rate grievances
to the personnel department have been much reduced. The company admits
that it retains "much flexibility" in the administration of the programase.
It seems reasonable to conclude that at Dofasco the programme is not CuS
as usually understood = a procedure in which employee representatives have
equal rights with management in developing and maintaining a more rational
wage structure. Rather it is CWE job and rate structure unilaterally

implemented.



Chapter VIII
EVALUATION

The Cooperative Wage Study was originally introduced into Canada
largely with the immediate aim of solving the specific problems associ-
ated with the narrowing of tradesmen's wage rate differentials at Algoma.
The United Steelworkers found the programme so successful that in less
than ten years it has been extended to cover almost all U.S5.W.A. bargaine
ing units for production and maintensmce jobs and has become firmly
embedded in the whole structure of the collective bargaining process in
the industry. ‘

In this study we have considered in some detail the CWS procedures
at three companies: Algoma, where the programme first originated, Stelco,
the largest steel producer in the industry, and Dofasco, where unique
unilateral CWS principles are employed :ln the absence of a union organi-
zation. However, although the evaluation techniques used in these com-
panies are basically the same, the circumstances leading to the adoption
of CW8 differed. At Algoma inequity grievances ippoar to have been a
greater probles than slsevhers in the industry. The geogrephical isolae
tion of the Algoma plant leading to union militancy among the underpaid
tradesmen who could not easily find better paid jobs in the vicinity
goes some way towards explaining the problem of the preponderance of wage
rate dissatisfactions there. Thus both union and management in this

company had felt the need for a rational system of job measurement. On

151



152

the other hand, at Stelco CWS was accepted only after some initial mis-
givings on the part of management. In contrast, the Dofasco company
installed CWS not as a result of employee pressure but on its own initia-
tive, Thus, although the results of the evaluation seem to have been
equally successful in that inequity grievances were greatly reduced in
all three companies, it is apparent that the reasons for introducing CWS,
together with the industrial relations context in which the programme was
carried out, were different in each of these three companies. Also, it
might be suggested that from the experience at Dofasco the actual job
evaluation principles involved in CWS do not necessarily require union
assistance in their implementation to ensure the success of a programme
to reduce inequities.

However, one of the most notable features of the programme in
Canada is that the union rather than management has taken the initiative
in shaping union-management relations in this area of wage rate relation-
ships. BSystematic bilateralism has taken the place of (often) uncoordin-
ated managerial setting of job rates. Relative wage rates are no longer
arbitrarily imposed but are jointly negotiated on the basis of orderly
procedures as a sound preliminary to collective bargaining upon absoclute
wage rate levels. On union insistence, equity has been substituted for
cxpcdieac; in individual wage rate determination and throughout the pro-
gramme it was emphasized that job evaluation must not be allowed to underw
mine collective bargaining.ﬁ

0f equal importance is the union's abandonment of its traditional
suspicion of all job evaluation techniques. FNore astute union leadership
supplied with research aﬁd industrial engineering services has come to
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appreciate the gains which the union can secure from a jointly developed
job evaluation. Indeed, judging by the results of the CWS programme, it
ie apparent that job evaluation is ceasing to be a shield by which a tot-
tering management sometimes attempts to defend itself against wage claims
by the union for specific groups of workers, and in the union's hands it
is becoming a sword with which to press for ever greater benefits. It is

1 but union offensive.

no longer management defensive

It is essential,also,to stress the orderliness of internal and ex~-
ternal wage rate relationships which CWS has established. It cannot, how-
ever, be claimed that CWS is a "scientific" procedure in the sense that
the results of the evaluation can be shown to be based upon such objective
exactness that there is no longer any room for judgment. The union is the
first to admit that "Job evaluation is not scientific. It is informed
opinion as systematically applied as possible in the field of opin-iea'."a
What CWS8 has done, however, is to structure wage rate relationships into
an orderly pattern. The constant anomalies in inter- and intra-plant
rates which were so widespread before CWS have now been eliminated.

But beyond this basic result is the fact that an employee's wage
rates, in relation to those of other employees, are no longer subject to
current managerial discretion nor even to the union's skill in bargaining
about individual job rates, but are determined by standards which have

oompare M.W. Reder, op. git., p. 379.: "The necessity for justi-
fying wage policies to union representatives . . . has compelled manage-
ment to seek ap jate and defensible standards for wage-setting /e.g.
by job evaluation/." :

28htenont by Mr. P. Baskin, former Director of Industrial
Engineering, U.S.W.A., Torontojquoted in L.G. Nicolopoulos, gp. cit., p.23.
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been jointly negotiated in the past. Therefore, the union in Canada has
succeeded in making job evaluation and rate relationships an area of
joint interest. The CWS evaluation can thus be seen as an example of
the steadily widening agends of collective bargaining.

This being so, an interesting conclusion concerning trade union
wage policy is apparemt from this study. It is often believed that unions
are much more concerned with the relative wage rates of their members
rather than with absolute amounts and that traditional wage rate dif-
ferentials must remain unaltered:

Workers, in their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction

with the wages and other perquisites of their jobs, are con-

cerned not so much with absolute levels of real income . . .

as with relative hvgh. in comparison with other workers in

similar occupations.
However, it has been shown in this study that although the United Steel-
workers does compare its base rates with those of other industries, never-
theless the union was for long concerned not with securing appropriate
differential rates for its skilled members but rather with raising the
base rate of all its members as a primary consideration. In any case, an
industrial union which has a large proportion of members possessing only
the lower levels of industrial skills will be more concerned with “across-
the-board" wage increases than a craft union. Certainly, the United
Steelworkers bases its wage policy on a scale of priorities. The attain-
ment of a minimum living standard for the whole of the membership is
considered more important than wage differential considerations for certain

sections of the membership. Yet the establishment of CWS at Algoma was a

35. Janﬁ.mn. "Laﬁwr Prublm of an Expanding Economy", Ce
= b SR Ha G ik olivical scien =~ 9 XX (l&q, 195“)' 1"5'
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direct result of complaints of ”ghrinking differentials™ by tradesmen as
a result of the long term neglect by the union of the differentials of
important skilled groups within the Steelworkers. Thus, it would appear
that the union is concerned with the relative internal rates of pay

among its members provided that the minimum wage rate is already suffici-
ently high to ensure a reasonable standard of living.

It is also notable that CW8 has greatly affected the internal
organization of the union in Canada. The Industrial Engineering Depart-
ment, which came inte being as a result of CW8, is now one of the most
important departments within the union and its advice on wage policy is
sought by locals when renewing their contracts with the steel companies.
In this respect it is true to suggest that, for the most part, CWS has
influenced union orgenization more than management organization. Some of
the larger companies already had job evaluation specialists before CWS and
many of the smaller companies did not install a special industrial
engineering department after they accepted CWS, Often CWS responsibilities
were entrusted to a persomnel or industrial relations officer.

Moreover, it is worth noting that criticism sometimes voiced con-
cerning American dominstion of Canadien unions and their policies is not
applicable in the case of CWS8. It is true that the Steelworkers in both
countries use the same job evaluation principles. However, the pressure
for CWS adoption in Canada did not come from international union head=-
quarters in the U.S., It was the specific inequity problems within the
Canadian steel industry which gave rise to the programme. The evaluation
was carried out solely by Canadian union officials with only infrequent
contacts with U.S. rcpro&cutattvon and the administrative procedures of
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the programme were sometimes adapted to fit the specific objectives and
poliey of the Canadian section of the vmign.

From a company viewpoint,it may be suggested that CWS development
in Canada reflects the influence of the large enterprise on the direction
of industrial relations in the stgel industry. ‘Although the union'rathor
than Wt was the prime mv;r in the advocacy of CWS, nevertheless
the early CWS contracts were secured in the large steel plants of Algoma,
Desco and Stelco, which are the traditional “"pattern setters" in the
industry. With their greater range of operations, i:;ermed rate of inn-
ovation and technological change and greater scale of output, perhaps
these companies could be expected to have more examples of intra-plant
inequities than the smaller plants in which CWS was also applied. Once
the big plants in the induétry had accepted the union's CWS proposals the
smaller companies came to appreciate that their own resistance would be
futile in the long run. The point is that the smaller companies may have
had less need for a CWS programme to correct intra-plant inequities and
that the costs to management of installing it would be disproportionately
high in comparison with Stelco or Algoma. Nevertheless, CWS installation
was part of union policy and once the "big three" companies had accepted
the programme it was only a matter of time before smaller ones were
forced to do likewise.

This is not to suggest, however, that CWS does not "work™ in these
smaller companies. There is little substance in the argument constantly
reiterated by management in smaller fabricating and finishing plants in
Canada that as the CWS manual was drawn up in the basic steel industry
"it won't work here". Tlie fact is that in the original CWS manual
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negotiations in the U.S.A.,

After the Joint Committee started to classify the jobs in all

the other plants, it was found necessary to negotiate specimens

in lorain, Ohio Works of the National Tube Company; in Gary,

Indiana Sheet and Tin Works; in Worcester, Mass. American Steel

and Wire for Cable Flant jobs, and in Donova, Pa., for Wire

Plant jobs. Later it was found necessary to negotiate bench-

marks + . « for Spring Flant operationsj Cold Relling;

Inspectors; the so~called Fringe Jobs, including hourly clerks,

recorders, weighers, technical jobsj; and the hboxatery jobs,

including Metallurgical Inspectors and Observers.”
Thus, the Steel Mamual, with its many adjustments since the original U.S.
negotiations, is now constructed so as to classify adequately any type of
job found in the industry. Besides production and maintenance jobs of
all kinds, this includes fabricating jobs, clerical and technical, or any
miscellaneous jobs.

It is probably correct to assert that the CWS plan is so flexible
in its applicability that CWS principles of evaluation could be used in
any type of industry. After all, another popular job evaluation pro-
gramme, that of the National Metal Trades Association (NMTA), is widely
employed in a variety of industries including, for example, the textile
industry which is hardly a "metal trade" in the strict sense of the term.

An argument sometimes advanced to contradict the belief in the
universal applicability of CWS is that CWS weights "responsibility™
factors much higher than any other manual. The steel industry is charace-
terized by a highly interdependent series of operations in which responsi-
bility for the smooth operation and coordination of processes is very
important. Thus, in the weighting of factors the CWS manual stresses

responsibility rather than skill. A percentage comparison of the maximum

kV.B. Sweeney, op. cit., p. 195.
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factor weights® attainable under the CWS and NMTA plans reflects this

point:

ous MTA

% %

Bkill IR 50

Responsibility 5243 ; 20

Effort 11.6 15

Working Conditions 11,7 "L
200% 00%

It is sometimes claimed, therefore, that the CWS plan which accords such
high weighting to responsibility rather than skill factors is suitable
only for the steel industry.

This argument is, however, somewhat specious. Opponents of job
evaluation are never at a loss to criticize the factor weightings of a
particular plan. DLven the NMPA plan has been criticized for a so-called
overemphasis on skill and an underemphasis on working conditﬁ.onsls It
should be emphasized that under CWS skilled jobs receive a high classi-
fication because they usually involve high degrees of responsibility also.
One writer has gone so far as to claim that "As far as CWS and the N.E.M.A.
Lﬁntional Electrical Manufactures' Association plag? are concerned, it is
possible that their differences are only apparent as skill and responsi-
bility work in the same direction i.e. a job requiring great skill ime-
poses also great responsibility on the incumbent, so that we can vary

8ee D.W. Belcher, op. eit., pp. 218-222. The exact weightings
of the CWS Manual were ob ‘ union sources.

GD.U. Belcher, wo' Pe 221,
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the weight between these two without influencing the final remlt.“?

Again, from a long term viewpoint the heavy weighting given in
the CWS manual to responsibility rather than skill factors may be of
great benefit to the union. With mechanization and the possibility of
some degree of automation in the future,it is possible that the skill
requirements of the lower levels of employees may decline disproportion=
ately to responeibility requirements. Thus, assuming the continuation
of the CWS manual, wage levels would not decline as much as they other-
wise might had the manual given greatest weighting to skill factors.

The question of the success of CWS as an industrial relations tech-
nigque must now be considered. It is evident that CWS, appraised according
to the four criteria outlined in the first chapter, enjoys a considerable
measure of success.

The first criterion was that the technigue should have strengthened
and consolidated the collective bargaining process. Throughout the CWS
programme negotiation as opposed to unilateralism was continually stressed.
This applied even to the establishment of the range of job classifications.
In contrast to explicit and overt bargaining on base wage rates and incre-
ments it has been shown that there also existed some elements of "submerged"
bargaining over the appropriate job classes. However, CWS has been of im-
portance to the collective bargaining process as such in that the classifi-
cation and rate setting of jobs has been transferred from an area of uni-
lateral, to one of bilateral action, Thus, the scope of bargaining has
been extended and the union has accepted new responsibilities of ensuring

73.P. Deschines, "Job Bvaluation” sns, XVI (April,

1961), 159.
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the adeguate maintenance of the programme once it has been installed in

a plant. It is no exaggeration to suggest that the durebility and long
term nature of the programme have helped to consolidate collective bargaine
ing as a permsment relationship between the two parties.

From this standpoint, the importance of CWS is not that it was
necessarily a superior job evaluation programme in comparison with esta-
blished plans which might have been adapted to the needs of the steel
industry, but that it was carried out through the collective bargaining
framework. In the union's estimation "job evaluation does not provide a
substitute for collective bargaining, nor is it the whole answer to collec~
tive bargaining problems. But, properly used, a good plan iz an important
part of the ;prwon.”s

Secondly, it was suggested that a good industrial relations technique
considered against a Canadian background should have been voluntarily adopted
by the parties themselves. The efficacy of government intervention in the
steel industry in Canada has been questioned recently. It has been pointed
out ,for example, that "The role of Government in no instance of low strike
activity . . . appears to be the critical or principal determinant of
industrial peace in the industry . . . In Canada, where some form of com=
pulsory governmental dispute settlement machinery is involved, the collece
tive bargaining process reflects this in the generally more intractable
and extreme positions initially adopted by the parties as they look toward
the eventuality of dispute settlement by Government tribunal.’

am.m, XVII (January, 1952), 7.

4.3, Siegel, "Steel Strikes and Bargaining Abroad", Monthly Lebor
Review, LXXXIV (February, 1961), 128.
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In this connection, the proposition might also be posed that a
voluntarily adopted technique is more likely to succeed and to provide a
durable solution to a particular problem,rather than one which has been
forced upon the parties by a government agency. |

In them_ respects, then, the experience gf CW8 in the United States
and in Canada stand in contrast. In the U.8. the CWS programme was to
some extent a product of wartime conditions and was stimulated by the
Directive Order of the War Labor Board. It would also appear that in the
U.8. the very semse of urgency associated with this venture led to the
speedy installation of CWS with the consequent difficulties involved in
securing acceptance of the programme from an unprepared union membership.
In Canada, on the other hand, CWS was definitely a product of voluntary
accommodation between the parties concerned and government pressures akin
to those in the U.S. were lacking.

The ineptness of the government's forcing a particular measure upon
an unwilling management or union is well demonstrated in the Ley job
evaluation at Algoma and Dosco in 1944. The two parties had been unwille
ing to negotiate a voluntary job evaluation and thus an evaluation was

| carried out under the supervision of the ﬁntiam War Labour Board. Yet
this measure could hardly be counted an unqualified success. Both parties
raised abjwtm‘ to some of the job classifications suggested. MNoreover,
the scheme did not represent a durable solt;tion to inequity problems. It
was a temporary expedient - a stopgap wartime measure.

It was also suggested that both parties should benefit from a "sound™
industrial relations technigue and that. if possible this technique should
further the public interest. It has been shown that both parties did
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’bemtig from the introduction of CWS although, on the whole, union gains
were probably more direct and apparent than those of management. The
union secured increased wages, more realistic differentials for tradesmen,
widespread consistency in job classifications, and a criterion for the more
systematic judgment of overall wage rate relationships. The most signifi-
cant gain to management from CWS has been the very great reduction of wage
rate inequity grievances from employees following the introduction of the
programme. This is consistent with the findings of other research reports
on job evaluation where, for example, it is shown that "The most favorable
effects of job evaluation . . . are to be noticed on /reductions in/ wage
griwmeu."m However, in contrast to management gains from CWS it is
also claimed by some management representatives that the steel companies
have suffered a setback as a result of CW8 in that in the area of wage
rate relationships managerial sovereignty and prerogatives have been cure
tailed. However, the important point seems to be that from a practical
standpoint, with the sole exception of Dofasco, had the companies not |
agreed to equal union rights in carrying out the evaluation a rational
wage rate structure would probably not have come about at all. The union
would still have strongly opposed any attempt at unilateral evaluation.

In this respect, it may not be too much to suggest that management should
be less concerned about retaining its "prerogatives" and promoting its
own group interests, and should think rather in terms of organizational
objectives and of promoting the aims of the enterprise. = If this view

0;.8. Nicolopoulous, 0p., cit., p. 27.

uc«;mra P.¥. nrucler, "The Tasks of Management™, in W.lL. Warner
and H.H. Martin (eds.), Industrial Man (New York: Harper, 1959), p. 190
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be accepted then CWS, even if it has only benefitted management by reduc-
ing grievances and thereby enabling management to devote greater time to
more important matters, has almost certainly had some beneficial effect
in stimulating production.

Regarding the effects of job evaluation from the point of view of
the community, this study has shown that under CWS an employee's rates of
pay are now considerably less subject to haphazard rate setting or to the
success of pressure groups within either the plant or the union. They
are now based upon a more logically satisfying system in which attention
is given to facts and overall equities. In this respect CuWS reflects the
growing trend in industrial relations towards administration by rules
rather than by arbitrary or capricious decisions, and in its Canadian
application it demonstrates that collective bargaining may increasingly
become "more routine, more legalistic and more pﬂdictahlo."m The pro=-
gramme can be seen as another instance of the growing orderliness of ine
dustrial relations whereby problem solving on a piecemeal, case by case,
basis is tending to give way to more systematic overall procedures.

Therefore, CWS job evaluation can be interpreted as a programme
which may well be of some benefit to the community in that it has led to
greater stability in eolleetive bargaining in the sense that the union
now plays a more integral part in the union-management relationship, and

"Management must always, in every decision and action, put economic per-
formance first. It can only justify its existence and its authority by
the economic results it produces."

124 .3, Clawson, "The New Challenge of Industrial Relations",
Business Quarterly, XXIV (1959), 166.
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to & situation in which wage relationships are established more by reason
than by haphazard practices. There now seems less possibility of dise-
satisfaction about rate relatiocnships culminating in work stoppages, slow-
downs, or even "wild cat" strikes., Indeed, one writer, interested in
determining criteria for judging "proper® rulat#ve wages a8 a pwaliminaryr
to a discussion of appropriate national wage policy to the bemefit of the
public, has gone so far as to suggest an extension of job evaluation
techniques across industry lines to provide a comprehensive ranking of
jobs throughout the economy. His belief in the soundness of job evalu-
ation rests on the fact that it does “"make explicit the eriteria of job

worth which are being used, increases the amount of information on which
judgments are baaaﬁ,'&nd systematizes the process of reaching a final
dﬁei#iﬂa."l3

It might also be speculated that with widespread technological
change in the industry infuture years radical wage rate changes and altera-
tions in rate relationships will be needed. Posslbly the secure basis .
and framework of the rate structure already provided by CWS will minimize
disruptions in the wage structure and, assuming the continuation of CWS,
may well make such rate changes as do occur more readily acceptable to
employees in that they have been negotiated with the union rather than
imposed by management., A technique which aids the peaceful evolution of
the wage structure of such a basic industry as steel could well make a
significant contribution to the public welfare.

In terms of the above four criteria, therefore, CWS can be adjudged

;3£.ﬁ. Reynolds, The £ rkets (New York: Harper,

1951‘) 3 P 2&30
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successful as an industrial relations technique. But this is not to be
misled into believing that job evaluation is a panacea for all industrial
ills. In the matter of incentive paymemts, for example, where companies
such as Algoma and meny U.8, plants have decided to persist with incen-
tives, the re-creation of "submerged" ineentives under CWS and, in the
United States, the cry of "new inequity” by non-incentive trade and craft
workers has created some new difficulties. Nor must it be inferred that

a joint job evaluation pro e must necessarily work as well in other

industries as it has in the steel industry. The history of the wage
structure together with the size and organization of the union in this
industry were highly important factors in the success of CWS. The exise-
tence of numerous wage rate inequities, largely the result of the peculiar
organization of the industry, and a streng and secure union backed up by
a large and specialized administrative staff have helped to ensure the
success of the joint programme. These factors coupled with the still
lingering distrust of job evaluation by many unions may help to explain
why other unions have not pressed for joint evaluations similar to CWS,
Possible benefits of CWS in terms of extending union-management
areas of joint interest are, however, more questionmable. The fact is that
most companies looked upon CWE as & single purpose device to eliminate
inequities rather than as the first step towards wore harmonious relation-
ships, After all, CWS was tho};mian'c proposal and not management's.
Certainly, further "cooperation” by means of joint committees has not
been evident as a dynamic, self-generating and cumulative process initie-
ated, in this case, by CWS. However, with regard to the big steel come
panies, the union balicv‘n that CWS has led to a "better understanding"
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between the parties at Algoma and Dosco. At Steleo, on the other hand,

it contends that the attitude of "top" mansgement towards the union still
remains one of sufferance rather than complete acceptance with the result
that greater mutual understanding has not been forthcoming. But at the
majority of companies the programme has shown te management that union
members are capable of sharing and accepting new responsibilities.
Furthermore, & better understanding of each other's position can be gained
from the resulting insights from the evaluation into the complexity of the
wage problem and the need to base arguments upon reason and facts rather
than table-pounding or strategic walkeouts. If it is true that "the
greatest failure of the parties to collective bargaining has been in not
fesling and tiduking themselves dnto the other feliov's plase®, then
CWS will have been a step in the right direction.

Our overall conclusion is that CWS has been an example of "con-
structive” union-management mlata.m«.w The programme is not an example
of "union-mansgement gooperation" in the strict sense which implies not
only conscious joint effort to incremse productivity but usually, as well,
a fundamental change of policies and goals by both parties. Such funda-
mental changes in attitudes did not come about under CWS. There was no
pooling of separate interests. Management still attempted to cling to its
prerogatives and the union still pressed its members claims wholeheartedly.

A definition of the exact nature of CWS would place the processes
involved in the programme midway between bargaining, pure and simple, and

v.n. Mﬁtt. “Mn»kugemt Relations « Cooperation or
urnal, XXVII (March, 1949), 383.

1S0sapare F.N. Haxbisen snd R. Dubisn, 9pe gifes Do 203,
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completely objective (and unilaterally administered) "scientific manage-
mﬁt"ﬁ CWS is not an example of customary bargaining procedures based
to a great extent upon strength - the determination of job classes must
be negotiated largely upon the basis of a consistent procedure that sets
up and maintains a hierarchy of jobs and attempts to attach to each job
a rate of pay commemsurate with its status in thia hierarchy. To this
extent CWS is geared more to objectivity than bargaining in that the bare
gaining elements are necessarily "restrained". But the administrative
procedures of the programme do not reflect complete objectivity. The
usual type of union and management committees for negotiating the CWS
classifications is preserved and a certain amount of bargaining or "horse-
trading"” over the appropriate job classes is still evident. In respect
to union-management cooperation, then, CWS falls midway between unilateral
practices and complete union-management cooperation.

. Nevertheless, in view of the long history of troubled industrial
relations in the Canadian steel industry CWS does represent a signifi-
cantly progressive development. It might also be added that the success
of the programme is a useful antidote to the current concern in industrial
relations centering on ever greater productivity and the size of the
"cake" to be shared between the parties. The division of the “ecake" by
such principles as CWS, according to considerations of justice and equity,
| is also important. |

What of the future? The real test of the adequacy of any job

evaluation plan is how it will measure up to changing labour market pres-
sures and the technological change concomitant with a dynamic and expand-
ing économy. It is widely believed that proper administration of the
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plan should include day-to-day maintenance to compensate for gradual
changes that may affect job classifications and periodic overall revision
of the plan to take care of the general internal and external changes in-

herent in a dynamic oconw.3'6

Maintenance of the CWE programme on a cur~
rent basis is provided by periodic meetings of the union and ianagemat
CWs mittm in a plant to take care of rww'elmifmatm for new
and changed jobs. But so far in Canada there has been no attempt to carry
out a thorough overall revision of the plan. It seems likely, however,
that the relationship between the jobs as initially established will
change. Dr. Morgan has shown that the Canadian steel industry "is subject
to very sharp fluctuations . . ./and/ in addition, the technological
changes now taking place in this industry may mean a fairly rapid rate of
obwlmmem"w Consequently, a rapid rate of technological change,
eliminating jobs, creating new ones, and altering job content, would mean
that the present CWS committees would be swamped with claims for job
classification adjustment. Thus, it is likely that to ensure the continued
efficiency of the programme some overall revision of the CWS classifica-
tions will be needed in the future.

If the test of time is the yardstick by which the suitability of
a job evaluation programme is to be judged,them CWS appears to have a
very good chance of survival. It has been in use continuously throughout
the steel industry in the U.S.A, for fifteen years and in Canada for al~
most ten. Nelther the steel companies nor the union are willing to abandon
it., But it should be remembered that in discussing possible future

158.0 L.G. »Ni@@lom}.@l. W" Pe 15.

171‘1:0: Morgan, op. cite, pe 37.
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repercussions of job evaluation on the structure of industrial relations
the greatest danger lies in oversimplification. For instance, it would
be too easy to see CWS in a wrong perspective. The programme has accome
plished its primary task of bringing order to an often chaotic wage struc-
ture within the industry. But it was never claimed that CWS would provide
the answer to all collective bargaining mhlu;a. Apart from the obvious
simplification in contract negotiations of bargaining upon base rates and
increments rather than upon dozens of individual rates, the collective
bargaining experience of the companies concerned is not greatly different
from that of pre-CWS days. Certainly, the application of CWS has not trans-
formed the entire bargaining structure of the steel industry.

Nevertheless, the CWS evaluation within the framework of collective
bargaining is without parallel in Canadian industry. It is a significent
demonstration that,at least in one area,union-management conflict within
the industry can give way to constructive accomodation and, in this case,
to a new approach to wage determination.



APPENDIX A
FACTOR REQUIREMENTS AND JOB CLASSES IN THE CWS PROGRAMME

The essence of all Job evaluation techniques is the appraisal of
each job in terms of its relative difficulty and responsibility, Ome
of the most popular methods of job evaluation is the "factor comparison
method" from which the Cooperative Wage Study draws some of its principles.

The factor comparison method determines the relative ranking of
the jobs to be evaluated in terms of a number of critical factors such
as mental, skill and physical requirements, responsibility and working
conditions. This involves the selection of fifteen to twenty-five key
jobs ranging from the highest to the lowest paid jobs in the plant, each
of which is then ranked in terms of the above critical factors. These
jobs are then used as guideposts in evaluating the remainder of jobs in
the plant.

In the CWS evaluation a similar system of job factor requirements
is employed. In the Manuval for Production and Maintenance Jobs a total
of twelve factors is ewployed: two training factors, two skill factors,
four responsibility factors, twoe effort factors, and two factors relating
to working conditions. Each of the factors has a number of levels or
degrees which, in the classification of a given job, are to be weighted
in accordance with a specified range of point values assigned to the

| ’ : :
dy (an ﬁnforuat%onal broadsheet issued by the
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factor concerned. For example, the first factor, "Pre~-Employment Traine
ing", is divided into three levels which correspond to jobs requiring
persons with unskilled, semi-skilled, and skilled backgrounds. In this
case, the specific point values for these three levels of pre-employment
training are, respectively, O, .3, and 1.0. In the same way, the factor
"Responsibility for Materials" has five levels éefined in terms of value
of materials, and these are assigned point values ranging from O to 10.
From the viewpoint of the job structure as a whole, the relative
weights of the twelve factors themselves are indicated by the maximum

point values placed on each factor. These are as follows:

Pre-Employment Training 1
Employment Training and kxperience b

Mental Skill 3¢5
Manual Skill 2
Responsibility for Materials W 725

Responsibility for Tools and Equipment L

Responsibility for Operaticns 6.5
Responsibility for Safety of Others 2
Mental Effort 2.5
Physical Effort 2.5
Surroundings 3
Hazards 2

Given the factor requirements, the process of classification entails as
precise an assessment as possible of the appropriate point value for each
factor in the "content" of a job. To gauge the assignment of these point

values, there are bench-mark jobs whose descriptions and classifications
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are set out in the CWS manual for use as terms of reference.

The term "job class" denotes the total of the peint values, rounded
to the neérest whole number, which has been assigned to the factor require-
ments. For example, @& job having a total of 11 points is referred to as
a "Job Class 11" job. At the present time the highest rated jobs in the
steel industry receive a "Job Class 32" classifieétion.

After the jobs have been described and classified, the next step
is to assess their money values. The rate structure which results will
be governed by two things: the base rate established for the lowest job
¢lass, and the rate differential separating job classes, the "job class
increment". Under CWS, the job class increment is a fixed sum throughout
the progression of job classes,resulting in a "straight line" wage curve.
Both base rate and job class increment are determined by collective
bargeining. Once these are agreed upon, the rates for all jobs fall
automatically into place. Assuming, for example, a base rate of $1.855
and a job class increment of 5.8 cents, a job falling in Job Class 11,
that is, 10 increments higher than one at the base rate, would be paid
$2.435, or 58 cents above the base rate.

The unique element in the CWS plan is, however, the way in which
relative factor weightings were determined. In the early experiments
with job evaluation in the U.S. steel industry, it was discovered that the
application of existing plans, each with its own factor weightings, dis-
turbed the hierarchy of jobs and wage structure traditional in the steel
industry. By tradition, many production jobs in steel have had higher

rates of pay than craft jobs. But when existing job evaluation plans
were applied in the industry it was found that these same production jobs
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classified below craft jobs.

When it was found that a plan did not exist which would truly re~
flect the traditional pattern (for example, the heavy weighting of respon-
aibility factors), a new plan was set up embodying the CWS factors and
weightings. These were derived from analysis which used wages actually
paid in the steel industry, thereby ensuring that-thé results would not
disrupt the traditional pattern, Consequently, by allewing the past to
influence the future wage structure in the industry, the steel companies
secured union acceptance of CWS as a basis for negotiations to eliminate

wage rate inequities.



APPENDIX B

CWS COMPANIES IN HAMILTON VISITED

IN CONNECTION WITH THIS STUDY*

Bridge and Tank Co. Ltd.
Burlington Steel Co. Ltd.
Dominion Foundries and Steel Ltd.
Donald Ropes and Wire Cloth Ltd.
Robertson~Irwin Ltd.

The N. Slater Cé. Ltd.

The Steel Company of Canada Ltd. (Hamilton Works)

‘ .

These are not all the CWS Companies in Hamilton but they do seem
to be representative in that they include both small plants and large
companies, and both basic and fabricated steel plants.

17k
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