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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTIO ~ 

Industrial relations and labour problems ·in the Canadian setting 

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

Trade Unions 1n Canada,1 is primarily a volume of general reference , pro• 

viding background and direction for future studi s 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. ~~ture studente interested in and capaule 
of assessi~g the economics of particular industries have not been 
available. 

Consequently>specific documentary material !or 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. 3 

Moreover• research problems have been magnified in that the topic 

under investigation , the Cooperative Wage Study ( C\vS) , is a comparatively 

1 H. A. Logan , Trade Unions in Canada (Toronto : Nac ullan, 1948) . 
2 
~·• P. V. 

3see for instance , L. G. Nicolopoulos , 
some of Its Economic Implications (Montreal : 
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 , almost negligible . Thus, considerable field work was neces-

sitated through the medium of personal interviews , attendance at union 

meetings and written statements requested from uni on 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 

4 mislead, or pure mi sinformation; in any case, false". Be this as it may , 

it must be stressed that the degree of co-operation given by both union and 

management in the course of this study has been outstanding. Nevertheless , 

it would be idl to pretend that all union and management officials in 

the steel industry would necessarily concur with the views and appraisal 

4R.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 

out rec~ntly by Dr. Stieber.5 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 Canadian 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, littl 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 implementing 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 dispe~se equity rather than minimize costs; 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).n6 But is it true that employee relations will be improved by 

5J. Stieber, The Steel Industry Wage Structure (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press , 1959). 

6 M. W. Reder , Labor in a Growing Economy, (New York: John Wiley & 
Sons, 1957) , p. 386. 
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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 of 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 relationship".? It would 

seem more correct to assert that a satisfactory relationship b tween 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 2!! prerequisite of 

8 sound industrial relations. The removal of wage rate inequities 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~ 

eluded that "a good way to improve Union-t·tanagement relations is to tackle 

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

7R.C. Smyth and M.J. Murphy, Job Evaluation and Employee Rating 
(New York and London: McGraw Hill, 1946), p. 3. 

8"Inequities" and "differentials" are sometimes used rather loosely 
in the literature on wage structure. floweve.!', 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 
upon some explicit criteria 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 
1-1. Rothbaum, "Interplant Wage Inequities", Industrial and Labor 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,n 



relations at York Corporation were an important by-product of evaluating 

jobs together."9 

5 

However, it is no easy matter to define what is meant by "construe-

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.10 A typical statement ot this position is that of Professor 

!Jilbert Hoore who, in discussing industrial conflict, remarks that "on the 

other hand peace also is costly • • • LQns? industrial conflict can some-

times be viewed as preventive therapy that avoids more serious complica-

11 tiona". 

~ are thus placed in the somewhat anomalous position whereby we 

are uncertain s to whether to condemn a particular str e for its adverse 

effects upon production, or to condone it in that it makes conflict overt 

and dramatic, 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. 

10see 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. 

11w.E. Moore , "The Nature of Industrial Conflict" , in H. D. Woods 
(ed.), Dis ute Settlement (Montreal: McGill 
University Industrial Relatione Centre, 1955 , p. 11. 
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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 CiS, 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 to 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 cur-

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 11 •
12 

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 enerally 

been absent. 

In order to diseuse the impact of CWS upon industrial relatione 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 

12w.F. Whyte, Pattern for Industrial Peace (New York: Harper, 
1951), P• 3. 
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a free society by promoting tho dignity of the individual nnd the streng­

thening of democr tic institutions13 would appear to be too general for 

purposes of inference in the case of a particular i ndustry or plant, where 

the quality of relations must be judged largely in r elation to the specific 

context in which they occur . 

FUrther, there are some groundo for believing that to t st an 

indu trial relations structure by means of tho nonnative concept ·implied 

in the biological analogy of ''maturity" is misleading. This criterion ...,ees 

industrial r lations as ''progressing11 from an early state of belli gerency t 

industrial warfare and union militancy, to stability and union-management 

peaceful co-existence in a strike-free atmosphere . 14 f1aturity theories of 

industrial relations are unsatiaf cto:ry as they imply that 11goodtt or neon-

structiven relations tend to be structured into one invariable pattern; 

whereas it is quite possible that a sounder approach may be the _pluralist 

one VJhicb sees ttconstructiveu industrial relations as taking a variety of 

form among different industri es, even though there will be cot.unon elements 

in each of them. 

For instanee , a strike in the steel indl,lstry may be ineonsistent 

with matur e conduct, in t he sense of both parties r ecognizing a responsi• 

bility of the industry to the community, in View of the vital i mportance 

of steel in the economy and the general industrial paralysis which cou d 

occur after a prolonged work stoppage there. It is to be noted, however, 

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

13r.H. Harbison and J.H. Coleman, op . cit., PP• 152-154. 

14
&e R •• Lester, As Unions hturei An Analysis of t~e .Evolution 

of American Unionism (Pri nceton: University Preas , 1958) . 
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the union, as mir)l.t be supposed. The strike may h ve een forced by the 

reluctance of management to accept collective bargaining. Similarly , a 

strik in the lumber industry, if workers were faced with eplorable 

working conditions and low wages - and a otrike which would not have the 

same drastic national consequences - might not be at all mature. A;:;ain , 

the p rmitting of a stri ke by management in this industry in order to 

test its strength against the union, with a v:!.ew to making a sounder cal-

culation of its t actical position in future nogotations, together with the 

strikinG of rnor realistic compromises, may not r eflect immaturity. 

However, if \ve reject a single m turity theory of industrial rela-

tiona in favour of a pluralist ap~roach,we are sti ll begging some funda-

men·tal questions . In a particular plant it may be said that industrial 

rel tiona are now more constructive than they were; but constructive of 

\<~hat'? Cooperation and peace'/ :But peace and cooperation in themselves 

off r no effective or decisive criterion for "good" industrial relations. 

11It is easy enough to point to situ tions in , for example, the construe-

tion industry that are eminently peaceful and co-operative but where the 

consuming public i~ exploited by collusive collaborat ion, 15 

Indeed, it would hardly be an exaggeration to suggest that the 

pr esent normative criteri of sound industrial relations are to a l ge 

extent not objective criteria but rather those which management sees as 

conducive to its own int,rests . "Harmonyn is desired to achieve the aims 

of th ent rprise . "Cooneration" is elicit d from th \vorker so th t he 

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

15w.A. Koivisto, "Value, Theory , and Fact in Industrial .:~ociology", 
The American Journal of SocioloeY• LVIII ( by , 1953), 565. 
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applied to industry, the notion of effici ncy has more oft n t l an not been 

implicitly defined according to management's views and in managerial torms. 

Those wor<: rs tdll be called efficient who 'cooperate• closely ·.~ith .anag.-

16 ment \.rithout questioning managerial obj ctives and ethods." 

1~e point here is not th t cooperation defined in ranagerial teros 

but that the very notions of "better", nconstr·ctive", 

"more coopcrativ " industrial relations - even 11industrial peace" - cont in 

an im licit va~ue judgment which varies with th n ture of the ultimate 

values held by the per on making uch pronounc menta . 

Now as Koivisto has pointed out t in such situation "it io incum-

bent upon t e social. scienti..,t to mak clear all the valu a that underlie 

his inquiry and recommendations as well as the theory by which reality is 

de cribed, 1117 including his own value system. Thu.., no unique me"n'ng can 

be attributed to "more _rogressive11 industri 1 el·tions n.nd it becomes 

neceas ry in a study of this n~ture to set out the analytic 1 fram work 

considered o t a~ ropri t for an valuation of spects of the industrial 

rel· tions situation in Canadian steel. 

In doing so, empha is upon the conflicting int rests of union and 

anagement in industry may nowadays be an unpopul point of departur ; 

this, it may b said, smacko of class consc ' ou ness and ideologic 1 bia • 

Nevertheless , no conclus've proof exist"' to sho ·1 that the traditional 

approach used in industrial relation , which considers th parties as in-

alien bly separated by a conflict of interests on fundament 1 issues, is 

16 • Chartie , "Collective BargaininG and Management Ri hts , 
Industrial Relations , XV (July, 1960), 301. 

17w. A. Koivisto, 01) . cit~, P• 564. 
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now out ted.18 is approach u e the co cept of " two aides11 in industry, 

wit generally divergent interests etween the • ne of the basic labor 

relation dile naa, for instance, is ~he conflict b tween the worker's 

nt's goals of efficiency and free-

dom in aging the enterprise , and it still remains largely true that 

"employe s as oup are not imme 'ately int rested in company profits 

as such. u iness management ia not primarily interested in the security 

of it worker as such. • ch group looks at bu ineas enterpri e in terms 

of what it gets out of it11 •
19 This conflict approach to industrial rela-

tiona ha been adequately summarized in these terms: 

I is aai , for e ple , that th whole of indu try now ha one 
common objective , namely higher production, and that co-operation 
in achi ving t i obj ctiv shoul rep c th ol oppo ition. 
Now higher production is obviously a common obj otive, which 
jus i ~ , ind d an , a arge measur of co-oper tion. ~ut be~us~ 
two groups have one common int rest, it oes not follow that all 
thei inter ta e identical; an betw A managemen and m n there 
remain other conflicting interests, which this one common interest 
cannot wholly over-rid • These are mo t obvious in the ph re of 
wages • • • but they also emerge in other spheres, such as the 
qu tion o isci 0in t h ro~ o op-st war , tn intruduc ion 
of new machinery. 

If this view be accepted then it becomes evid nt that management in an 

enterprise cannot devote all its energies to the achievement of coopera-

tion. t must also be prepared to handle conflict . 

T.he question now arises concerning the exact criteria to be used in 

8For stat wnt"' supporting thi vi oint s , for example , C. l\.err , 
"The Purposes and Resolution of Industrial Conflict", in \v . L. Warner and 
N. H. Martin, (eds.), Industrial Man (N w ork: •• 

, r.utual .3urvival: The ,oals of Unions 
Yale University Labor Management Centre, 19 

19r . H. Harbison and R. Dubin, Patterns of Union-Mana ement Relations 
(Chicago: University Industrial Relations Center, 19 7 , pp. 202-203. 

20c •• R. Crosland, Ibe future o( SogjaJ ism (London: J . Cape, 1956), 
P• 346 .. 



11 

evaluatin CWS as an industrial relation technique. It will be assumed 

throughout this study that "industrial relations" involve both labour re-

lations and what are term d "human relations". Labour relations are con-

c rned with collectiv roup relations between mana ement an tr d unions, 

whereas human relations involv direct relatione?ips between man g ment 

and individual workera. 21 

It is suggested, then, that the effect of C S on the structure of 

industrial relations should b evaluated in t rms of an overall pluralist 

approach, bearing in mind that the pro ramme is used in the Canadian steel 
. , 

industry, and, more specifically, in so far as it promotes or retards four 

objectives. 

F.rom the nature of the case, CWS presupposes an existing collective 

bargainin 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 stren thened the collective bargaining 

process. Canadian labour legislation, which under certain conditions makos 

collective bargninin 22 compulsory , the weight of public opinion and an 

xpanding economy>leave no room for doubtin that unions are to b a p r-

manent institution i n our society. Thu , iven collective bar ainin 

21 Compare , I.e. McGivewing et al . , ~~agement in ritain: 
Characterisation (Liverpool: University Press, 1960), p. 83. 

General 

22~~e Industrial elations and 's ute Investigation ct (1)48) 
includes in its provisions that: 
(a) company must bargain with a union if the union is properly certified 
by th appropriat Labour Relations Board as bargaining a ent for the 
work ra, and can no longer bargain with individual employees (I • • • I. ct, 
1948, S. 10 (a) . ) 
(b) "Company unions'~ ~1hilst legal~ rarely receive official certification as 
they must show that they are not management controlled (I.rt.D.I. ct, 1948, 
S. 9 (5) . ) See L.W. Sipheard et al., Canadian Business Administration 

(Toronto: .cGr w Hill, 1957), p. 276. 
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relationship, any techni que 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 

exist23 would thereby stimulate the introduotio~ 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 criterion for evaluation is that the technique should 

have been voluntarily adopt d 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 tul-

filled in practice . 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 disputesn. 24 The difficulty has been that the emphasis 

23cws principles are U$ed 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 haa been possible to ascertain, 
this is the only non- union company in canada to employ CWS . (See Ch. VII.) 

24 s. Jamieson, Industrial Relations in Canada (Toronto: MacMillan, 
1957) , P• 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 conciliation procedures, for example• the Industrial Disputes Inveeti• 

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 lconciliatioB? board. Indeed they 

seem to be inclined to suspend bargaining when it becomes reasonably oer-

tain that they shall be appearing before such a board. Compromise moves 

are largely delayed until after recomm.endations have been presented. u25 

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 criteria, 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. More-

over, taken together. they relate to "welfare" consideratione and imply an 

element of social purpose in a system of industrial relations. The tunc .. 

tion of the technique in these terms is to ensure that the participants in 

25H. D. Woods (ed. ), Patterns ,of Industrial Dispute Settlement in 
Five Canadian Industries (Montreal: McGill University Industrial Relations 
Centre . 1958), P• 382. 
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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 variety of levels - as sellers of 

26 labour, rentiers, tax-payers, cona:Jwners." 

The third criterion 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 

thi 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 not 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 parti&s may be so coloured 

by subjective considerations as to lead to collusion against the public. 

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 question will then be raised as to 

26 G. Routh, "The Structure of Collective Bargaining", The Political 
Quarterly , XXVII (January-March, 19.56), 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 re~ons for its development, 

the differences in its administration in Canada, and the aime and expecta-

tiona of both the Steelworkers Union and management regarding it . A sur-

vey of the application of CWS is then carried out in two basic steel plants 

in Hamilton. ~be 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 Canada27, 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, developed and 

administered with active union participation 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 pa.rti-

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

27The account of CWS at Stelco has benefitted greatly from the 
background material describing the growth of industrial relations there 
in a recently published work, • Kilbourn, Th i:le e ts Combined: A 
History of the Steel Company of Canada (Toronto and Vancouver: Clarke 
& Irwin, 1960}. 
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knowledge of CWS in the Canadian context a "oaae .. atudy" approach would be 

premature. An analysis of the origins, intentions and mode of administra-

tion of the programme w,s considered a research priority. 

However, as well as attempting to inoreaee our basic knowledge of 

one of the practical and widespread techniques ~f 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 m mbers are always more con-

cerned about relative and differential rates of pay than absolute 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 coni"ident that 

joint job evaluation represents a progressive step in industrial relati ons? 

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 t he polar types of r elatione 

as evidenced in turbulent conflict or apectaoular cooperation.. Such 

s¢ence of integration often leads to a chaotic lack of system in the 

research project in that there is no clearly defin d theoretical fi'amework 

of analysi s . "Facts have outrun 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 them. u28 

The justification for a study of this ~ind concerning one aspect of 

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

28J . T. Dunlop, Industrial Relations Systems (New York: Holt & Co., 
1958) , p . vi. 
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the workings of the Canadian section of the United Steelworkers of America 

which is generally recognised as bein the largest and most powerful 

industrial union in Canada, and concerning which little systematic know-

ledge xists . 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, :ustralia, France , Luxembourg and Germany, that strike experience • 

in terms of magnitude and average duration, appears to rank highest in 

Canada. 29 

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

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

29Reported in A.J . Siegel, "Steel 3trikes and Bargaining Abroad" , 
Monthly Labor Review, IV (February , 1961) , 123. 



Chapter II 

THE DEV.Jll.OPMENT OF CWS I.N THi: UNITED STATES
1 

The Cooperative Wage Study was originally 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 diseatisf ctions which had arisen because of wage 

inequities, both within a particular plant; and as between different 

lants throughout the industry. Thus, the study was dev loped 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 industri s as the job evaluation manual eventually adopted in steel 

had been ntailor-made" to suit the industry from the outset of the pro .. 

gramme. Moreover, an unusual feature of the achievement of wa~e rational!-

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 parti s had come to realize that in quities had to b tackled and 

that both stood to gain from their elimination. 

How did these wage discronanciee, or inequities, arise in the 

teel industry? Certainly, the problem has been one of long standing in 

many industries and in steel it was a ouree of continuing dispute for 

many years before the inauguration of the CWS programme. 

1 1-tuch of the factual data presented in the first part of this 
chapter is baaed upon J. Stieber, op . cit., pp. 3-40. 
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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 inseparabl~. They 
are the bedrock of the employer-employee relationship. 

19 

This is how a United States Steel Corporation official has expressed the 

origins 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 innovati on, 

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-

tiona. 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 rat es, in many cases not uniform for similar work in a 

2R. C. 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 compa.ni a.3 

Finally, it w s common practice in the steel industry tor wage rates to be 

fixed by a.epartmental supervisors without rel· tion to rates o:t: pay effec­

tive in other departments. 4 Indeed it has been asserted that in steel, 

For many years the foremen had 1 n co sider~d front-line auto­
crats with the p.ower to hire , to asaign work to, and discharge 
workers • • ~ Lthe worker'!? whole progress in the mill and the 
permanence of his job depended upon retention of the foreman•a 
goodwil1.5 

Consequently, in view of ill these f ctors • srosa wage rate discrepancies 

existed within the plant (intruplant) a.n 

(i..,ter:pla.nt). 

ong plants in the industry 

It is an interesting fact that althouGh it is often aaid that the 

develop ent of CWS represents a landmark in union-man gement relations, the 

Steelworkers Union itself had been officially recognized y the Steel Com-

panies as the bargaining agent for labour for les than ten years before 

the joint acceptance of the CWS programme. Stieber has aptly commented 

that "the steel industry i.nequiti s program represents the tur product 

of a relcttively young and immature collective bar aining relationship . u6 

It is well known that the steel industry was for long notorious as 

an anti-union stronehold. The attitude of the companie was characterized 

by paternalism towards their employees and an often violent opposition to-

wards any suggestion of collective argai.ning, manifested in ttyellow-dog" 

3F.H. Harbison, nsteel"t in H.A. Millis (ed.)t How Collective 
:Sarsaint.ng orks {New York: Twentieth Century .li\md, 1§42~, P• 5.51. 

4 L.G. Reynolds and C.H. Taft, The Evolution of Wag Structure (New 
IIaven: Yal University Press, 19:56), PP• 45-46. 

~'I.H. Carpenter, Case Studies ~ Collective &rgainin&, 0 w York: 
Prentice Hall, 1953) , P• 27. 

6J, Stieber , o~ . cit ., P• xvii . 



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 tunny thing 
happened. Rumors began to circulate that union men in Aliquippa 
were di~appearing 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 wae the embryo 

organization that was later to become the United Steelworkers of America. 

In 193? the SWOC was unexpectedly recognized by the United States Steel 

Corporation as the collective bargaining representative tor 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 

7This example is taken from R. R.R. Brooks , As Steel Goes , (New 
Haven: Yale University Press , 1940), pp . 110-124. 



solution suggested appeared vague and somewhat half heartedt 

1937 Agreement, Section 11 - Individual Wage Rates. Where alleged 
inequalities in wage rates prevail, the matter may be taken up for 
local plant a~ustment, and settlement made on a mutually satis­
factory basis. 

Indeed it has been suggested9 that although a uniform wage scale in the 
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basic steel industry was one of the professed objectives 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 ~-

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: 

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 rate; 
no agreed yardstick by which to judge the equity of a rate once 
chall nged; and no terminal point for the settlement of such 
differences.lO 

Consequently grievances about wage inequities multiplied enormously in o 

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 

8 J. Stieber, oE• cit., p. 4. 

9 L.G. Reynolds and C.H. Taft, op. cit., p. 47. 
10R.C. Cooper, op. cit., P• 2. 
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towards wage inequitie as a result of the ver increasing load of griev-

anoes which it had to handle without any agreed principl s of settlement. 

The 1941 agreement between United States Steel and the union ex-

pressly provided for the use of job evaluation and industrial engineering 

methode 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: ":&nployers just do not hire expensive 

engineers to design wage systems that result in more money for their em• 

ployees • • • The real worth of an empl oyee to hie employer cannot be 

determined by measuring the par requiremente 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 ttitudes toward Job Evaluation 
and Ingrade Progression", Industrial and Labor RelatiorlS Review, IV (l95Q-
5l), 272. See also, w. Gomberg, A Labor Union Manual on Job Evaluation 
(Chicago: Labor Education Division, Roosevelt College, 1947) . 



12 they work. 
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Such attitud a as these largely explain the "traditional" fear and hosti-

lity towards job valuation by trade unionists. 

It would appear, however, that the Steelworkers Union, whilst 

accepting such reservations conoernin the job ~valuation procedure and 

still by no means enthusiastic about it; had by this time come to appre-

oiate the need for some systematic way of han lin 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 

steel,u13 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 dr w up a programme unilaterally. 

It was the 1942 contract which established the first mutual attempt 

by the union and U.S. 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 commi sions 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 

12 See the three articles, "Job Evaluation: What It Is and How It 
Works", erican Federationist (Ju y, August, September, 194?.) 

l3J. Stieber• op. cit., P• 6?. 
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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 involve no increase in costs. Wage 

rate increases it was hoped, would juet be balanced by wage rate rcduc-

tiona. But such a "balanced payroll principlen .was not acceptable to the 

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

ward direction. Equally significant was o. 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 or equal pay for similar work through• 

out the entire eteel 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 CUl'rent job evaluation manual in use at u. s. Steel and 

many of ita inadequacies were repeated~ emphasized by the union in the 

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

to accept a :rationalization programme model led upon ~ 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 Cooperativ! Wage StuSb' 

consisting of twelve charter members14 and established in Pittsburgh 

14 Of the major steel producers in the United States only Bethlehem 
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appeared to be of no avail. Hearin s lere held before the Board in which 

the union pressed its case for a general wu e increase and for "equal pay 

for similar work throu hout the industry", and the companies presented 

arguments to refute the union's case. 

In November 1944 the Board issued a directive order applying to 

ei ty-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 negotiations and a simplified job classific~tion 

and a standard rate structure were to be developed within each plant . 

The union ' s claim for industry-wide uniformity of tiage rates was rejected 

outright , but the union was given some scope tor lever age on this issue . 

Cne of the "guideposts" set out by the Bo rd to facilitate collective 

bar~ainin on the problem had stated that , as an aid i n determining the 

correct relationship between the jobs in any one plant , the parties may 

take into accou.~t the wage relationships existing in comparable plants in 

the industry . 

It is interesting to note that whilst the Board ' s directive involv­

in the orderly procedure of job classification in order to el iminate in­

equities was quite consistent with job evaluation there was certainly no 

insi stence upon the use of any such technique . The parti s were not or­

der ed to develop a joint job evaluation programme. In view of the union ' s 

suspicion of industrial engineering techniques the Bc.ard 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 

takin place the major steel companies were independently evolving a 

method for classifying wage discrepancies through the medium of the Co-

o erative iage Study. Thus, at the end of 1944 the companies participat-

ing in cw~ had arrived at procedures for the determination of wage rate 

ine~uities 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 of 

January 1, 1960, the Cooperative Wage Bureau, as it is now called, has 69 

member companies, representing a total manpower of over 5~5 , 000. 17 

For the subse1uent negotiations on inequities the union set up a 

ne otiating 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 puttin forward as a basis for negotiation the tentative ulan 

worked out by the CWS. It was agreed in U.G. Steel that management would 

repare descri tions for key jobs and submit them to the union for review. 

In this way descriptions of over a hundred benchmart jobs were approved 

without difficulty. The Company then proposed the acceptance of the 

manual developed 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. 

17Roster of Member Com aniee and Com an Re resentativea ••• 
(Pittsburgh; Cooperative age Bureau , revised January 1, 19 0 , (mimeo.) 
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The CWS plan wa eiven its critical testin~ in a pilot plant 

selected for the specific reason that it cant ... ined the vlidest variety o:f' 

steel operations and jobs of any plant in the country . 18 The union ·-

v. peared satisfied from this experiment that t he acceptance of CWS would 

not require radical changes in the existing wagp structure to be imposed 

upon steelworkers . ~ereafter , through a series of agreements , :i.t \'las 

provided that joint union-management committees in each plant \iould 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 vlhich would be njob- class I" , and progress upwards 

.from that point • fro:m job- class t o job- class • in l ogical "increments" of 

cents- per- hour . Significant from the s t andpoint of the union was the 

stipulation that there would be no reduction of wage rates of resent 

incumbents of jobs now enjoying "out- of- line" rat es wit h t he ne schedule , 

the normal t urnover of employees b ing used t o eventually eliminate such 

out-of- line r atcs . 19 

It should b realized that although the new wage schedule estab ... 

lished a systematic basis for r ating and compensating jobs within each 

plant , initially it did not alter ., e r ate inequities bet\'leen plants of 

U.s. Steel. National uniformity of \age scales 1aa not achieved unti l 

1947 , when this co pany agreed to a uniform minimum r ate for al l its 

lants . 

The conclusion of agr eements between the union and the other major 

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

19For technical det ails regarding the job evaluat ion procedure 
under C S see Appendix A. 



companies was held back until the results of the U.S. Steel negotiations 

were apparent. When agreement with u.s. Steel was reached however, this 

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

the basic steel industry, and companies employing about 80 per cent of all 

basic steel workers adopted the CWS manual and ~ystem of labour grades, with 

the larger companies establishing plant minimum rates either identical with, 

or very close to, the u.s . 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 o.nd maintenance jobs only, but it has not 

changed in any major respects. No company which has adopted CWS 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 inimum hourly 

rate for each grade. 

'l'he achievement of CWS evaluation has been summarized as follows: 

Although this action was taken pursuant to a War tabor Board direc­
tive in. 1944, it nevex-theless 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 fi more efficient and productive operations. On 
both sides there has been a feeling ot accomplishment in making 
some progrese~oward working out one of the thorniest problems in 
the industry . 

'l'hus , the significance of this achievement does not lie primarily in the 

success of industrial engineering methods but rather in th accomplishments 

2°F.H. Harbison and R. Dubin t Patterns o.f Un~on-~IA8ement Relations 
(Chicago: University Industrial Relat!Ons cent re, ~947~ !99. 
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of the collective bargaining process. The way in which accommodation be-

tween the parties waa reached challenged the accepted methods of imple­

men1ing 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 ob­
jective only if its techniques are carried out unilaterally with• 
out union collabor ation. 21 · . 

In the case of the steel industry an equitable and durable solution to 

wage discrepancies was sought essentially through joint development . 22 

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. u23 

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the parties• "joint partici-

pationn was not so completely mutual and all-embracing as in some of the 

more successful attempts at union-management cooperation to increase 

21R. Tilove , "The Wage Rationalization Program in United States 
Steel" , Monthly Labor Review, LXIV (1947) , 971. 

22There are a few other instances of joint union-management job 
evaluation in the United States. See M. w. Reder , op. oit . , p. 384. "How• 
ever, there are a few eases 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". 

23v.D. Sweeney, The United Steelworkers of America, Twenty Years 
Later, 1936-1956. (published by the U.s . w. A. ) , P• 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 evaluatio? the initiative in the 

establishment of job descriptions rested with the management: union 

participation being through criticism and modification, in terms of an 

overall review fUnction . There still remained aspects of negotiation, 

still perhap~~ 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 pa.rtiCiJ>ation in obtaining the job evaluation information. 24 

However , according to Otis and Leukart procedure No. (2) accords manage-

ment an absolute prerogative in the selection of whatever job evaluation 

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 thi 

category as , in the United States, the steel companies were moat anxious 

to select a system of job evaluation which the union would approve , and in 

Canada it was the ~ which pressed specifically for the CWS system of 

evaluation. 25 Likewise CWS did not quite attain the status of full 

24 . . J.L. Otis and R.H. Leukart , Job Evaluation (2nd ed. New York: 
Prentice•Hall , 1954)• P• 55. 

25see 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. Porhaps it would be more ~ 
accurate to describe the relationship between the company and the union 

as lying between stages (2) and (3) and being t~at 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-

26 mination of a fair monetary value for each job," 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 paid1 

or base rate, job in the plant. But how is the remuneration of the base 

rate job itself fixed? This question is usually consiuered 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 f.8.lreadiJ been arrived at, n27 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 col• 

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

26 
J.L. Otis and R.H. Leukart, o;e. cit., p. 382. 

27 A.S. Knowles and R.D. 1bomson, Industrial Manasement (New Yorkt 
MacMillan• 1944), P• 387. 



the corresponding cents increment between job classes, succeeded in fusing 

relative wage determination by technical job evaluation and absolute 

determination by the collective bargaining procoss. The resulting success­

ful application of industrial engineering techniques through collective 

bargaining is necessarily of special significan~e in any study of industrial 

relations in the steel industry. 



Chapter III 

THE BACKG'OUND OF ~VBNTS I N CANADA 

The primary iron and steel industry i s one of t he most important 

of Canada's manufacturing industries . In t he past f ew years only the t wo 

great export industries , pulp and paper and sa\~illing t have consistently 

outranked it in the main measures by which the relative i mportance of 

industries is judged in official statistical compila tions . In 1953 the 

industry ranked sixth among leading manufacturing indus tries in tex~s of 

"value added. by manufacture" , with $217 million , and it was also s ixth in 

1 importance in the country in employment , with nearly 35,000 employees . 

The industry is "primar y" in t he sense t hat its finished products, pig-

iron and fe r ro- alloys , crude steel and steel rolling mill products , are 

the r aw materials of a varie t y of other manufacturing industries . 

Canada's primar y iron and s teel industry is dominated by four 

large producers - Dominion Steel and Coal Corporation ( Dos co) , a t Sydney, 

Nova Scotia; Algoma St eel Corporation a t Sault Ste . Marie , Ontario ; The 

Steel Company of Canada (Stelco) , and Dominion Foundries and Steel 

( Do fasco) , both at Hamilton , Ontario . This concentra tion of production 

is i ndicated by the fact tha t these companies produce all of t he pig iron , 

over 90% of t he steel ingots and castings , and nearly 90% of t he steel 

rolling mill products made by the industry . The i mportance of the four 

1Lucy Morgan, The Cana di an Prima (Ottawa : 
Royal Commission on Canada ' s Economic Prospects , 
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integrated companies is r fleeted also in the principal statistics of the 

industr y by provinces. Ontario, where three of the four bi g plants are 

located , accounts for two-thirds of the employment in the industry and for 

2 over three-quarters of t he gross selling value of the products. Some 

idea of the relative importa~ce of each of thes~ four companies in t he 

industry is conveyed by the following t able: 

T BL I 

CANADI .4 ST EL n GOT CAPACITY, 1960 

et Tons 

STBLCO 3000 41.? 

ALGOMA 1600 22 . 2 

DOSCO 1050 11+. 6 

DOFA5CO 1020 14. 2 

01l'HERS 529 ?.3 

TOTAL 7199 100. 0 

Source: Based on Director of Iron and Steel ~rks for 1960, 
( 1 rican Iroi. .. and Steel I nstitute , and quoted in ' • Kilbourn. op. cit . , 
P • 304. 

The first succcdsful attempt ... a t unionism in Canadian St eel came 

about as a result of an organizational drive into Canada by the Steel-

workers Organizing Committee . Prior t o t hi sJunion orga..YJ.ization on an 

in.ternational basi had been attempted in Canada , firstly by the Knight s 

of Labour , and t en by t he Amalgamated ssociation of I ron , Steel and 
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Tin Workers at Sault Ste . f.iarie in 1914.3 However, the success of tuese 

two organizat ions was severely limited, and not until the advent o:f t he 

S . rJ. O. C. was a per manent foot i ng gained for organized l abour in Canadian 

Steel. Locals were organized a t Sydney and 1henton by the s. ~~ . o . c . and 

the steelworkers pioneered the first Canadiru1 eq~ivalent of t he ' a ·ner 

Act , in Nova Scotia .. 4 The Nov- Scotia Trade Union Act specifically declared 

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

to negotiate with such a union when t hat union had a majority of hi s employees. 

Nevertheless pr ogress in unionizing the steel companies was slow. 5 

It was not until 1940 t hat t he union obta ined ita firs t s i gned agree-

ment with Dosco and t his f ollowing recoo::nendations by t he 1artime Industrial 

Disputes I nvestigation Boar d appoint ed a t the request of t he union to in-

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

earliest SWOC charters (No . 1005) had been assi gned to unionists i n Stelco's 

amilton Worka6, t he drive for membership in pioneer ing Hamilton faced 

such determined company opposition that it w s not until April , 19l~l~ , that 

official cer tification was gr anted for St leo ~ The mere legal exist ence 

of the union did not imply, however , t hat management was obliged t o respect 

it . "The company wanted to keep t e power t o deter mine wages i n their own 

hands as far as possible . They elt morally obliged, also , t o protect 

the position of the large mi nority of employees who did not wish to have 

3 H. A. Logan , op. cit ., p . 250. 
1
+Ibid. -
5l"or statistics relating to ,~·oc membership see R. A. Logan , on . cit . , 

p . 619 . 
6 42. 
See V. D. Sweenl , O£• cit ., P• 178 . 



the union act as their agent . A.'ld they saw no reason for giving any more 

recognition or presti ge than was legally necessary to a grov.p \Which had 

such a small proportion of paid-up members among t he whole body of the 

company's ernployees . "7 

Thus , before 1940 only the Algoma Steel men had achieved a signed 

contract with management and only in 1944 when Steloo , "the last and greatest 

citadel of opposition t o organized labour in basic steel,u8 became unionized 

did the United Steelworkers o.f Arnerica become recognized aa sole bargaining 

agency in three of the four Canadian basic iron and steel oorporations. 9 

It is perhaps interesting to contrast the history of bitterness in 

steel labour relat ions in Canada and the United States with the more peace-

ful atmosphere of relations in the B~itish case. The simple hypothesis 

that al l s teel industries have an inherently high pr opensity to strike and 

conflict, sometimes said to be the resultant of the technology of the 

industry which necessarily attracts "toughu workers , is unacceptable . It 

-.fould seem that the cultural climate of vol untarism in which the bargaining 

takes pl ce, the hi s tory of early accommodation between the parties . and 

the power of the ertJployer matched by that of a strong union., are mainly 

responsi ble for relations in British iron and steel being "marked by rea-

listie compromise on both sides and a willingness t o seek solutions by . 

agreement r a ther t han conflicttt.10 

7w. Kilbourn , op. cit . , P• 184. 
8 Steel Labor, (Canadian ed., Indianapolis : IX, February. 1944) , 2. 

9Dofasco still remains to this day (1961) unorga.n.ieed by the union. 

10w.H. Scott et al. , Technical Cl!a.nf~ and Industrial Relations 
(Li erpool ; University Press , 19565, p. o. · · 
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Nevertheless, soon a fter t he outbreak of "'ar in 1939 it wa felt 

by t he government in Canada that t he avoidance of industrial strife had 

now become essential in industries such as steel, which were vital to t he 

war effort . However , t he pr ovisions of the Federal Indus trial .Disputes 

Investigation Act (originally establi shed in 1907 ) applied at t hi .s time 

only to disputes arising i n mines and certain public utility industries , 

including t ransportation and communication. Ther-efore on November 7th , 

1939, the applicability of this ac t was extended by P.C. 3495 to include 

any dispute between employers and employees engaged in war work compris ing 

munitions , supplies and defence projects . As a resul t, a means for ad ... 

justme:nt 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 

t he government and the .Steel Companies , appreci&ted the national necessity 

of t he effici ent and continuous operation of the steel industry . The 

Canadian Com~ittee for Industr ial Organization held a conference a t Ottowa 

i n November , 19391at which one resolution adopted atret;;s ed t he need for a 

maxi ruum of cooperation between management and labour, and cooperation with 

t he l!~ederal Government i n t he "prosecution of t he 111ar and in the maint enance 

of fair and reasonable standards of wages and worh."""i.ng oondi tiona and in 

t he avoidance of industrial ,e;trife 11
•
11 This declar ation by the union early 

i n t he war is interesting in view of t he disputes and strll~es which \vere 

later to take place . 

11 labour Gazette (Ottawa : Ki ng •s Pri nter), XXIX (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 s~nilar 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

fied , with appropriate adjustment of rates 11 •
12 The difficulties of job 

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 

i n 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. I t is necessary to obtain full knowledge regarding 

the functions of each job and its requir ements through per sonal observation 

and a thorough job description of each particular job . Moreover , the 

Steelworkers Union headquarters in Toronto has sho\in how present job classi-

fications may soon bee ;me obsolete and misleading in the face of increaoingly 

specialized industrial processes : 

A new employee who trips a foot pedal on a comparatively inexpensive 
punch press is a 11t,Jachine 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" 
ar e incapacitated older employees whose only duties are to sweep up 
metal shavings with a push broom . Other labourers must lift and shift 
heavy bars . l3 

12I bid . 

l3C •• S. Job Classification (Toronto: U.S.W.A. Public Relations 
Department, 1952) , p. 3. (Pamphlet). 
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I t may well be t he case t hat the inequities problem did not becor.1e 

a major issue i n Canadian Steel until t he l a ter war and pos t war periods 

partly because it w- s not until this time t hat there was an all-out drive 

for maxL um production in the industry, coupled with an uneven rate of 

expans ion and increased mechanization. "Stelco ' ~ expans i on i n s t eel 

i ngot capacity was ••• not mucl l arger during t he war period t han it 

had been in t he prewar decade . By contract , Algoma and Dos co expanded 

their s teel facilit i es enormous l y with government aid duri11g t he war, 

14 after little or no i ncrease in t he previous thirty years . 11 Thus , t he 

Second l,:,'or ld ar ;narkcd t he begi nning of an entirely new period of growth 

of basic steel making capacity in Canada: 

More t han a million tons v1ere added to the Canadian i ndus try i n t he 
early war years , boosting annual capacity from 2.3 to 3.6 lflillion 
tons between 1940 and 1944. And since 1947 a further t wo million 
~ons have been added • • • Particularl y in t he l a ter period, ex­
tensive i mpovements have also been ade to rolling facilities , \d.t h 
the addition of neH mills and t he mo ernization of old ones ••• 
At t he rolling mill level , t he industry has undergone what amounts 
to a transfor mat ion . In the process of expansion , many of the old 
hand- pr ocesses have been replaced by automat § equipment, and t he 
r ange of products has been greatly extended. 

Such widespread changes could be expected to create new problems concerning 

wage rates and r ate relationships, and t o accumulate any existing wage 

rate dislocations . 

Ho ·tever , even before the war some attention hacl be n given to 

grievances concerning inequities . In an agreement i n 1939 bet ween a 

sheet metal manufacturer in Toronto and t he Sv./OC t here was i ncluded 

provision for inequity disputes in t hese terms: ttAny alleged unfairnes s 

14v. Kilbourn , op . cit., p . 167. 

l5Lucy Morgan , op . cit ., PP• 9-10. 



or inequalities in wage paymento for similar or comparable work t o be 

dealt wit h by the grievance procedure 11
•
16 AlsoJin the Dosco plant at 

Sydney1 the structure of \-.rage r ate was far from acceptable to both t he 

union and management. The Board of Conciliation and Inves tigation. set 

up in connection with a dispute concerning wage _increases. r emarked in 

its report that: 

• • • the Board finds t hat the rate structure which has been here ... 
tofore in effect i n the ervice shops of t he plant is not altogether 
satisfactory. The system in vogue until recently has grown up 
over a long nu ber of years under changing management . In some 
of these shops there are t oo many rates in existence . On this 
matter ?oth t he corp~7ation and the union are agreed that some 
change ~s necessary . 

Finally, dissatisfaction with th wage s tructure led to a short str ike 

at Algoma during the wartime period in spite of governmental regulation 

to prevent wartime strikes. On July 18, 1943, all l abour in two mills 

of the Al5oma Steel Corporation ceased work to enforce demands for wage 

adjustments to maintain differentials following the institution of a 

18 higher minimum earnings rate . 

'rhe Canadian section of the Steelworkers Union, like its counter-

part in the United States , was concerned not only with inequities wit hin 

a plant , but also with those between the t hree main unionized plants in 

the basic s teel indus try . The employers' ar gument against a compar able 

wage scale for the whole of Canadian basic steel usually ran in terms 

of t he .geographic division of t he market and t hat, considering the terri-

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

16 Labour Gazette , XXXIX (1939) , 1180. 

17Labour Gazette , XL (1940) , 664. 
18Reported i n Labo~r Gazette, XLIII (1943) , 1122 . 



conditions in different localities , wage scales could be determined only 

by local standards . This 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 .Hontreal. 

In t his case the union had pressed for a \'lage increase on the 

grounds that wage rates a t Peck were much lower t han those in the basic 

st el plants at Sydney . Trenton , ~ault Ste . Marie and Hamilton. The 

union was t hus demanding uniformity in wage scales throughout Canada. 

In substantietiug this claim the employees filed a statement showing 

wage changes from 1934 to 1941 in t he plants of Algoma Steel, and the 

Dosco plant s 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 stated ; the only national wage scale t hen existing in any industry 

in Canada was that prevailing amongst railway employees. 

It should not be inferred from this that government conciliation 

boards were entirely unsympathetic to the union ' s claim for uniform wages . 

Earlier, in 1940 , a di spute between T-renton Steel \ll'orks 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 t h t performed at the Sydney 

plant they should rec ive equal wages . The majority report of the Board 

agreed that this should be done when t he financial position o:f Trenton 

Steel Works could make it feasible . he union ' s nominee on the board, 

Hr . Drummond ren , was wholeheartedly wit h the union on this question 

l9:ee Labour Gazette , XLI (1941) • 372- 377. 
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TABLE II 

BASIC 1INH1UM WAGE ATES ( C:zl' 'I'S PER HOUR) 

IN ALGOHA AND DOS CO , 1934-1941. 

Dosco: 

Year Algoma Trenton S;ydne;y Peck -
1934 27 23 28 22 . 5 
1935 30.33 26 35 24 .75 
1936 33 30 37.5 26.6 
1937 37.5 33-35 40.5 28 .6 
1938 41.5 35 43.5 30.7 
1939 41.5 35 43.5 30 .. 7 
1940 42 .5) 37.5 43.5 30.7 

44.5) 
1941 45 .5 4o 43.5 30.7 

(plus 2 (plus 1.5 
cents bonus) cents bonus) 

Source : L:lbour.Gazette . XLI (1941) , 381. 
-
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and pres ed for :immedi te action. He notea that "a deplorable differen-

tiation exists between wages paid in the Sydney plant and those in the 

Trenton plant wnich is the cause of ouch discontent, especially as there 

20 is little diff renee in the co t of living in the two districts at preaent . u 

Mr . Wren suggested that Trenton revise many of its rates . But this was 

the minority report and his recommendations were not implem nted. 

Thust during the early war years it is apparent that employees 

in Canadian Steel , like their fellow-work rs in the United States, were 

dissatisfied with both the internal wage structure ~dthin a plant and 

with the rates prevailing as between different plants within the industry. 21 

But it is important to notice that the Canadian steelworkers union was 

not nearly so concerned with inequities as wa the parent union in the 

United Stateo. The A"1!erican section of the union wa using such grievanc s 

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 th base rate throughout the induotry. Mr. 

Wren had stated that at Trenton the earnings of employees "are below those 

established as sufficient to provide a mini um decent s t andard of living 

s determined by the Labour Gazett , and even below the 'Pauper and 

Poverty' level determined by various r esearch groups in Canada . With 

that statement neith r the majority of the Board nor the company repre-

22 sentatives took exception •• •" 

20 Labour Gazette , XL (1940) , 906. 
21

0n this point compare s. Jamieson , "Labour Problems of an 
Expanding Economy" , Canadian Journal of conomics and Political Science, 
XX (Hay, 1954) , 141-15 • . - . 

22Labour Gazette, XL (1940), 905-906 . 
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~~e Steelworkers own newspaper , Steel Labor, rarely mentions inequi- \ 

ties within nrry basic stee~ plrutt during the war years. Ita nurl.n intereots I 
centred upon the effort to r aioe the basic wage rate, and then upon eli-

minating the geographical differential between the union-organized steel 

companies. Time and again the union called atte_ntion to the nunduly 

lown wage structure of t he entire industry. An article in ito newspaper 

in 1941 was headed ttDecent Wages - Labor ' s Jo . L Problem in Canada" , 

and commented on the urgency of " t he job of establishi.1g a new and higher 

age level which will provide a reasonable standard for the basic steel 

indus try of the Dominion. 1123 'age claims at Demeo were also presented 

on the b·sis of union claims for 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 r a tes whi~~ provide only a bare minimum necessary for the 
workers to exist. 

Thus , during this period a focal point in t he union's strategy 

was emphasis upon basic rate as a priority in wage demands in order to 

raise minimum living s tandards . I n t he following table a comparison of 

t he aver age earnings of some major industrial groupings llas been constructed. 

Average weekly earnings , including overtime payme ts , for basic s teel­

workers are shown for 1943, the year of the Bar l ow Commission Report, 

and a time of unrest within the steel industry. 25 The St ati stics for 

earnings are shown in order to illustrate the basis of the steelworkers' 

clai ms for higher minimum living standards . 

23steel Labor , VI {October, 1941), 7. 
24 Steel Labor , V (April, 1940) , 1. 

25see b low. 



TABLE III 

PER CAPITA .t!iEKLY EARNINGS IN 

SOME CANADIAN INDUSTRIJS. 1943. 

!NDUSTRI •'S 

All Manufacturing 

Durable Manufactured Goods 

Per Capita w'eekly 
Earnine;s, 1943 
Averages ( $) 

Non-Durable Manufactured Goode 

31 . 50 

34.40 

27 . 28 

41.27 

38.73 

Automobiles and Part 

* Steel Shipbuilding 

Electric Light and Power 

Iron and Steel : Crude, 
Rolled and Forged Products 

Pulp and Paper 

Lumber 

Textiles 

Hining 

Logging 

35 . 92 

34. 67 

31. 92 

26 . 00 

21 . 92 

36 . 09 

24. 78 

(Ottawa: Dominion Bureau 

• The U.S •• A. used the high wages prevailing in shipbuilding 
as justification for its own wage claims in basi·c steel (.See p . 52.) 

It would ppear fro these figures that basic steelworkers' earnings 

were only moderate in comparison with other "heavy" industri s . They 
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came fairly close to the nation 1 average for ttDurable Manufactured Goods" 

and were somewhat below those in automobiles, shipbuilding and mining. 
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As a result of dissatisfaction ~dth 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 ~ar Labour Boards 

of Ontario and l~ova Scotia increases in their basic rates from 50 l/2 

cents and 52 l/2 cents an hour to.55 cents. The Board refused to imple-

ment the request for 55 cents and, in consequence, a crisis threatened 

in Canadian Steel . On August 19 , 1942lemployees at Algoma took the day 

off work and conducted a strike vote which r esulted in a majorit y of 

workers in favour of strike action . The union then recommended to the 

Minister of Labour that a Royal Commission be set up to investigate 

claims for a wase increase . The Ninister, recognizing the impending 

danger to continuity of steel production should action not be taken, 

agreed to this request, and a Commission under Hr. Justice Barlow was 

appointed "to report as to what wage adjustments, if any t would appear 

25 justified under the wag cont.r'Ol regulations" at Algoma and Dosco. 

The majority r port of the Barlow Commission declared that there 

should be no change in basic wage rates , with the exception of t he rates 

paid to maintenance men. These rates were lower than seemed justified 

in comparison with prevailing r ates for similar types of work in other 

industries and t he Board proposed , therefore , that management and the 

employees should enter into negotia tions to secure increases through 

the Regional War Labour Board . Ho\tever ,. the minority report of Hr . King 

Gordon found that , considering the hazardous nature of work in steel 

plants and t he long worki ng hours involved, a general incl!'ease in basic 

wage rat~ as sought by the employees, was justified. 

25Iabour Gazette, XLIII (1943) , 54 . 



During the hearings of the Royal Comoission, evidence was presented 

to shOl'l 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 simi lar value. It is also contended 

that there is not a sufficient spread or differeptial between the different 

jobs. n26 The p:roblerus etesociated with inequities were thus ver y apparent 

in the Algoma and Dosco plants at this period. The r.;ajori ty report recom-

mended with respect to this consider ation "that arrangements be made for 

the .making of a careful Study having in view a reclassification and an 

evaluation of j obs . "27 Here,then, was an analogous situation to that of 

the teel industr y in the United States , where a wartime government body 

also implied t hat job evaluat ion 'lfOUld 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 t he United States it was generally believed that during the war years 

t he pr oblem of inequities was the gr eatest single issue i n industrial 

relations in t he steel i ndust ry . In Canada. this was not so . To the 

union the immediate problem \lias the raising of the basic rat e throughout 

the ent i re industry . Hr . King Gordon in his minority report had clearly 

stated t hat "as a primary cause of unrest in the steel indu try in this 

country 28 e find first the substandard base rate . " 

26~ •• p. 59~ 

27 Ibid . , P • 60. 
28Ibid. , P • 65 . 

The Steehmrkers 
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requests were firstly, the granting of a national basic wage rate of 

55 cent.., an hour, secondly, that steel be named a "national industry" 

and so 'brought under the jurisdiction of the National War Ln.bour 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 tho Royal Commission. Mr . C.H. Millard, Canadian 

Director of the United Steel~orkers , had earlier expressed his dissatis-

faction with the findings of government boards in no uncertain terms. 

He suggested th t "the treatment accorded labour in this country can 

only be described as a national disgrace and if those responsible pursue 

the present course furth r we can oount on national disaster. "29 However, 

the Barlow Report was well received by management officials in Canada , 

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

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

~commented that:30 

The Barlow report which recommended that basic wage rates at Sydney 
and Sault Ste . Marie be unchanged except for maintenance worker~ 
is a clear-cut legal interpretation of the present government wage 
c iling 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 governm nt policy. 

Another crisis occurred when workers at Algoma and Dosco finally 

carried their discontent into action and went on strllte for a basic wa e 

increase . According to Steel Labor , this strike stopped two thirds of 

29steel Labor , VI I (August, 1942), 1 . 

30Fino.ncial Post, Toronto (January 16, 1943), p. 1 . 

.. 
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Canadian Steel production for more than wo weeks . 31 The federal govern-

ment intervened and the Prime Hinister, Rt . Bon . . L. Mackenzie King, 

promised the union that if the !len would return to work immediately the 

goverrunent v.'Ould pass an order-in·-council fixing 55 cents an hour as a 

minimum r ate of earnings..32 Included in the gov:ernment' s "Memorandum of 

Understanding11 -were provisions for t he adjustment of we.ge rates of main-

tenance men , originally proposed by the BarlovJ Commission, together with 

the Royal Commission's recom@endation for a job evaluation study. 33 

The str ike was therefore called off, and in pursuance of these objectives 

Mr . J . P. Nicol of the Dominion Depa.!'tment of Labour at Toronto was appointed 

as a special commiosioner to bring about an adjustment bet\;een the em-

ployees and management on t he issues contained in the Memorandum. 

Mr . r icol preceded with his duties of attempting 0 implement 

the proviGi ons of the Hemorandum at the t\-10 plants , but very litt e progress 

appears to have been made regarding ei ther increased r ates for maintenance 

men or a joint job classification programme . 

Particular difficulties had arisen a t Algoma concerning the parties ' 

interpretation of the section : "that wage re.tes be increased for main-

tenance men • • ·• such as will bring their wage rates on a level with 

3l[?teel Labor, VIII (January, 1943) , 1. 

32F'or details of the complete propos lG see Labour Gazette, XLIII 
(1943) , 192-193. 

33see Labour Gazette , ibid. 
"That the management and the union maintenance men enter into 

negotiations • • • for such increased wage rates or r ange of wage rates 
wit h respect to such maintenance men as pi pe fitters, s teamfitters , mill­
wrights , electricians and carpenters as ·11 bring their wage r ates on 
a level with prevailing wage r ates paid t o maintenance men in such classi­
fications" , and , 111J:'hat arrangements be made for the making of a careful 
study having in Yi e'A' ~ reclassification and an evaluation of jobs . " 
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prevailing wage rates paid to ma.int"'ncmce men in such classifications" , 

and consequ ntly , at lgorna •s prompting , t he whole issue once again c e 

before t he "ar L:.bour Bon.:rd in 1?~3 . 'I·ne union a.t Algoma based its con .. 

tention for wage increases on comparisons with t he high rates currently 

prevailing in the shipbuilding industry . The co:npany undertook cornpari-

sons with maintenance wages paid in 11l:eaV'J industries " in Hamilton , Ontario . 

It is t hus apparent that at t his time the parties were far apart on the 

c uparisons relevant in the determination of a particular wage structure. 

There v1ere conflicting opinions regarding t he extent and limitations 

of a 11wn.ge contour1134 for the steel industry and the criteria by which it 

should be defined . 

In t he event , neither the company nor the union criterion was 

cceptable to the board , which also expressed doubt $ regarding the accuracy 

of some of the figures obtained by the company . 35 'I'fJ.e Board again stress ed 

t hat tho best way to resol'fe t he whole matter was by means of na careful 

study having in view a reclassification and an evaluation of jobs . u36 

Should the parties not be able to a€1ree t o undertake such a survey., then 

the Board would no lonzer rely solely upon the conciliation efforts of 

~ir . Nicol but would appoint a referee specially charged with undertaking 

such a factual study , 

n1ie anticipated disagreement between the parties at Algoma proved 

to be the case and Hr . ' . H. Ley , an official of the National 1iar Labour 

34 Compare J . T. Dunl op , "The Task of Contemporary Wage 'lheory11 t 

in J ., T. Dunlop (ed. ) , IJ.'hc l'P.eor;y of age ~termination (L-ondon : HacMillan, 
1957) ; PP • 17-18. 

35tabour Gazet te , XLIV (1944 )" 279 . 

36~. 
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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 ­

f i cations . 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 are~ 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 wit h 

parity of wage rates between Algoma and Dosco and belie ed that the need 

for some r eclassi fication of mai ntenance wage r ates at the two plants 

had been pr oved by t he var iet y of r ates t hen being pai d in t he various 

occupational classifications . 38 The Board agr eed that a similar survey 

at Dosco ohould therefore be carried out at t he same t ime as Algoma. 

In accordance rlth the principles embodied in t he "Memorandum • 

therefore , at each plant the company and the union were each to assign 

a r epresent a t i ve joi nt ly charged with the r esponsi bili t y of developi ng 

II 
• • t 

job descriptions • any divergence of opinion between them to be submitted 

to 1~ . Ley for reconciliation. The review of the job descriptions of 

t he mai ntenance occupation 1 classifications of the t wo companies was 

37 . H. Ley , Report Re . Classification of · ~age Rat es of Maintenance 
.Eht l o ees of A1 oma Steel Cor oration •• _ . and ~minion Steel and Coal 
Corporation ,. • ., Unpublished. , undated and t ypewr itten - Hereafter 
cited as the Ley Repor~ . The appointment of Mr . Ley was noted in the 
Labour Gazette , XLV (1945) , 467 . 

38r.e:r Report , p. 6. "At the Algoma Steel plant the present range 
involves a t otal of 31 individual rates in a range of f r om 63 /2 ~er 
hour to 93¢ per hour and at Sydney a total of 35 individual rates )~ a 
range of from 59 1/2¢ to · 1 . 00 1/2 per hr ., such~ vnrioty of r aieo within 
such narrow rangee does not appear to be r easonable and would s eem to 
call for establishqent of more gener al classifications and more dietinc­
tive wage erades ther efor . u 



made for the purpose of wage ratin and was carried out without consider -

tion of the actual wage rates prevai ling at the time. On the basis of 

the job description schedule, tentative age rates were suggested* the 

same scale to be applied to the jobs appearing in the t wo plants . The 

gradings used in the Ley Report and the scale of_ wage rates proposed, 

were as follows; 

TABLE IV 

JOB GRADir GS D AGE SC.l\.LES USED IN THE LEY REPOR1' 

Algoma D::>rainion Steel 

"HS" - Highly Skilled . 90 - 1.00 per hr . . 90 .. 1.00 per hr • 

"JS'f - Journeyman .90 II II . 90 u " 
"Sptt - Specialist .82 1/2 II " . 82 1/2 II 

" 
"SS" - Semi-skilled -75 II If . 75 " II 

11H11 
- Helper ... 1st six months .64 1/2 II II .64 1/2 If II 

- 2nd II It .65 " tl .65 " II 

- thereafter . 67 1/2 II II . 67 1/2 " II 

'US" - Unskilled .64 1/2 " II . 64 1/2 II " 

Source : Le;y Report , p . 5. 

It is to be not d that in classifying the jobs no attempt was 

made t o give an ssessment by any method as precise as t he "point 

rating" m thod of job ·Valuation- r ather t h respective jobs were 

rated, somewhat impreci sely, by 'consideration of the work content 

as revealed by the job descriptions and by job to job comp rison " 39 • 

39I bid., p . 4. 



I n t he conclusion of Ley ' s report it 1as stated that it was difficult 

to understand why joint job evaluation had not been carried out , as 

originally suggeste , as a cooperative effort on t he part of management 

and employee representatives. "If this suggestion had been carried 

out, there would have been no occa~ion for the present survey to have 

been made as it would have been automatically covered in the proc ss 

of general job evaluation . '140 

It would ppear that joint union-management commi ttees for the 

pur pose of job evaluation, as suggested by the Barlow Commission, were 
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n ver voluntarily pur sued for t wo reasons . In the first place 1the union 

had some unsatisfactory exnerience of union-management cooperation at 

Algoma. In 19Ltl a cooperation plan had been inaugur ated at management's 

prompting to reduce costs; improve efficiency and share the benefits 

41 through the collective bargaining proces • Departmental committees 

were set up to explore possible measures for increased efficiency, but 

their effectiveness was ~~a~~y reduced as result of the lack of parti­

cipation by the worker s ' representatives . The fear of los ing one's job 

as a result of increased efficiency was alw ys present at t h s e meetings 

in spite of official union support of the cooper ative scheme and manage-

rnent's assurances t hat no one would suffer any financ ial lose as a r esult 

of the sch me . The minutes of the first meeting in one department record 

tha t a fter th chai rman had called for suggestions one wor ker asked , 

40Ibi ., .P• 7. 
41see H. J . Waisglass, A. Case Stud in Union ?1a.na -ement Coo oration 

(Univer sity of Toronto Library , Unpublished M. A. thesis , 19' This 
study is concerned wit h the experience of wartime joint committees a t 
Algoma. 
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"1 \voul d like t o know if t his plan is apt to put a man out of a job?"42 

No suggesti ons were fort hcomi ng and t his '.Ncl.s the f i r st and l ast meeting 

held i n thi s depar t ment . As a result of this experience the union could 

hardly be expected to show great enthus i asm towar ds t he Barlow proposals. 

Secondly , according to aisglass , t he union was not especial ly interested 

in job evaluation as such . It seems t hat its l ack of enthusiasm "'as not 

so much t he consequence of a fear t hat j ob evaluat ion techniques mi ght 

be used t o depres~ wages but was r at her t he r esult of a collective s enti -

ment a~ong the workers , as expressed by one of their old-t ime leaders : 

11You know, one of the hardest things you can do in the wor ld is to t ell 

a fellow hi s job i s n ' t as important as he thinks it i s . That ' s vJhy we 

haven ' t been pushing for t hat job evaluation. "43 'l'hus , t he main reason f 
why job evaluation was no t voluntarily i mplemented a t t his t i me seems 

t o be that t he union was not i nt er ested in it and, no doubt, s til l r etained 

a traditi onal s uspicion of job evaluation techniques . 

I t is therefore apparent t hat the i ntervention of t he government 

in the s t eel industry \<Vage s truc t ur e i n t he u.s. during the war was 

paralleled to some extent i n Canada. But whereas t he iiar Labor Boar d 

in the United States gave the impetus to job evaluati on thr oughout the 

entire i ndustry, the t tempt at job evaluation at f~goma and Dosco ~ms 

somewhat half-hearted and abortive. 1t in true t hat the union did make 

some gai ns as a result of Ley•s recommendations . Naintenance rates a t 

Dosco and Algoma became established on the principl e of equal pay for 

42~.' p . 75 . 

43Ibid . , 170 - p . • 
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similar job classifications. 

However , the me thods used in the setting of wage rates were very 

different from those of the CtvS programme, some eight years later. The 

wage r ates finally established were not th r esult of collective bar-

gaining but \4ere "recommended" by Hr. Ley and based upon pr cedents es-

tablished by the War Labour Board in pr evious cases: 

For setting the r ates t here was a substantial background of experience 
t hat had been eat hered by the ~ar Labour Board in settling many other 
oases , notably the increase granted employees of steam railways in 
1943, t he standardization of occupations and wage rates in the steel 
ship- building and repairi ng industry t hr ough Central and Eastern 
Canada , in mining and smelting operations involving International 
Nickel , Consolida ted Mining and Smelting, Hudson Bay and Noranda , 
airframe and engine and , mtomotive an~ many Crown and other operations 
concerned with munitions manufacture. 

Horeover , it is questionable as to whet her cooperation between 

t he company and the union in job classification was carried out with 

any enthusiasm, or mutual sati sfaction in the procedure adopted. Certainly , 

there were definite objections registered concernil\, t he classification 

level assigned to a lar ge number of the occupations . At Algoma management 

accepted the r eport,. but the union entered exceptions to forty ... nine of 

the classifications proposed~ At Sydney t he situation was reversed , the 

union accepting the report whereas management raised objections to the 

classifications assigned specific jobs. 45 orne of these classifications 

were later amended in further discussions of the Board with t he contending 

parties . At l eoma t he company raised a further complaint by suggesting 

that t he adoption of t he particular wag schedule recommenaed would 

44w.H. Ley , letter to the writer , June 22 , 1961 . 
45I bid. 
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interfere with the whole of its existing wage structure . 46 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 t hese wartime years union organi-

zation in steel made great advances . This was p~rtly the result of the 

industry's vital i mportance to the war effort and consequent governmental 

interference, as an interested third party, in the pr omot ion of union-

management relat ions where unionism was the expressed wish of the employees. 

Union membership rose from 15, 000 in 1941 to almost 50,000 by 1944. 47 

In Hamilton, long noted for its non- union character, 48 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 gover nment'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 wi th calls requesting organization into the union that "had 

got the government to sei ze the plant 11 •
49 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 

Steelwor kers and the union was officially cer tified in April , 1944. The 

46Reported in Labour Gazette , XLV (1945) , 822. 

47 H.A. Logan , op . cit . , p . 619 . 

48 See Steel Labor , VI (March, 1941) , 2 . "It is estimated that over 
50,000 persons in that city Lrramilto~ are eli gible for swoc membership." 

49 V.D. Sweeney , op. cit . , p . 181. 
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union ~1as jubilant and it boasted thut "after twenty five years of company 

unions, eight years after the first endeavors to organize into S'OC , after 

years of company discrimination and open hostility to unions, Stelco has 

gone Steelworkers - Clo.•~0 Thus the United Steelworkers was now recognized 

a sole bargaining agency in three of the four Canadian basic iron and steel 

corporations. 

It is apparent from the foregoing count that developments in 

Canadian Steel during t he war years form a background for the introduction 

of C'f/S which contained necessary condi tions for the eventual stimulus 

and assi milation of the programme . Three factors , in particular , deserve 

emphasis. Firstly , the fact that in the early years of union organizatio~ 
in steel the problem of inequities was recognized; that the sustained 

high rate of steel product ion in the war economy, together with th accele-

rat d r te of mechanization of some operations, would tend to heighten 

any existing imbalance between wa e rates and to contribute to a dispersion 

of earnings among workers doing approximately the same kind of work in 

different plants ~ Secondly, the wartime period saw the extension of 

unionization and its acceptance throughout much of basic steel and thus 

provided t he security which a union needs before it will embark upon a 

joint programme with management . Finally , the Algoma Steel Corpor tion 

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 

50st el labor, IX (February, 1944), 2. 
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rould~ in itself • have stimulated further attempts at a joint programmE! 

of job evaluation 11/ithout t he particular pressures and attitudes present 

in 1951, when the first g:reements were reached for Cws installation in 

a Canadian company. 5l 1t is probably true to suggest that the most 

important of these preconditioning factors in he_lping to provide for the 

successful implementation of C"S as a nationwide programme in steel w re 

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 tlat union recognit ion and acceptance 

by management is a condition - precedent of any such ohe e. It ao 

pointed out in 1941 that : 

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 h s neceseari ly taken precedence over all 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 h s just never 
occurred. The employer has been an enemy who must be aigilantly 
watched. One did not think of co-operating with him ,. 5 

51 see pp. 64- 67. 

52s.H. Sliehter, Union Policies and Industrial Management (Washington 
D.c.; Brookings Institution, 1941), p . 562. · ' , .. 



Chapter IV 

THE INTRODUCTION OF CWS TO C.4.NADA 

By the end of World War II the United Steelworkers had secured 

recognition throughout most of the Canadian basic steel industry . How-

ever , it certainly did not follow that this recognition would lead to 

more harmonious relations 'iti thin the industry. During the preceding 

decade " t he hard times of the depression . the longer hours and the ten-

sions and frustr ations of the war years , the high hopes for a better life 

afterwards - these had all built up a restless impatience 1r1ith labour ' s 

existing position . 111 Coupled \vith this t-Jas the fact that much o.f manage-

ment in Canadian L~dustry had tended to give but grudging acceptance to 

trade unions , and this only as a result of legal compulsion . ~~. H. J . 

Cla\tson , Vice President - Personnel at .Stelco has frankly admitted that 

''most managements were thro\m 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 

hostil ity • •• ~~ we dissipated our energies in futile efforts to re­

sist collecti'll'e bargaining as such . "2 

The conflicting pressures on the two sides in the steel industry 

were projected int o an open issue in July 1946 when what was nominally a 

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

1w. Kilbourn , O,.E • fit. , p . 184. 
2 l:t.J. ClavJson , "The New Challenge of Industrial Relations" , The 

Business Quarterly , 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 violent strikes in Canadian his-

tory. The union had included in its den~ds a unifor m wage pattern for 

the steel industry. At this time the ~~isting basic rate was 64 1/2 cents 

at Stelco and Algoma . and 59 l/2 cents at Dosco. One result of the strike 

111as that the National War Labour Board ruled that labour rate \vage differ-

entials betvteen Sydney and Ontario \~orkers 111ere to be eliminated. The 

union's newspaper commented that 11it is the first tL11e in the history of 

the steel industry that base rates in Sydney, Hamilton and Sault Ste. F!.arie 

are the same . "3 

It would seem t therefore, that the elimination of inequities as 

betvu;;en the main plants in the industry, \·Jhich was one of the realized 

objectives of CWS in the United States , Has first achieved in Canada , at 

least in terms of the base rates , long before CWS 'ltas initiated in Ontario . 

Stieber has confirmed that in the U.S.A. ttthe decade following the intra-

duction of the inequities program saw the virtual elimination of geographi ... 

cal wage differentials in the basic steel industry.u4 It must be stressed, 

however , that this wage rate equality in Canada was but a temporary pheno-

menan. Steleo pushed ahead onoe more in its rate structure in March ,l948 , 

when an overall \'iage increase of 11 1/2 cents an hour vas granted , bring-

ing basic minimum wages up to $45 .12 a \veek. "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 • 

3steel Labor, XI (December , 1946) , 1 . 

4J. Stieber, op. cit. , P• 2.50. 

• • 
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and the Dominion Steel and Coal Corporation. "5 

At a policy conference of Canadian Steelworkers in 1947 a resolu~ 

tion was adopted cal ling for "the elimination of l ow wage areas in this 

count ry and the establishment of uniform wage rates throughout the steel 

industry."6 Concern about inequitable wage rates had not ended after t he 

"big str ike" and in most companies grievances over inter- and intra-plant 

inequities were mounting . Moreover , the Canadian steelworker s had a 

further cause for wage- rate complaints. lt was stressed at a Steelworkers 

National Pol icy Committee in 1-iontreal in 1951 that officials in future 

negotiations should adopt a double- barrelled approach to the w ~e question 

and press not only for general increases but also for "revision of rates 

in skilled classific· t ions so that differenti als between the rates for 

unskil led and highly skilled workers will more closely reflect the actual 

difference in terms of skil l and responsibility required ~~ this is a 

problem which is becoming acute in primary steel . "7 Thus , a problem of 

great concern to the union at this time was that th ir skilled craftsmen 

and tradesmen had f or some years been suffering a relati ve nar rowing of 

t heir wage differentials and were becoming increasingly vociferous in 

their compl ai nts on the matt er. 

This narrowing of the skill differential is l argely to be explained 

by t he union ' s own v1artime practice of pr essing for uaeross ... the- boa.rd" 

wage increases in the form of cents-per-hour increases for !l! grades of 

labour , rather than of special consideration for ski lled craft smen . As 

5Labour Gazette , XLVII (19Lt-8) , 416. 
6Reported in Steel Labor , XII (November , 1947) , 1. 

7s teel Labor . XVI (January, 1951) , 3. 
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we have noted, the union•s primary interest in these years fas that of 

raising the base rate of their members and t he 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 ~gued by a number of writers 

that union wage policy has been a factor in the secular narrowing of occu-

pational wage differentials , especially that occuring since 1940. For 

example , it has been argued that the tendency of industrial unions to in-

sist upon equal cents per hour increases for all grades of workers has 

been a major cause of the reduction of occupational differentials . "8 

Therefore , at this time maintenance men and skilled craftsmen were showing 

signs of becoming ~~ important pressure group within the United Steel­

workers . 9 

had grieved to management , firstly about wage inequities as between simi-

lar jobs , and secondly on the question of their allegedly low differential 

10 rates as compared with production workers in the plant . 

BM W R d it ~75. • • e er, op . c • , p. _, 

9 '" t Algoma , for instance , \tJhere CWS \tJas 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. ~honey, former electrician and now the 
union•s National Director; J . Bar er, I. Campbell and E. Dalrymple, now 
union International Representatives; and A.F. &hJards , a former mill-\1/rie;ht 
and now Representative, Dept. of Industri· 1 Engineering. 

10~ruch of the material here presented, concerning th origins of CWS 
in Canada and t he situation at Algoma has been obtained from interviews 



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 industrial belt of southern Ontario and the Niagara Peninsula 

and is a town with few other important induotrie~ besides stee1. 11 If 

maintenance workers in steel plants in Hamilton , for in.stance , 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. Z..:!arie . 

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 
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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 inequity 

was proved and an adjustment made, new 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 

\'tould 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 claims had been a longstanding 

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

11I t 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 . 
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problem. A wartime attempt at union-management cooperation at Algoma 

failed to a large degree because of the union • s disc on tent \'lith the under-

lying \.rage structure . It was "the dissatisfactions of collective bargain-

ing which largely made for unwillingness to participate in the cooperation 

l2 plan." Expressions of wage rate dissatisfact~ons , 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 r~marked: 

I remember one union-management meeting which I attended. It de~ 
veloped into a cat-and-dog fight over wage rates • • • a union 
representative kept riding his o~m men a bit . He couldn ' t see 
why their dissatisfaction with their ri3es 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 yet they were still being paid the same 
\ 

rate ae men working on the old mill (i.e. an inequity had arisen.)14 

The matter of inequity grievances at Algoma has been summarized by 
\ 

a management representative in these terms: "Prior to 1951 individual 

wage grievances had been introduced a t every bargainD1g session . We had 
'\ 

told the Union on many occasions that there was no proper basis for deal-

ing with these alleged \'/age inequities other than some type of job evalu-

ation program. The Union had always dismissed such suggestions without 

12H.J. Waisglass , op . cit. , p. 140. 

13Ibid., p . 115 . 

14Ibi d. , p. 119. 
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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 lr..nowledge 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 poli cy . Thus , the steelworkers have been 
~ 

"directed by the Canadian leaders with only infrequent contacts with the 

international president and officers . 1116 

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 activ 

inter est in t he 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. 

16
H. A. Logan, PP• cit., P• 257 . 
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was some internal union pressure at this time for the setting up of a 

similar programme in Canadian steel and, after further consultation with 

International headquarters,the union realized that it had nothing to fear 

from a cooperative job evaluation progran~e at Algoma. 

The uni on then made it clear to Algoma that it was prepared to 

accept the company ' s job evaluation proposal provided that three condi­

tions were granted :17 

(1) The development, installation and maintenance of the programme must 

be a cooperative effort on the part of both the company and the 

union . 18 (Later the union pressed specifically for t~e CWS prograwme 

of eval uation and t hi s was accepted by Algoma . ) 

(2 ) The company must pay union nominees who work on the joint-development 

of the scheme so that union members involved should suffer no loss 

of earnings . 

(3) An agreement on methods and procedures for the study should be dra\~ 

up in documentary form . 

These conditions proved acceptable to management and thus Algoma 

became the prototype for steel indust ry joint job evaluation throughout 

Canada . The 1951 contract stated that "The Company and the Uni on agree 

to enter into and implement a mutually satisfactory job evaluation program 

17rnformation obtained from an interviev.r with Nr. A.F. Ed\Jards, ut 
U. S. W. A. offices in Toronto , January 24 , 1961 . 

18This is not the first example in Canadian indust ry of joint parti­
cipat ion in job evaluation . See the case of Lever Bros., Toronto factory , 
in W. R. Dymond , "Union Management Cooperation at the Toronto Factory of 
Lever Brothers Limited" , Canadian Journal of LCQnomics and Political Science , 
XIII (1947) , p. 36 : "Job classification and evaluation is an ioportant 
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 ~1aitltenonce Departments to be implemented "t the earliest ,Possible 

date . n19 

The granting of equal rights and privileges by ,~ gement to a 

union in any aspect of the organization of a business enterprise represents 

an importunt advance (from union viewpoint), or regression (for believers 

in traditional managerial prerogatives) , in industrial relation ... philo-

sophy. In this case it is perhaps significant that it was the Alga~~ com-

pany which first accepted union participation in job evaluation . According 

to Waisglass,top man gement at Algoma recognized the first independent 

union in th company a l most as soon as it was famed in 1935 and the bitter 

strug~le for union recognition which later erupted at Stelco , for instance, 

w s absent here.20 It is true that in spite of early union recognition at 

Al goma the union ' s wage demands in the follol-<ing years \·tere certRinly not 

always conceded by the company. Mw1ag.ment often accepted the justice of 

the union ' s claims , but pleaded inability to meet the demands. Never t hc-

less the existing character 'Of union- management relations here may \Jell 

have provided a sound background for tho CW~ experiment . In the early 

postwar years there was a "conciliatory and compromising spirit" of the 

local union leadership in the plant , and nAlgoma did not have the violence 

and ill feelings thich other steel plants in Canada experienced in the 

national steel strikes of 1943 o.nd 1946u.21 

Follo11ing Algoma's acceptance of union participat ion in the job 

19Iabour . Agreement , bet~;een Algotte Steel Corporation Ltd. 1 and 
Local Union 2251 , U.s.W.A., {May 1, 1951), p. 34. 

20H. J . Waisglaas , OJ? . cit ., p. 45 . 
21Ibid. ; pp . 64-65 . 
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evaluation programme 1 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 Toronto and ~·isconsin, and others, in-

eluding l{r. A. S. Tirrell, now Director of the ~dustrial Engineering 

Department, t·Jere seconded to international union headquarters in Pittsburgh 

to gain experience in job evaluation and in ClrJS methods. 

At the commencement of the programme in Algoma hvo three-man com-

mittees (each with its own chairman) working full time on the study, from 

the union and the company respectively, were set up . Each committee had 

equal rights, in the sense of freedom of access to the plant for purposes 

of job observation and discussion of job duties with employees t- and equal 

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 

vrere set out in documentary form. Accordingly, a Procedural .Agre~ was 

then drawn up providing for the establishment of benchmark jobs and for the 

grantine to joint committees of free access to each job 22 
in the plant. 

Agreement was then reached between top union and management offi-

cials as to the suitability of the chosen "benchmark" jobs. In the course 

of reaching this a,reement th~ union proposed that for the 11reference 11 

jobs needed for the study the four thousand classified jobs of the C'tlS 

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 

22AB!eement on Procedure for Job Classifications , between Algoma 
Steel Corporation Ltd. , and Local Union 2251, U. S. W. A. , (February 22 ,. 
1952) - typewritten . 
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arrangement, .'fhich yielded earnings over and above the base 
rates , created problems that had to be dealt with irnmed~ately 
after the standard hourly wage rates were eatablished.2 
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This particular :problem regarding the ttsubmerging11 of incentives 1t1aa ab-

sent in the original Algoma study, as no incentive payments existed there 

for maintenance workers. Ho~t1ever , this problem. did appear later in some 

companies when CWS classifications were extended to cover all jobs within 

the pla:nt.2.5 

Several other differences are apparent between Canada and the 

United States ill the job classification and adlnin.istrative procedures 

adopted . FrOin the beginnin€5 of the programme in Canada emphasis was 

placed upon the settlement of disputes in a company stemming frorn the CWS 

procedure by two referees , from the uniol'l and management respectively , 

rather than by resort to formal arb2tration procedure. There was both 

a desire and a procedure fo~ internal 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 ureferee" 

procedure \'las 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 committee, 

where one exksted. In some companies, including U.s. Steel, Republio. 

Jones and Laughlin • • • the agreements provided no recourse beyond the 

joint committee, which \1/as supposed to "resolve" the dispute . Other 

24 J . Stieber , ~~.cit. , P• 175. 

25compare the situation at Stelco , P• 133 . 



agree .1ents , such as Bethlehem, Greut Laltes , • •• included provision for 

arbitration in the event that the joint committee could not reach agree-

26 ment . u In contrast to the American case , agreements throughout Canada 

between the companies nd t he United Steelworkers for the implementation 

of C\>JS conta:in clauses similar to the foll<H'Iing : 

3.02 1be Coropm1y and the Union hall each des·gnate a repre­
sentative to consider referrals fro 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 not 
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
f i cation , it shall be referred to the Company Representative and 
Union Repre~entative selected • • .27 

It was felt by the union that the referee procedure was ,referable 

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 ex erienced personnel to serve 

as intelligent arbitrators . In the union ' s view it was essential for the 

development of a vtidecpread C 'S programme across the country that inter-

nal consistency of job descriptions and classifications should be main-

tained bet ween firms . An arbitrator inexperienced in CWS job evaluation , 

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

26
Ibid., PP • 79- 80 . 

27Procedural Agreement on Job Classifications , between The Steel 
Company of Canada Ltd., Canada orks , 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. 
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parties , might inadvertently sabota e the desired consistency between 

th various plants . 

Again, the Canadian section of the union in its pressure for con-

sistcncy in CWS procedure has, for example. insisted upon a "universal" 

principl to apply to all plants for out f-line differentials in that 

11 in the event of a change in the job content to~hich renul ts in n lower 

classification 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 chang and the rate following the char1,g n . 
29 

ln the United States , 'v1hile t here was hiwh degree of unifor .ity in the 

agreements of companies using the CWS manual , there were also significant 

differenccn" and nwide variation is found among steel companies and even 

between plants of the same com any in the job descriptions of occupations 

with the same job title and classificationn. 30 It would a:ppe th t the 

large number of steel plants of varying sizes , and varying degrees of in-

dependence from the domination of U. S. Steel 'rlhere CWS was first installed, 

was chiefly responsible for this absence of complete uniformity within the 

industry in the u.s.A. However , ~ Canada it is notable that the union 

attempts to ensure uniformity in all aspects of the CWS programme. 31 

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

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

29wage Administrative A~ree.ent (Maintenance Department), between 
Algo1a Steel Corpor tion Ltd. , and Local Union No . 2251 , U.S.W. A. , 
(November 15, 1952) , p. 18. 

30J. Stieber , ()1! · cit. , pp . 77, 126. 

3lsome of the reasons for this aro discussed in Chapter V, pp. 98-99, 10~ 
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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 .. 

tarnal consistency was explicitly stated in tbe .union ' s handbook for local 

CWS commit tees which explained: "Th:i.s handbook • • • is to guide the work 

of the Committees in describing and classifying jobs; • • . and help th m 

to maintain. uniformity in the aJ?El.ication of the C •• s . Prograf!'..llle so that 

the results achieved will reflect the greatest possible benefits. 1132 

Indeed,, so concerned is the Canadian union \11ith CWS consistency and 

uniformity , that in one company at Milton, Ontario, where machinists hr:-:td 

been initially classified by the company into Job Class 17 , the Industrial 

tngineering Department at Toronto felt itself compelled to persuade the 

l ocal commi ttee 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 .. t 

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 CanadaJ the testing ground for CWS was the Algoma Steel 

Corporation where , at first • the prograrmne 'las approached perhaps somewhat 

cautiously and was limited to the maintenance workers in the plant . The 

union , however , soon began to appreci te the importance of CWS as an in-

strurnent -rhich, among other things , was useful in securing wage increases: 

32Ha.ndbook for c.w.s. Committees , Toronto : Dept. of Industrial 
Engineering , U. S. W .. A., (undated) , P• 1. (Italics added) . 



With the conclusion of n gotiations on !.W.intenance Staff Wages 
at lgom Steelt Local 2251 has scored a notable victory of 
both local and national significance . Locally it was significant 
because under the job evaluation plan now being ut into effect , 
the 1 , 360 workers in the maint nance group hav ha retroactive 
wage increases over and above those they got following settle­
ment of the contract a few weeks earlier •• ,The significance 
of this victor.y for the union across Canada is that the job 
evaluation plan now in effect is based on ~he CWS Hanual.33 
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Union headquarters in Toronto now be~an to encourage other lo ~ls 

to adopt the programse and to press for it in their collective negotia .. 

tions. Widespread publicity of CWS achieve ente w s promoted by means of 

frequent reports in Steel Labor. However, :it is worth noting that union 

hendquarters did not pursue a vigorous all-out drive to "sell" CllS to 

their locals. In the first instance, the nduatrial Engineering Depart-

ment of the union visited locals at the latter's request. Further, it was 

not merely the wage gains from CWS which 1er stressed at such meetings . 

Often the union's job evaluation representative auld look over the wage 

structure of the particular company 1.dth which the local was concerned 

and point to examples of inequities which the installation of CWS could 

be expected to remove . 

In the early at gea of adoption of CWS in Canada, therefore, educa~ 

tion of union embers in job evaluation,, l..tith 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 involved might have led to a 

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

33steel bor , XVI (October, 1951) , 1. 
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company. As Yl!" . Baakint onetime Director of the Union Industri al Engineer-

ing Department, has expr ssed it, "Unless there is sound thinking on t he 

part of the uz ion representatives in the Local it is useless to thi..>1k of 

installing a plan. n34 Certainly a lack of information on th probable 

results of job evaluation could be counted upon ~o breed suspicion. It is 

not surprisingJtherefore, that part of the responsibil i ty of the union's 

industrial engineering department is to conduct classes in the locals 

explaining the advantages to be had from CWS and the procedures involved 

in the programme. 

However , after listening to the union officialsJ the members of the 

locals still have the right to reject CWS if they wish and to continue to 

secure their wage gains in 11across- the-board" increases. One reason why 

CWS has sometimes been rejected concerns inter nal political pressures 

within the local. If the local president , or other influential offic~als, 

discover that their own particular jobs in the plant are likely to receive 

a lo1 classification under CWS t hen they may advise the membership tore-

ject the whole programme . However , it has someti es been t he case that a 

local is very anxious to instal l CWS but is advised by the Industrial 

&lgineering Department that other objectives should receive priority from 

the local . For instanc , where the base rate in the particular plant is 

unduly lo~ in comparison with the rest of the indust ry , to press for CWS 

would mean that part of the wage increases hich t he company is prepar d 

to offer would be used in establ ishing the cents increment between job 

classes rather than being devoted exclusively to base r ate increases. In 

such a situation the raising of the base rate is considered a more i mmediate 

34Quoted in L.G. Nicolopoulos , op . cit ., p . 25. 
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priority than the establishment of CWS. 

In the early days of the programme \'>'here it was agreed to press for 

CWS immediately, a CWS Comittee was selected by the Industrial Engineering 

Department !rom amongst local union men present at job evaluation classes . 

This committee was to undertake the task of job gescription and evaluation 

in its own particular company. The union regarded this as "very serious 

work" and it informed ita local committees that ''The work of the Job <Hassi-

fication Committee will constitute what is probably the most important 

undertaking ever embarked upon by your Local Union . n35 Consequently, 

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 vie\'r of the ever increasing complexity of the 

wage issue , and this in turz1 gives rise to greater dependence upon staff 

specialists within the union . 

The members of the CWS Committees were selected foX' 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 calculations. 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 responsibility 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 

35Handbook for c.w.s. Committees , p . 19. 



recruit ent were presented. It wan found that in small plantc,which ~lso 

paid low wage ,the average educational att inments 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 Europe~n countries , unfarailiar with the _language and unacquainted 

with the structure of th Canadian Steel industry, then these probl 

were intenaified. Nevertheless , in spite of these difficulties suitable 

members for CWS committees were always eventually found. Indeed , union 

experience would see to indicate that in the past few years the original 

reluctance to serve on the co~mittees bus given way to conside~able cam­

p tition amen local members to be appointed to a comr~ttee in that the 

valuable technical and administrative experience thereby gained may en­

hance an employee ' s respects 01 promotion within his co pany. 

It is impor tant to note that whenever a new plant decides to adopt 

the CWS procedure the local union co uittee does not carry out ita work 

unaided . Every step of the way until the new rate structure is agreed the 

starr representatives from the union ' s Industrial Engineering Dep~rt nt 

are available for consultation with the local co ittee , assisting and 

revising in both the dministrativo and negotiating aspects of the pro-

gr e . ln this way the Industrial Engineering Department is enabled to 

perfor its further vital function , ~om a union viewpoint , of acting as 

a central agency for ensuring throughout tho union locals conformity and 

consistency w· h standard CWS practices. 

It may be said , therefore. that the interest aroused by t he success 

of the CWS venture ~t Algoma led to a rapid expansion of requests by union 

locals for CWS in their companies . For tho industry as a whole the 
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decisive CWS 11break-throughn occu-rred in 1952. At Algoma itself, th 19.52 

contract l>rovided for CWS for ''all other c-peri1tions". ~lier that ·li e 

year Stelco had agreed to the CWS progr c for all jobs within the bar--
gaining unit and beca e the first company in Canada to adopt C S principles 

in their entirety thr ughout all operations in ~ts plants . In 1952 Dosco 

had also accepted CWS at its Sydney plant . 'rhus , by the end of that year 

the C S study was under way at the "big three" unionized basic steel 

o panies in Canada. In 1953 it vas also install d in the ota.nl y .;.~t 1 

Co pany' s Ha.mil ton "11 and , in 1954, as exte ded to the structural teel 

industry by its acceptance t Horton Steel, Fort Erie . 

e important question now arises s to how far CWS has been confined 

to production nnd aintenance workers only, and to what extent it has been 

successfully extended into the " bite-collar" groups of personnel vithin 

the st 1 industry , consisting of such occupations as draftsmen , cl rks 

and t pists. Manage ent at Algo a had become interested in job evaluation 

for clerical staff as well as for production workers and proposed n evaluo-

tion programme for these workers to the union. Technical and clerical 

staff at Algoma had seen the gains secured by intenance s.nd production 

wor ers in the co pany fro the original C S progra e and consequently 

uld accept only the CWS system of evaluation for their jobs. Thus. once 

ore Algoma was to be the pioneering company in the extension of CWS prin-

ciple to its clerical and technical employees • . gain the union secured 

l rg age increases as a result; Steel L-:1bor co ented that "a 'package' 

ottle ent • • • at Algo Steel Corpor ...... tion puts office workers e ployed 

by this co pany well out in front in the hite-coll r field so far s wages 

and ~rking conditions re concerned. It rks a big step towards closing 

f / 
I I 
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the gap between base rates of plant and office employees, one of the chief 

objectives of the office locals.n36 

Nevert eless, so far in Canada there has been but limited experience 

of C\rJS among "white-collar" workers. At present only Algo ' and the 

Continental Can Company, a u.s. subsidiary whicn xtends CWS principles to 

its office workers as a result of contractual agree1ent with the U.S. 

section of the union, have CWS procod.ureo for office workers. At Stelco, 

the largest Canadian basic vteel 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 cw...., among 11~r~hite-coll r" \tork~rs in 

Canada can be explained by tho fact th t 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 extenaion of Cw$ to this field. 

It is perhaps interesting to cornoare the job evaluation manual for 

office workers and the more usual production and maintenance workers' 

manual and to note the differences between them in order to observe pro-

blems which might arise in the extension of CWS to office workers. 

It is true that the manuals are bnsically similar in the evaluation 

principles which they e ploy. 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: 

36steel Labor, XX (January, 1955), 1. 



TABLE V 

B SIC F CT RS OF JOB CONTENT US IN CWS TO EVALUA'. 

(a) P DUCTIO MD MAlNTEJIIAl C . ORKERS , D 

(b) 'l'I:.C INICAL AND CLF.:RICAL 0 .ERS 

(1) Pre- ployment Tr ining 

(2) &nployment Training and 
Experience 

(3) Mental S ill 

(4) Manual Skill 

{5) Responsibility for terials 

(6) Responsibility for Tools and 
Equipment 

(7) Responsibility for Operations 

(8) Responsibility for Safety of 
Others 

(9) Mental Effort 

(10) Physic 1 ffort 

(11) Surroundings 

( 12) Hazards 

(b) T. & C. orkers 

{1) Pre- .ployment Tr ining 

(2) ,, ployment Training and 
:EXp rience 

(3) Mental Skill 

(4) Responsibility for ferfor ance 

(5) Responsibility for Contacts 

(6) Working Conditions 

(7) ~esponsibility for Direction 

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

and for office ork are the result of the different conditione under which 

th job are curried out and the differ nt skills re uired for each of 

them. Special factors of job content are present for clerieul and technical 
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workers37 and suitable benchmark classifications must be negotiated for 

them. 

The econd importance difference between the P. and M. and office~ 
workers ' manuals relates to wage scales . Under CWS classifications for ,~ j 

production and maintenance jobs a single age r~te is paid to all e -

ployecs performing the same job. There are only two exceptions to this 

rule . Employees on certain jobs who are being trained as "learnerstt or 

"apprentices" are id correspondingly lower wage rates . Also , for "trade 

or craft jobs" such as carpenters , electricians and toollllak.er" • it is 

recognized that nthe varying qualifications and abilities of the individual 

will be taken into account . n38 Thus , under the CWS programme relating to 

production workers , with the exception of learners and apprentices , special 

consideration is given only to trade and craft jobs where there exists 

three rates , a starting , an intermediate and a standard rate. However, for 

office workers under CWS arrange ents there are progressional rates for all 

jobs . On this score , tho 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 inter ediate rate • • • 
(b) a starting rate • 
(c) a trainin.g rate • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

37Factor o. (5) , Responsibility for Contacts , is a good exa~ple of 
the special requirements needed for Teclmicul and Clerical work. This 
factor "measures the courtesy, tact and persu .siveneaa required to main­
tain good relationships and to induce cooperation by personal or telephone 
cormnmications ith persons other t}'lan i!'lm ediato supervisors or co- rorkers . " 
See ~ual or • • • Clerical and Tecrmic~l Jobst bet;een lgorna and Loc 1 
4509 , L.s.w.A., (August 1, 1956), p. 44. 

p. 5. 



l6 .o8 The established training, starting, intermediate or 
standard hourly rate shall apply to each employee durin8 
such time as the employee is assigned to the respective rete 
classification in accordance with the provisions of this 
Agreement. 39 

It is more correct • hO\·Tever, to compc..re the progressional rates 

for clerical and technical employees with thos~ of learners and appr~tices 

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 of hours training~ ~nereas, 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 progressional rates for 

tradesmen and office workers lies in the nature of the work being per-

formed. A labourer requires very little training to become a proficient 

workman but technical employees and cr !tsmen, for example , require a 

longer period of training in order to become fully proficient nd qualified 

at their job. 

ln view of the extension ot CWS to the white-collar field the 

further question now arises as to how far CWS has been extended besond the 

basic steel industry itself, and tho exact nature of its industrial cover-

age. It is true that although CWS was first used in the baGic 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 CWS agreements within 

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

39tabour Agreement, between Algoma Steel Cor oration Ltd. , and 
Local Union 4509 , U. S.W.A. , (August 1 , 1958), PP• 26 , 30. 
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in the industry as a whole . 

At the present time the programme is u.sed 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 cla~sifications . 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 ,40 and the metal 

fabricating , wire rope and miscellaneous manufacturing industries with 

which t he union bargains have likewise accepted CWS principles . In all , 

the union has contracts involving the programme in approximately eighty 

different plants and mining concerns spread across Canada and having be-

come practically union-wide in their application , the provisions of CWS 

cover a ·union membership of approximately 60 ,000 employees , of which only 

20 t000 are employed in the basic steel industry from which the programme 

originated. Using a somewhat arbitrary distribution of U.S.W.A. contracts 

by plants in structural end fabricated steel , mining concerns, and office 

workers , the number of CVIS contracts in each of these sections is as follows: 

Basic steel: 6 

Structural and fabricating: 68 

Mining: 9 

Office workers : 4 
B7 

Source : Based u on C.W.S. in United Steelworkers of America 
Contracts in Canada Toronto: U.S.W. A., April 2, 19 0 typewritten. 

40steel Labor , XXI (}~y, 1956) , 1 . 
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So far, C S job valuation in Canada is alcost solely confined to 

the United Steelwor r union. The machinists union ha received help 

from u.s .w.A. in est blishing a different job valuation progr , and 

union of ho pital employees in Saskatche an baa shown interest in in· 

stalling an ctual CWS programme but ha not y~t succeeded in negotiating 

a contract with CWS provisions . Another int rc ting case is th C tholic 

Synd'cate Union at: Sorel, Quebec, rrhieh o.lso us a CWS progr • Thi 

union, like the United StGe).wor.kers, has a contract \'lith tho Quebec Iron 

and Tit 1ium Cor~oration . The U.S.W. A. ia bD.r inin agent for employe ,.., 
\. 

in the company•s ine and the Catholic union represents mployoes in the 

smeltin operations. In this case it wuo th proximity of th two unions, 

both dealing with tho same company, which 1 d to the Catholic union's 

deciding to pr so for the CWS programme. Th exomple is nlso of int.crest 

in it own right as case in which a unJ.on competing for membership \lith 

the Steelworkers received help from the latter in installing cws. 
The extension of CWS into areas other than basic steel is a reflec-

tion not only or the variety of the Unit d Steelworkers ~ndustrial interests 

but also of the flexibility of CWS as job evaluation t ohnique. However, 

with th exten.aion of the programme in and beyond basic steel ther was, 

in fact, little change required in its appl:i.cation and oceduro.. '!'he 

inst llation and admini tration or CWS re ill much the me as it was in 

19.51 at J lgoma. A "continuing committe " or three union and three mannl,;)e-

·ent representatives op rates in tho plants to take care of the dyn3mi.C 

problems as ociated with a job evaluation, such probl~t:a, for example, a· 

the reel sif:ying of jobs whose content and seep has altered since th 

original clnos1rications ere establish d, und the clasoific tion of n~1 
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jobs which have come about from technological changes. This committee 

only becomes active, however, "as the need arisesn and no contractual 

revisions ~~ve 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 11lt j...s equally as important to 

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 

41 of pay from day to day." 

Some slight modifications have been made in the administrative 

mechanics 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 documents. 

'l'he CWS "manualtt 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 und 

job classifications, 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 dovm all matters pertaining 

to wages and rates of pay for the various job classes. In overall terms , 

CWS procedure has been simplified since its inception as confidence and 

experience have grown and thousands of benchmark jobs.and precedents 

established, thus making its establishment in a new plant a much less time 

41 c.w.s. Manual for Job 
Administration, between Stelco 
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as low as possible, sometimes to the point of throwing the job out of 

line with other jobs. This may be particularly true of borderline factor 

values . "43 

Nevertheless, far from fearing that nmechaniealn wage setting 

would result from job evaluation to the union's . detriment, the union soon 

learned to use the _process to its own advantage . 'Xhe notion of job evaln· 

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 

44 largely because the dog does not know how to use its tail." 

43Handbook for c.w.s . Committees , p . 17. 

44steel Labor , XV!I (January, 1952) , 7. 



CHAPT..:.:R V 

UNION AND MANAGEM!i..'NT AIMS AND REACTIONS 

A significant aspect of the Cooperative ge Study is that it 

challenges th. firmly established belief held by some companies that job 

evaluation is ttabsolutely" a managerial fu.nction . 1 Certainly, union par• 

ticipation, in itself, represents an unusual administrative practice in 

a job evaluation. But even where union participation is accepted the 

question arises as to just how far this participation should extend. nu 

is often thought that /_'Uniorl acceptance of the plan Lf.iJ considered as 

imperative, while active participation in the installation, maintenance 

and administration could be of secondary importance. u2 The CWS plan, 

however, required positive participation and a sharing of responsibility 

on the part of the uniont in addition to mere acceptance. Indeed, the 

prevailing view of the oteel companies in the United States Ul the early 

war years was that the union would not be prepared to accept anything but 

a jointly-administered job evaluation. 3 Furthermore, although it is usual-

ly believed that ''the selection of the plan is absolutely a management 

function". 4 it has already been noted that in Canada the selection of 

1 See D.W. Belcher, War,e and Salary Administration (Englewood Cliffs, 
N. J . , Prentice-Hall, 1959), p. 262 . 

2 L.G. Nicolopoulous, on. cit . , P• 22 . 

3J . Stieber, on. cit., P• 25. 

4L.G. Nicolopoulous, op . cit . , p. 22. 
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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 CWS programme it is necessary 

to examine the attitudes of both parties towards the CwS undertaking and 

to discuss the pos~ible gains secured by the union and the companies from 

the job evaluation. wnat 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 eaeier to state explicitly the 

aims and purposes of the union than it is those of management . Two reasons 

for this observation are apparent . Firstly , the fact that many Canadian 

companies now using CWS a.'ld 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 crune 

from the side of the union. 5 Consequently, union aims regarding the pro-

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 companies in which it was installed. 

Secondly, the centralized coordination t hrough which the union 

administers the programme by means of its Industrial Engineering Depart~ent 

in its Canadian head office in Toronto makes for more clear-cut consis-

tency of purpose. In the previous 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 

5For sources of management opinion regarding CWS used in this 
study see Appendix B. 



93 

each local's administration of the programu1e . 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 organizati~nal differences between 

the United Steelworkers in Canada and in the U.S. A. "Canada's basic iron 

and steel industry is not integrated with structural and fabricating in-

dustry to the same extent tha.t exists in the u.s . The result is that 

industry-wide negotiations Lin Canad!7 covering mines, basic plants and 

fabricating shops are , as yet, impossible. Hundreds of separate contracts 

must be separately negotiated. " 6 

However , some attempt at company coordination on CWS policy has 

been made . Some of the larger Canadian companies are members of the 

Cooperative 'age Bureau in Pittsburgh? which keeps files of job descrip-

tiona and classifications and supplies consulting services. This is not , 

however , primarily a policy-forming body for companies employing CWS . 

Its main function i~ to act as a filing system 
ll 

providing a source of 

information to companies which want to check on classifications of new 

jobs they are about to install . "B 

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

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

6 V. D. Sweeney, op. cit ., PP• 186-187. 

7From a total Bureau membership of 69 companies only 8 are Canadian 
companies . These include Algoma, Dofaeco , Dosco and Ste1co. See Roster of 
Member Co1wuanies and Com an· Re resentatives ••• (Pittsburgh: Cooperative 
Wage Bureau, revised January 1, 19 0 • 

8J . Stieber, op . cit., p. 126. 
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had its origins in occasional meetines 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 subsequent years, 

however, a somewhat more systematic procedure for its meetings has been 

developed . It is now customary for two meetings a year to be held at 

either Toronto or Hontreal. 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 organization or office staff , 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. hen the union was formulating its 1952 contract 

proposals at Algoma, Dosco and Stelco its national journal commented that 

nn 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 Lconsisting of six representatives from each 

of the big plants, together with the National Directo~. 119 

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

9steel Labor, XVII (April, 1952) , 1. 
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employing CWS in order to compare ad~inistrative experience of the pro-

gramme and to advis on any difficulties which a particular company may 

have experienced und r it . It is therefore of reateat service to inex-

perienced cornpanies which have only recently agreed to the installation 

of CWS ith the union. As a result of this org~iz tion 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 Ca.."ladian Group is to obtain 

some of the centralized coordination already achieved by the union in its 

CWS olicy , and thereby to even up a bargaining advantage possessed by 

the union. 

I t must be stressed, however , that in spite of the existence of 

thia company organization t he union still retains more significant powers 

of coordination in CWS poli cy than do the steel companies . It has already 

been shown10 that the union tries to ensure that its locals maintain uni-

formity of administrative practice when CWS is installed in n company. 

On the other hand , companies in the Canadian Group possess no control 

over the CWS practices of their fellow members . Conformity of practice 

may be the aim and Stelco or Algoma representatives may advise smaller 
I( ,, 

companies and new members of the ureau . But these comp~ies need not 

accept such advice and they can pursue an independent course of action . 

There are no penalties for departures fro conformity and consequently 

the Canadian CWS Group does not enjoy powers or policy- making capacity 

even remotely equivalent to those of an employers ' organization . 

10 See p . ?6. 
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It is apparent, therefore, that the nature of this Group is i.'!lpor-

tant in explaining company diffioultff in securing clear-cut consistency 

of CWS policy across the industry . Also, an account of its ·procedures 

is of interest in ita own right in illuminnting a mechanism of multi­
\ 

employer organization, having its own purposes, and which could have 

implications for wage structure throu~1out the industry. 

It is now proposed to consider the qu stion of the benefits re-

ceived by the United Steelworkers from the installation of em. Certainly, 

after the establi~~ent of CWS at Algoma it became apparent that the union 

had eeour&d 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. S. Tirrell, Director of the union 

Industrial Engineering Department, was reported as saying that "One of 

the moot significant results of the CWS programme is that many people 

who have been paid at the 'labour rate' are now in a higher classifi-

cation. 11 As an example he cited the case of one plant in Hamilton 

"where 20 pel' cent of the rorkiag force \llere being paid the bas~ 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 1. 4l . "ll 'Thus, 

one important union motive in encouraging their locals to pr ss for CWS 

'vllo the possibility of' overall "-'age increases, especially for lower paid 

workers. After all, no employee could be made worse off in terms of 

absolute wage rates because with CWSl 
J I 

The application of rates in the standard hourly wage seale shall not 

11steel Labor, XVIII (October, 1953), 3. 
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result in a r~duction 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 the standard hourly 
wage scale for the respective job class of his job , l2 •( 

1he 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 

- a policy which was so apparent during the war years .. to concern for 

the nshrinking 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 classification 

and, in particular, tradesmen could be expected to improve greatly their 

relati ve position in the wage scale aa a result of the higher classifica~ 

tiona they would receive to compen ate for their skill, training and re-

sponsibility. The union ~tated categorically that its intention was "to 

press for the introduction of a programme of job classifications which I 

defines the relationship between unskilled, semi-skilled and skilled joba. u13 j 
_j 

It might perhaps be supposed that the union, in addition to ita 

concern for mor d r-ealistic differentials between individual employees, 

might hope that uniform CWS classifications would eliminate the geographi-

cal differentials between plants which ~ere so apparent in Canadian basic 

steel. It is true that ~~rity of base wage rates had been achieved be• 

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

Ltd. , 

12 Cooperative Wage Studt Manual ••• , between Stanley Steel 
Hamilton, and u . s . w. A., 1954~, PP• 53-54. 

Co . 

13steel Labor , XVI {November, 1951), 1. 
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14 the gap soon opened again. In 1952, the year when many companies first 

accepted CWS, the earnings differential in basic steel, which to a large 

extent reflects wage rate differences, ~nong the three provinces for which 

these statistics are availablet was as follows: 

TABLE VI 

AVERAGE EARNINGS OF WAGE-EARN~~ IN 

PRIMARY IRON AND S'l'EEL, 1952 

Ontario: 

Quebec: 

Nova Scotia: 

Average 
Weekly 
Ea.rninge 

$ 

70.49 

63.20 

59. 44 

Source: Earnin s and Hours of ~ork in 
(Ottawa: Dominion Bureau of Statistics , pp. 

n1e union in Canada certainly considered the elimination of 

regional wage differences a major matter of policy: 

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 ncrazy quilt11 with workers in 
Newfoundland, the Maritimes and the Prairie Provinces away below 
those in Central Canada and the West Coast . 15 

In order to eliminate these geographical differentials by means 

of the CWS programme both parity of job classes for similar jobs eross 

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

14 See p. 62. 

l5steel Labor , XVI (January, 1951), 3. 



99 

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 ~~ion 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 

CWS, but by the collective bargaining process . It is of course true that 

CWS job evaluation highli~~ted 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-

menta among the three main unionized companies: 

TABLE VII 

AGE RATES OF TH~ THREE MAIN UNIONIZED COMPANIES 

IN CANADIAN BASIC STEEL, 1958. 

Base rate Increment 
! ¢ 

Algoma 1.78 l/2 6 

Stelco 1. 78 1/2 5.6 
(Hamilton orks) 

Dosco 1. 74 1/2 5 1/2 

Source : c.w.s. in United Steelworkers of America Contracts in 
Can~da {Toronto : U. S. W. A. , April , 1960) - typewritten . 

At the time of negotiations !or the first CWS contracts in Canada 

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

rent. 'l'his concerned the lack of parity between rates paid in the steel 
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industry in t he United States and t hose paid in Canada. ~~e Labour 

Gazette reported in 1952: 

A base wage-rate equal to that in the United States has been estab­
lished by Local 1005 of the United Steel rorkers of America (ClO­
CCL) in negotiations with the Steel Company of Canada, for the first 
time in the Canadian Steel industry . (bly the base rate is the sa"!!e 
as that in the United States steel industry. Because of a difference 
in wage spreads paid in the two countries, United f6ates steelworkers' 
wages average 20 cents an hour more than Canadian. 

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

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

the eventual aim on the part of the union being to close this inore~ent 

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

States . 17 It is clear, therefore, that the union hoped that CWS could 

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

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

entire structure of job classes. 

Disparities between wage rates of United States and Canadian 

workers, although they have !or long existed in most industries, began to 

cause real discontent only during and sinct; World War II. In this period 

rapid economic expannion 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.I.O. international unions 

across the border had all contributed to a growing awareness of, and 

dissatisfaction with, wage disparties between the two countries. 18 

16 Labour Gazette • LII (September, 1952), 1166. 
17Ibid. -
18 See S. Jamieson, "Labour Problems of an Expanding Economy" , 

Canadian Journal of Econon:ics and Political Science, XX (May. 1954) , 146. 
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Thus, it was only to be expected that the United Steelworkers , 

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 11most important it estab-

lishes the princi ple or 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" . 19 It also stated that 11once a 

-rational LwagiJ structure is arrived at, the job of narrowing the dif-

ferentials between Canadian and U.S. rates in the skilled classifications 

can really be tackled . n20 

n1e union •s arGUments for international wage parity were sometimes 

21 based solely upon the relatively higher cost of living index in Canada. 

To the union this hie;her cost of living proved the need for wage parity , 

at least, and perhaps even higher wage rates in Canada. HO\fever , other 

issues uere pertinent to this consideration, such as greater wealth, pro-

ductivity and broader mar kets characteristic of tho situation in the 

United utates , a.VJ.d Ca.11adian employers 1r1ere quick to point them out . The 

journal of the Canadian Manufacturers ' i\ssociation Incorporated, Industrial 

Canadat noted the Steelworkers • demand in 1951 for Canada- U. S. vJage parity. 

To refute the union ' s arguments the Association ' s Industrial .elations 

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

l9Steel Labor, XVII (September, 1952), 1 . 

20stcel Labor , XVII (January, 1952) , ?. 
21 See, for example, their 1951 Annual Policy Conference decision 

on this question , reported in Steel Labor , XVI (November, 1951), 1. 
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22 reasons why wages in Canada were, on the average, below those in the U.S. 

Certainly, the Canadian steelworkers wore not able to maintain the 

base wage parity which they had achieved for a brief period at Stelco as 

a result of hard bargaining. Wage increases subsequently granted in the 

United States outstripped those pertaining in Canada. 23 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 Steehror~ers locals in Canada succeeded for a brief period in 
establishing the same common-labor rate ao in the United States , 
though rates for higher jQbs were graduated less steeply so that 
average plant wage levels remained lower in Canada. Even the 
parity in labor rates was lost after a

4
year or two, and the union 

has not been able to re-establish it.2 

Perhaps this comment is rnoro significant in pointing to the fact that , 

if the "parityn objective is to be meaningful,then mere base rat~ 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 c·ws into its overall wage policy in the hope that the 

programme would help realize some of the wage rat objectives of a union 

'"- which uwage uniformity and setting basic wage goals as key points in 

national policy have • • • become principles of action . u25 

This emphasis upon regional and international wage parity, and 

22see Industrial Canada, LII, (February, 1952), 44 . 

23rn 1959, for example. the base wage rate at the largest steel 
company in Canada , Stelco (Hamilton 'orks) '9 was 11 . 85;-2. At the largest 
company in the u.s., United States Steel Co pany , it was 2. 13. See 
Honthly Labor Review, LXXXII (October, 1959) , 1095. 

24t .Q. Reynolds and G. H. Taft, op . cit . , p . 288 . 
25H. A. Logan, op . cit., p. - 254. 
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more especially on attempts at consist011cy and unj_formity in job classi-

fications to further this aim,. is only to be expected in vie\v of the long 

est~blished practice of maintaining a high degree of centralization of the 

Canadian section of the union in its collective bargaining policy. 26 It 

has pressed for uniforrni ty of rates for similar _ worl:.: throu.~hout the indus-

try and beyond. oreover , the union has net·l 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 job set out in the C ·s 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 specitien joba 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 ddition to overall union aims regarding the CWS programme, it 

is interesting to note internal repercussions within the union following 

the actu l entablishment of CWS . 

On the whole~ employee reaction to CWS seemn 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 u job to an employee rather than 

inform him what his job class wac likely to be whilst the evaluation was 

26s . Jamieson, Industrial Relationo in Canada (Toronto: Mac ti.llan , 
1957), p . 72. 
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actually being carried out. The union reasoning was that evaluations 

were meant t o be objective and consistent andt in consequence. it told 

its local union evaluation committee that it "must not permit itself to 

be pressured for any reason by any group or individual. n27 The coc:mittee 

was specifically edvisedl 

Do not at any time diecuss with anyone out~ide of the Committee what 
the job class of a :particular job is or ctight be. This is of para­
mount importa-1ce. unless tho Committeemen are anxious to create 
unnec~gsary difficulties for themselves they will make this a cardinal 
rule . 

In spite of such obvious precautions the union did receive some 

sporadic co plaints from vocal rninoritiea who had fared less well rela-

tively from the evaluation than other groups. But tho advance publicity 

given to the programt. together with the detailed explanations and job 

evaluation instruction given to locale prior to the in.tallation of' CwS 

1neant that complaints were kept to a inimum. There was no "flood of 

complaints to the international office11 from union members as had occurred 

• th u (> 
29 :tn e . ~. It would appear that the operation of the programme in 

Canada has been characterized by a remarkable absence of '1griping11 • This 

is to be explained by the attention given in Canada to advance preparation 

of union locals for CWS , 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 C\~S classifications should continue to receive 

27Handbook for C • • s. Co~ittees, p. 19. 

28Ibid. , P• 12. -
29see J. Stieber, op. cit ., P• 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 tho U.S. "the 

original classifications were negotiated under considerable pressure 

from both aidesn and "steel companies and the international union were 

in a hurry to agTee on classifications."30 

Nevertheless , the occasional trouble spot does develop in the 

Canadian section of the union. At one meeting held at a local union 

headquarters in Ha.nilton31 members of the local C'WS Committee, together 

with shop stewards , met with an industrial engineering representative 

from Toronto union headquarters . Heated co ~ents were expressed at this 

meeting as a result of claims by derrick operators that they had received 

an uincorrect" (i . e . insufficiently high) classification under the CJS 

programme. The union representative pointed out that they had received 

the beat classification the union could secure for t hem at the time of 

CWS installation and that , by contractual agreement, the job description 

and clv.ssification could only be altered if there was a change in job 

content to the extent of one full job class or more . Thereupon, one qf 

the shop stewards asked this offici al which side he re.presented, and 

ven suggested that the derrick men might feel compelled to defect from 

the union. However , stormy meetings such as this>where union headquarters 

representatives have to devote most of their energies to disciplining 

their own members in defence of then gotinted agreernentJare of rare 

30 Ibid . , P• 137. -
3lMeeting of a local union CWS Committee, January 6, 1961 -

attended by the writer. 
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occurrence. 

It is probably true to suggest that once CWS classific)ations have\ 

been agr ed the ability of individual employees to seek redress with re-

gard to relative wage rate grievances is considerably reduced. Since such 

grievances are precluded once the C\vS agreenent is negotiated, managernent 

••ill no longer entertain them. For the minority who still feel inequity 

grievances , therefore , discontent is no l onger aimed so much at management 

as at union of ficials . It may well be s id, then, that in this case CW3 

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 ?refers to feel fr e to negotiate not only the 

overall waee rateo , as under CWS , but also individual rates - a practice 

which is irreconcilable with job evaluation. Certainly , unions have been 

traditionally opposed to any syst em which attempts to limit in advance 

the factors which may be considered in rate setting. It is , therefore, 

somewhat surprising that the United Steelworkers has stated th~t 11 We have 

noted no evidence that c.w.s. has imposed any limitations regarding our 

freedo1n of action in collective bargaining. Subjectively, it mi ht be 

stated that c.w.s. has enabled us to make gains we might not have made 

without it . "32 The union areues that for some groups of workers33 C~S 

evaluat ion 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. 

33rn 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 cents an hour wage increases - considerably 
more than they could ever have hoped for in the absence of C ·s . 

I 

I 
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wage increases for these workers. These wage claics ~ould 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 Steelworke~s headquarters in Toronto 

there appears to be considerable satisfaction with the results of the 

Cooperative Wage Study in Canada. The programme is pe~haps not !h2 

greatest achievement in the union ' s history, but it is held to rank 

equally nmongst the union's most notable accomplishments. Specifically, 

the gains which the union believes it has secured from the programme 

emphasize , as has already been stressed, tho joint nature of the under-

taking and its overall uniformity, together with the widenin" of crafts-

men's differentials which it established. They have been summarized as 

follows: 34 

(1) It provided a rational, systematic method of determining job and 

rate relationships ~hich was acceptable to the union a 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 consiatency in the 

job classifications in the plants in which it bargains. 

(4) It enabled the union to establish properly related rates for the 

tradesmen, thereby eliminating 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 

34 w. Mahoney •••• letter to the writer . 
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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 

no\'11 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 organizing the research group from 

which CWS was born. 

In Canada , ho\-Iever,it \·tas felt by some management officiala that 

inequities were not nearly so numerous as in the United St ates. It is, 

however t 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. lt is, ho~1ever, probably correct 

to state that numerous inequities did exist in the Canadian steel industry 

(as was proved by the results of the CWS pr ogramme) , but that these in­

equities had not given r ise to as many grievances as were experienced u1 

the u.s. An explanation supporting this vi ewpoint lies in the differences 

of the steel industry •s collective bargaining pr ocedur e in the two count­

ries . In the u.s. collective bargaining takes place on an industry- wide 

basis whereas in Canadian Steel individual company contracts are the more 



109 

usual procedure. Thus, in the United States local unions ca:ne together 

for bargaining purposes and through discussions 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 t the position prior to CWS ,.,.as 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 proposed CWS . Indeed, as a result of the cor.tparative 

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 attitude 

on the part o£ management can also be explained as a tactical move 

typifying the companies' luh:ewarm reaction to C~vS proposals in Canada. 

'l'he companies had come to realize from the results of the programme in 

the u.s. 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 C~>.1S 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, ahould CWS be accepted, the union 

committee would possess 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 'prerogatives• of managers" and 

"ln e;ome firms • • • major concern appears to be directed toward 

•containment• of unions and resistance against their participating in 

labor management" . 35 

In the companies visited in .Hamilton in connection with this studyJ 

none of them initially accepted CWS with enthusiasm and many agreed to 

it only after much deliberation. 36 For instance, at the Donald Rope and 

Wire Company , a steel fabricating plant, the union .,tressed for CWS for 

four years before the company finally accepted the programme. ~ 

The question of preserving managerial prerogatives does seem to 

have been highly significant in influencing the a.tti tudes of the companies 

to CWS. In a feature report on CWS in Canada; the Financial Post stated 

that CWS had been accepted in some contracts but that "in other areas it 

has :run head on into management 'a stand on its own right to run the 

business . n37 Moreover, the Steel Company of Canada, one of the first 

companies to agree to CWS, had similar reservations regarding union 

"encroachments" into managel!'lent . In 1956, two years after the complete 

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

35D. Yoder~ Personnel Management and Industrial Relations {4th ed. , 
Englewood Cliffs, N. J .: .Prentice llal.l, 1956), P• 3.51 . 

36ibi~ generalization does not include CWS at Dofasco. But there 
were special reasons for acceptance of CWS in this company. See Chapter VII . 

37Firu:mcial Post, LIIl (July 11, 1959), 57. 
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, vc tellinu e. pr ssio to ti4ese seutimenta: 

Probably one of tho n:o;:;t im o.rta.n+ things man::ti>e, ent t::tu.tt do ill future 
is to guard ittJ retions e-L"l p eros, t•ves ·l.Sailt:Jt union ueroacl.u:amt. 
In fnot, ;u t 'b&0 ill a p oe a or retrlevin some of th ri ~ts 
which mana en h ve imprudon tly bar . ined y in th t. 'e 
have been all too prone to trade n a:f eot:1o t'.o-called mi. or non-ooonOt:ic 
concession - a mutual connent clauBe, n joint 09,~ ttee or riGid I 
~ nio~ity rules • for a 1on t y conoidorat~on. . 

. erhap ir. Clawon not unmin ful o:t th Cw~ "joint co , it teo • 1 en 

he made this etaternent. 

~ u lly i port t, ~ow ver, in r.u no gem nt • ; often ho tile reaction 

to CwS uapl Qontation>wa. the cost eonaideration. e com anies reali~ed 

full well th<tt the l.-ogr :mo wc.uld roault :ln w-r,."G increaseo and many 

compani ,. ,ut a. tl&X.'im o nts-p r-hour i it on th eol;;>t o: Gliio averaged 

valu tion is being uso grtl t eal by t union .• nJ b ~ie lly ns 

technique £or a raiae.u39 dd to t,iG tho coiJt of eurint. tho ervic e 

of firm of industrial conculto.n.ts to d.vise on installation of the 

progr · e, a eon idev ticm which important to eo· e of th~ ~~lor 

firma• tl~e o\lnt of time noedod to complete it, tog t.~er with th holier 

of some c p ni a th t, for th .. , :l.neq,uiti did not w rrant uch erious 

d costly, attention, and it io sy to understand nnage nt's nti• 

path to•~arda p:t"C>"C•OBal for c·.s. 
It is no exa·,. ;.er tion to U""gest th t in ·a.nnda tl:. . progr e s 

finally nst·lled in many co,, pan1os in I'}Jite of, rather than b o uoo of, 

.ana.ganent. A period o£ unccrto.inty follo ed by ivo accent ce eoeme 

to . ave boon the keynote in many companies. hy then did the st l 

XVl!I (Dec mber, 1951 }, 445. 
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companies eventually agree to install C'dS? 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 Erie, and the Canadian Bridge Company near 

·indsor, CWS was ~ccepted only after the union had called a strike to 

compel acceptance of the programme . However , i~ most of the Canadian 

steel plants C\liS was accepted without strike action. It is , of course, 

quite likely that companies voluntarily adopting CWS were well aware 

Yet it is undoubtedly true that much firmer company resistance \I 
that CWS might be made a strike iesue, as a last resort . 

to CWS would have been shown if the general economic position of the 

steel industry had been less favorable at that time . The early agreements 

at Algoma, Stelco and Dosco were made in a period when economic conditions , 
\ 

and the profitability of the steel companies were very favorable. Rising ! 
prices, high profits and boom-time eonditiono were characteristic of the 

immediate post-1951 period. Dr . Morgan in her report on the Canadian. 

40 industry notes "the generally favorable condi tiona of the past ten years. 11 

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 

41 year. 

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 . Tnese factors coupled with 

40 
Lucy Morgan, op. cit., P• 38 . 

41canadian Statistical Review (Ottawa: Dominion Bureau of 
Statistics) , XXVII (January, 1952) , i . 
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the knowledge of favorable company xperience of CWS in the United State 

and the possibility of company gains in reducing w ge rate co~plaints, 

for example, to b. lance the high cost of initial installation of the . 

programme, go far towards explaining eventual agr e ent on CWS principles 

by the Canadian companies . 

However, once C Shad actually b-en installed and its benefits 

m. de apparent, management came to regard the whole programme more 

favorably . ~ en the few companies which still hold reservations about 

union participation in job evaluation dmit that they would not now 

abandon CWS without having some similar job evaluation scheme to replace 

it . The rationalized system of rate settin which now exi ts has high-

lighted th limitations of the uncoordinated set of wage rates and rate 

r lationship~ that exi t d prior to CWS. A state ent by an official of 

the Algoma Corporation regarding the merits of CWS exemplifies management 

reactions. ~~ . N.M. Kensit, Superintendent of Industrial Relations, has 

stated that his company t els that " s far as classification of jobs is 

concerned this has been a good program both for the employees end for 

42 management . u 

The most important gain secured by the companies from the programme \ 

i~ that complaints c~ntering on alleged inju tice of individual wage 

rates have been virtually eliminated. ere those still exist the em-

ployeee are usually trying to claim that their job duties have altered 

since the inoeption of the programme. Thus , in companies employing CWS 

procedures it is stipulated by agreement between the parties th t, with 

the exception of new and chang d jobs, "no basis shall exist for an 

i:f.H. Kensit, letter to the writer, April 15, 1961. 

\ 
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employee, whether paid on incentiV'e or non-incentive basis, to allege that l 
a wage rate inequity exists, and no grievance on behalf of an employee / 

alleging a wage rate inequity shall be filed or processed during th~ term 

of this ae;reement . ''43 This type of grievance which had existed prior to 

CWS was troublesome and time-consuming in its i~vestigation and management 

was glad to see the grievances ended. 

Furthermore, CWS 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 -...:hole organizational structure and sometimes 

brought more sharply into .focus earnings relationships and job responsi-

bilities of which management had been previously unaware . The result was 

in oome instances a tightening and greater systematisation of the adminis-

trative organizatiou of the enterprise . 

Also the CWS programme resulted in greater statiliLatiou ana 

management control of cost . As 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 firws using the CWS procedure benefitted to the same extent in respect 

of tighter organizational patterns and control over costing. In a speci-

fie case the gain depended upon the situation which existed prior to C'tJS 

.,. on the amount of attention given by the company to cost control and to 

systematic organizational structure. 
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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 considerable overall 

wage increases as a result of the evaluation. However, these CWS costs 

were probably more diaproportionate in relation to total labour costs 

for the smaller companies than for Stelco , Algoma and Dosco . '!he union, 

for its part , had to establish an industrial engineering department and 

meet the costs of training local union evaluation committees . 

The magnitude df th ta k of evaluation in the industry must be 

stressed. 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 r efer ral to arbitration. 44 As the union informed 

its locals , "the task assigned to the L3ob evaluatio!.V' committee ia 

tremendous . The results , if the job is well done , equally as great . ,,45 

It is therefore apparent that there must have been a good deal of good-

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 progra~e isn't a cure-all . It doesn ' t eliminate time study or 
incentive problems . What it d.ocs aim at is the establishment of a 
reasonable and workable rate structure in ~nich the basic rate for 
each job depends not on the personality or sex of the ~orker , nor , 

44 w. Kilbourn, op, cit ., P• 201. 

45Handbook for c.w.s. Committees , p . 24. 
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as in some cases, on t~~ \"l.him of the foreman or plant superintendent, 
but on the job itself.~O 

46 Steel Labor, XX (July, 1955) 1 9. 



Chapter VI 

CWS AT THE STEEL COMPANY OF CANADA 

The Steel Company of Canada is the largest producer of basic steel 

1 in the country, has a workforce of 15t000 employees and conducts almost 

one-third of a billion dollars' worth of busineos 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 

quarter of a billion dollars . 2 

However• the company ' s industrial relations were for lon~ charac-

terized by a degree of bitterness and mutual suspicion r arely experienced 

elsewhere in the industry. Until 1944 the company was adamant in its 

refusal to recognize tho United Steelworkers. In the pre-\.,rar years the 

company had set up a works council in order to further effective labour-

management relations. This council , however, \tas derided by the United 

Steeh1orl:ers as being a ncompany union" which was completely dominated 

and controlled by management . 3 Also, an import~~t part of Stelco•s wage 

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

1 See Table I , P• 36 . 
2 See W. Kilbourn , o;e .. cit . , P• 207 nassim . 

3see Steel Labor VIII (March, 1943), 2. 

11? 
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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: 

Jatehing the union growth the company began its creat defensive . 
Just as early English oonarchs of long ago paid Danegelt to 
stave off further" settlement by the northern sea rovers, so the 
management of Stelco began doling out wage gnins4 desperately 
keeping one step ahead of union gains elsewhere. 

The strL~e of 1946 at Stelco was the culmination of the ever in-

creasing conflict between the parties. The issues centered upon union 

demands for a substantial wage increase, a forty-hour week, a union shop 

and the automatic check-off of duea. The strike lasted ighty-one days 

and as a result of skirmishes on the picket lines, the fact that a sub-

stantial number of employees continued to work in the plunt during the 

strike, and a government enquiry, the "big strike" at Stelco was thrust 

into the centre of public interest across the nation. 

~le 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 

\-rorkins; lives. r•5 Nevertheless, some of the former attitudes and suspicions 

continued to persist on both aides. There was "the hurd feeling within 

the ranks between stTiker.s and insiders that left the deepest wound"6 

together with "the legacy of personal bitterness /Yhic'ri? tended to obscure 

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

4 Steel Labort X (April, 1945), 5. 
5w. Kilbourn, op. cit . , p. 200 

6.!,lli. t 202. 
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its employees . "? 

No further strike occured at Stelco until 19.58, when for the first 

time since the war the company refused to grant any substantial wage in-

crease in the new contract . However, the moat significant gaino for the 

union since the "big strike" were realized as a result of the 1952 negoti-

ations. The new base rate of l . lt~ granted in that year was the same as 

that set only a few days earlier in the United States steel industry a~d 

thus represented sienificant step towards the achievement of full wage-

scale par ity between U.S. and Canadian rates . J4oreover, the company 

agreed to CWS job evaluation for all jobs within the bargaining unit and 

thus became the first company i n Canada to agree to apply CWS principles 

to all ita producti on and maintenance jobs. ~. Kilbourn has stated -
that "in 19.52 • • • the company took the important step of establishing 

a more rational modern job evaluation progra.mme. "8 However , far from 

being a unilater al 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 C~S came from the union rather 

than from the company . Indeed, the company agreed to CWS only after much 

consideration. 

At the tir:Je o.f the CWS proposals Stelco was aware of th extent of 

the proeramme 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 e appa.r~nt 

7 Ibid., 201. -
8~ •• P• 201 . 
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for this reaction:9 

(1) Cost , It 1as realized at the outset th·t t his would be a costly 

progr~~e to install and administer; and it was by no means certain 

whether the benefits to the company from CWS would justify such 

expense . 

(2) Ine~uitz grievances . The company felt that ine,uity grievances, 

although difficult to resolve, were not so numerous s to be 

intolerable (~a they were in the U.S. when 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 tep because 

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

programme. 

(4) Managerial prerogatives. 'l'he a tting of rates \tas regarded as a 

basic function of management . The granting of CWS would mean further 

encroachments by the union upon management's rights . 

(5) Susnicion . The union had not become firmly established at Stelco 

until 1946 . CWS was proposed only six years later the union-

mana6ement relationship was still immature in the sense that mutual 

respect and understanding by the two parties was till not fully 

consolidated. The union was pressing strongly for C 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 

9Info ation 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 Stelco since the 1930'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 t1r. Paul \·1. 

Bennington; a former employee of the United States Steel Company ~1ho :ad 

been concerned ui th CvJS installation at the Gary, Indiana, works of United 

States Steel. It was known in the steGtl 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. 1~us, the company's prior ex­

perience of industrial engineering, coupled \dth Mr. Bennington's practi­

cal knowledge of CWS administration, mea~t 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. 

1mwever, 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, Steloo'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 

mills were operated at maximmn capacity throughout the year and production 

of steel ingots 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 preference a.nd ordinary shares. In 1952, moreover, net 
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sales to customers were the high st in the company's history.1° CWS 

would be costly but the company at this time was in a prosperous condi-

tion. In these somewhat propitious financial circumstances,tllerefore, 

in 1952 Stelco accepted the Cooperative Wage Study for its whole organi~ 

zation. 

In contrast to the earlier case of CWS at Al oma, the Stelco bar-

gaining unit consists of nine separate plants, six in Ontario and three 

in Quebec.11 Thus the inter-plant and inter-regional nature of CWS at 

Stelco givea rise to the question of administrative arrangements for in-

atallation and continuation of CWS at this company. 

In the original installation the co pany and the union agreed to 

negotiate job descriptions and classifications at the Cru1ada 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 eompany'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 ste l plant the procedure 

envisaged close conformity with the specimen jobs set out in the CvS 

l4anual for describing and classifying basic steel jobs. However, many 

of the Stelco plants produce fabricated steel, nails, nuts and bolts, 

and "finiehed",as opposed to "basic">steel. For jobs in these plants 

10 See The Steel Company of Canada Ltd., .@nual Report, 1951, 1952. 

11The 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 orks, 
Ontario,was 1. 92; at the Notre Dame orks, l·ontreal,it was ·1 . 85 1/2. 
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the CWS lfunual at this time gave somewhat less guidance than for jobs in 

basic steel. It is estimated by Stelco officials that 50% of total CWS 

job descriptions for the whole organization were jobs in the "finishing" 

plants . .E'or many of these jobst rather than relying on the Manual, the 

parties negotiated their own specimen jobs. 

Through)ut the entire programme at Stelco plru1ts 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 a.tten1pt at coordination was also 

attempted on the aide of the company. A ncorrela.tion 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 also th problem of adjustment to new or 

changed jobs. In this case, whenever there are new or changed jobs to 

the extent of one full job class or more, under the CWS procedure new 

classifications must be negotiated. Thus, a classification which the 

management CWS Committee 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 gineering Department to 

ensure that it is consistent with classifications for similar jobs 

throushout the organization. 

It 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 union in maintaining uniform classifications to 
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prevent possible union attempts at upgrading 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 adva.ntaze, both union and management desire to maintain 

consistency in classifications between plants fn order to obviate the 

possibility of creating new inter-plant ine~uities.12 

When the company and the union first began job descriptions and 

classifications it wao agreed that "jobs shall be described and cla.ssi-

fied consistent with and conforming to the set of Specimen Example job 

descriptions and job classifications agreed to by the International Union 

and issued for this purpose by the Co-operative age Study. n13 The inten• 

tion was to make t~e job classifi~ations as objective as possible. 

However, both Stelco and the union admit that in practice bargaining on 

classifications does tru~e place. 

It may well be asked how is it poDsible 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 C~ particular jobs may fall 

on the dividing line between two job classe.s and it ie then a matter of 

12Th desire for internal consistency of classifications in 
multiplant steel companies has also been noted in the United States . 
See J . Stieber, op. cit . , p. 124. 

13Procedural Agree~ent on Job Clabsifieations between the Steel 
Company of Canada Ltd. , (Canada Works) and Local Union No. 3250 
(December 8, 1952), p. 3. 
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judgment as to which classification they should receive. 

It is such "borderline" cases ljbich justify the CWS procedure of 

nominating a company and a union referee. In such instances. where there 

may have been a genuine difference of opinion. the Stelco manaeement CWS 

committee gave itself the benefit of the doubt and submitted the lower 

classification of the two to the union committee for review. According 

to the company, however, it has not boen Stelco's practice to pursue a 

policy of submitting low classifications on !!! jobs. It was felt that 

this would lead to union retaliation. The union vould have submitted 

unduly high classifications and prolonged haggling sessions would have 

resulted. Certainly. tl1e 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 policy. 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'1• 

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 carldad out by rneans 

of a joint union-management committee in whieh the two sides unified their 

separate interests in an attempt to solve a common problem. Rather, the 

usual bargaining structure was pres~rved . ~~o distinct committees existed 
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and the management committee submitted propoced claesific~tions to the 

union committee which reviewed them an often suggested amen&nents. 

1ith 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 worka~le procedure to meet the 

situation . In the case of fully intecr ted 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 CWS 

programme the question of job classification leads in the end to the pro­

blem of wage rates , a fundamental collective bareaining isaue upon which 

it is assumed that there ie bound to be oonflict of interest. 

In this cormection, 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 C'Jmmittee, 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 nspecimens" 

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 ov rall 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. 14 According to union sources 

the cost to the company averaged 13 cents per hour for each employee, and 

at the Hamilton '!orl<s, retroa.ctive nay 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 greate t inu,.ediate gains from the intro-

duction of CWS were secured by production workers. lere the middle (semi· 

skilled) group found their rates increased substantially. The employees 
~ ' f 

who benefitted least were the already highly paid wcrk~rs receiving incen-

tive payments. 

~thin the skilled group itself there was a considerable readjust-

ment of wage rate differentials for certain trade and craft jobs. This is 

illustrated in the followiug table which shows the prevailing standard 

wage rates for certain trade and craft jobs in the Hamilton ~rks on 

March 31, 1953, and the job claooes and rates for the same jobs on April lt 

1953, th• effective date of C 'S 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 . ~1is is hardly surprising. To have kept every ~~ployec in the 

same relative wage rate position would have necessitated straight nacross-

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 

l4steel Labor, XVII (September, 1952), l . 
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TAB.LE VIII 

STANDARD WAGE RATES FOR TRADE AND CRAFT JOBS 

BEFOR!j, AND AF'~ER CWS 

April 1 
March 31 {CW.S) C\iS 

Job rate (j) - rate (i) Job Class 

Blacksmith 1.83 1 .9~ 1.5 

Boilermaker 1.83 1.9~ 15 

Carpenter 1.83 1.9m 13 

Armature Winder 1.83 1.95* 14 

Wire :nan 1.83 2. 03* 16 

Shop Electrician 1.83 1.95* 14 

Machinist 1.83 2.03~ 16 

Pipefitter 1.83 1 .91~ 13 

Welder 1.83 1 .95~ 14 

Instrument Repairman 1. 845 2. 03;2 16 

Roll Turner 1.89 1 .9~ 15 

Source: Figures supplied by the company. 
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and pipefittero) remained at the lowest rate ($1 . 91 l/2) for the group 

after CWS. In the ~idening 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 sroup, and, uith 

the exception of the t\,10 jobs left at the lowes~ CWS rate for the gr.ou~, 

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. Thi 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 1 and t'liremen • the 

latter two jobs being formerly among the lo est rated of the grou~ . 

Another important consequence of CWS for the tradesmen is , the 

union believes , the longer- term gains resulting from changes inpromotional ~ 
procedures affecting these workers. At Stelco prior to CWS there were 

four classes of tradesmen receiving progressional rates depending upon 

ability d 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 vacancy 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 

jobs there are three ratco: a starting rate . four job classes below the 

stande~d rate; an intermediate rate , two job classes below the standard 

rate; and a standard rate . Progression through these rates is by means J 
of craft testing at intervals of 104o hours of actual work in the trade 

or craft . 

'1 



An ployee assign d to a starting rate or int rmediate rate 
may, followin the completion of periods of 1040 hours of 
actual wor'. for the Company in the given trade or craft, re­
quest und shall receive a de t erraination of qualifications 
and ability, and shall be reel ssified into the next higher 
rate of the respective trade or craft if such dete ination 
discloses that satisfacto~J qualifications and ability have 
been dov!loped by the employee during the intervening period 
of time . 5 
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The one exception under this rule applies to tradesmen who were receiving 

the top rate of their particular classification pri or to em. Such 

mployees are classified at the standard r te of the new classification 

regar less of their bilities. This arrangement is r ferrod to, in 

icturesque terms, as the "grandfather clauseu. However, in the Stelco 

organization only a soall percentage of trade en wer ffected by this 

clause. 

When CWS procedures were first agreed upon at Stclco the company 

assessed the abilities of each craftsman in consultation with the uni on 

and "slotted" him at the level believ d 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 th tests. The failure ,rat was hieh and there w re complaints of 

un!air and difficult teat • In its defence of the tests the company con-

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 qu etion was submitted to arbitration. 

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

15Basic ~eement between Steel Company of Can da (Hamilton Works) 
Wld Local Union No . 1005, u.s.w.A. (November 23. 1956), P• 15. 
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the craftsman to prove his ability.16 

Nevertheless, although the tradesman must prove his abilities to 

the company's satisfaction by means of such tests, he is not required 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 corrq;any had instructed three welders who had previously 

11assed tests entitling them to standard rate earnings to submit to these 

tests once more. 1'wo of the welders took the tests and failed them and 

the other welder refused to tc\ke 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 no basis for 

requiring rene\'ied proof of hia skills and abilities .17 

ln the matter of promotion; then, while the company still determines) 

the total number of craftsmen required, it can no longer set up a standard / 

force within that number according to starting, intermediate, or stcmdard . 

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 opportunity to receive quicker promotion and to progre~_J 

more r apidly than they had before. 

It vould appear , therefore, that CWS tended to upgrade the quali-

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

16see Arbitration Re ort: and 
U.S .W. A. Local 10051 Januar;r 1', 

17see Arbitration Re ort: In the ~~tter of a Disoute between Stelco 
(Hamilton Works and U.S.W.A. Local 1002, Re. Standard Rate Dispute of 
~elders Br&ud, Gill and Moran, April 19, 1961~ 
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the Company feared th t it would have to pay top level wage r tes for 

nearly all of its craftsmen. {owever, the opinion of anagement at the 

Hamilton wor1·s, at least, seem to be that the distribution of tradee:nen 

among the various levels is not greatly different now than it was under 

the pre~CWS arrangements. Initially, trades e~ were very eager to taka 

the promotional tests. But thosewho failed them eventually came to 

appreciate that their lack of performance and ability would prevent them 

from reaching the highest classification. Even ldth the provisions for 

trade testa, it would seem that many Stelco craftsmen tended to gr,vitate 

towards clas;;sifications similo.r to those which they received in pre-CWS 

days. 

At the co~~encement of CWS in Stelco>certain unforeseen problet s 

arose in connection with the administr a t ion of the program e . A major 

difficulty was th . company ' s unfavorable r action to two of the provisions 

incorporated into CWS agreements . These concerned the rates to be paid 

to women and to apprentices . 

Prior to CWS there existed at Stelco a dual rate structure for 

male and female employees, the female r tes being the lower of the t o. 

CWS procedure rovided that only one set of rates should apply to both 

males and females . Translated into CUS "ter the union rinciple of 

equal pay for equal work required that where female employee occupied 

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 r sult 

of cost considerations, the compar~ showed extreme reluctanc in agreeing 



133 

t th . . . 18 o ~5 prov~o~on. 

Also , the company at first refused to ccept the CWS procedure 

for apprentices. Again• cost considerations influenced managenent in 

this respect . With the installation of CWS it would not be possible to 

pay apprentices lower wages than the base rate ?btaining in the plant: 

Under the CWS plan , the lowest rate in the _lunt is the rate 
for Job Class I. There is not, nor can there be any rate 
below this . Therefore. no apfrentice can be hired below that 
rate.l9 

In the original installation 1t was such difficulties as these 

which led to a long delay in reaching the firo t _w ... as ... e..._-.-.o;;;;;;;;;o......,,;,;;,;......, ....... 

Agreement , and help to account for the fact that lthough C S \Jas aereed 

to in 1952, the progl:'arn e \'las not completed in all the Stelco works 

until 1956. 

Once the CwS procratrl!le had been installed in the Stelco plants, 

another significant question arose : the submerging of incentives . 

Incentives became "submerged" \ihen the ne\'1 CWS standard hourly :~age 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 1r1ere "submerged" as 

a result of CWS. This prob1e had caused much controversy between the 

parties in the United States CIS progra~me . ~e parties had agreed that: 

For incentive jobs where the guaranteed r tes are higher than the 
appropriate standard hourly rates , the existing guaranteed rates 
shall be cancelled and sh·ll be replaced by the appropri&te stan­
dard hourly rates . However , for present incumbents on the job , an 

18see Steel Labor , XVII (October, 1952) , 1. 

19Ibid. -

I 



individual "out of line" differential shall be established •••• 20 l 
The importance of "submerging" of incentives at Stelco was that it drew 

the attention of management to the whole question of the effectiveness 

of incentives on production. It was felt by the company that the 11sub .. 

mergingtt of incentives did not result in any noticable fall in produc-

tion; consequently. the question was raised as to rhether incentives 
- - ------ --

really had the npull" that was often attributed to them. -
ln view of this result from the installation of C s, coupled with 

the fact that with greater automation and technological advance1machines 

rather than the employee are coming more and more to set the pace of wor· 

and the standard of output, Stelco bas not favored the re-creation of 

incentive .~:a.yment 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. ln the U. S. oany com-

panies under the programme have restored incentives for production workers 

in response to demands for tho opportunity for incentive earnings. The 

result was that craft workers then complained that they were being un-

fairly tre ted as t ey 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. lbn~gement•s position is that workers under 

20rTocedural A.sreer:1ent on Job Classifications, between the Steel 
Company of Canuda (Canada orks) and Local Union t•o. 3250, u.s.w.A. 
(December 8, 1952), P• 14. 

r 

viev1s on Stelco'e attitudes to incentives 
Direct Wage Incentives Obsolete", Plant 
1959). pp. 51-52. 

-1 
) 
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C ~ 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 procedural aspecta of the programme, there is 

the ore fundament,l question as to whether th~ joint union•manage ent 

establishment and administration of CWS at Stelco s led to further 

areas of interaction between the parties. One writer on job evaluation 

has concluded that it often "contributes markecUy to improved e ployee 

relationstt , and he notes nthe by-products of human understanding hich 

22 parallel the job-evaluation study. " It is true that in 1954 telco 

agreed to a joint union-management co ittee tc pl and administer such 

welfare matters as sickness benefit , medic~l, surgical and hospitali~ 

zation provisions. However, this does not appear to be rimarily the 

result of greater mutual understanding gained from installing CWS . The 

union had been presning for some such committee before the CWS a.._...rreements . 

Stelco manage ent regards CWS as a purely technical arrangemeut 

concen1ed with wage rate inequities. The installation of the programme 

vas granted by the company as a reluctant concession to the Wlion; it 

did not involve a wholesale reversal of management attitudes towards 

_union particip tion in the administration or the enterprise. In other 

industries where union-.anngement cooperation has led to further areas 

of interaction , the circumstances have been different from those pertain-

ing in the Stelco case. Usually, cooper tion results from the need to 

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

22see E.J . enge, "By-Products of Job ~alu.:"ltion", Personnel 
Journal, XXIX (July-Augu~t , 1950) , 94-99· 
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suggestion for cooperation usually comes frorn the side of the management. 

In the case of CWS, however, the co~pany did not recognize inequity 

grievances as a serious problem, and it was the union which exerted pres-

sure ( \¥hich would :probably hc..ve been backed up by a strike if necessary) 

to force the adoption of CWS. Moreover, CWS w~s carried out by separ~te 

union and management committees rather than by a single integr"ted corn• 

mittee occurring under "full" cooperation. Finally, there arc few cases 

of union-management cooperation where the enterprise in prooperous . Host 

instances of cooper tion have occurred because the firms were in an un­

sound position .23 In contrast, it see~ 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 offi-

cials, that although industrial relations at Stelco may appear to be 

satisfactory, there still remains something of the old tensions and under-

lying distrust bet\-1een the parties . It has been said in connection with 

CWS at Stelco that it was na remarkable example of' com:pany-union coope1 c;;,-

24 tion." 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 

CWS upon industrial relations. As thoy put it: 11 ••• procedural 

23see J. Shinter, "Union-Management Cooperation" , in R. A. Lester and 
J. Shister (eds.), Insishts into Labor Issues (New York: MacMillan , 1948) 
.PP• 87-115. 

24w. Kilbourn , op. cit., P• 201. 
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device.., are much leas important than the over-all character of the union­

management relationship in determining the lclnd of collective bargaining 

•1hich will prevail . ,,2.5 

25F.H. Harbison and R. Dubin, op . cit ., p . 209 . 



Chapt r VII 

CWS AT OOHINION FOUNDRIES AND ST..:EL 

The Dofasco company is one of the four largest basic steel producers 

in Canada. It produces pig iron and steel plates and, in addition, makes 

a variety of pr oducts r anging from silicon and enamelling sheets to tin 

plate and alloy and stai nless steel caGtings . In 1960 Dofasco had a total 

workforce of over four thousand employees and produced well over 900 , 000 

,' l 
t one of steel ingots and cast~gs. 

Since its earliest days the company has been owned and managed by 

members of the Sherman family . I t 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 Boar , and the other, 

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

When the company first began operations in 1912 i t was a steel foun-

dry with less than one hundred and f ifty 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 gr ievance had the privilege of having it considered 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 administ ration in the company. A new employee is instructed : 

1see Dominion Foundries and Steel Ltd ., Annual Report , 1960. 
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First talk to your foreman about your problem or complaint . I! 
he does not give you a satisfactory answer within a reason~ble 
time you should see your departmental superintendent. If you 
are still dissatisfied , you should then discuss the matter with 
the Peroonnel Super visor . Finally , you are entitled to see a 
senior officer of the · Company - Vice-President or Presidexlt . It 
is your right , as a member of the Dofasco frunily , to uue this 
procedure with the assurance that nothing \dll be held against 
you for doing so .2 
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Consequently the company ' s relations with its employees are conducted 

in terms of 11hUI1lan" 1' lations rather than organized collective relations. 

Informal , direct relations between management ~~d employees , coordinated 

by 1eano of a personnel department , are the rule at Dofasco . There are 

no organized relationships or collective barg~ining between the company 

and a trade union . The United Steelworkers has conducted several unsuccess-

ful attempts to organize employeeo in the company and periodic surveys 

are still made by the union to guage the amount of eoployee support for 

the establislnnent of a trade union and collective baraaining procedures . 

However , s ch attempts at unionization have been decidedly unsuccessful 

up to the present time. 

There are ~evcral reasons for the·unwillingness of Dofaoco employees 

to join the Steelworkers . The ttopen-dooru policy by which an employee can 

seek satisfaction for a complaint by petitioning the highest executive 

officers in the company has already been mentioned . ~qually important 

is the 'ell- know Dofasco Employees .Savin ,s and Profit Sharing .Fund. 

Established in 1938, the Dofasco plan is essentially a deferred pen-

aion type of profit sharing . Employees become eligible to join the Fund 

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

2The Dofasco Way , (a handbook issued to new employees at Dord.nion 
Foundries and Steel Ltd . ), p. 27 . 
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salary to a. maximum of $200.00 per year to \vhich 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 Shoring 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 S26,152.31 . 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 Fund. 3 

It is believed throu~hout the industry that Oofasco's profit -shar­

ing plan is a major explana.tion of employees' lack of enthusiasm for rep• 

resentation by the United Steelworkero . Steel Labor once reported that 

11company foremen were spreading a story that should the union secure 

3see Do!aaco Illustrated News, XXV (January, 1961.) 
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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 

ana6ement interests in which employee r lations are conducted on an 

individual rather than group basis and where ernployee loyalty and coope-

ration with management are continually stressed. 

In such companies the problem of employee morale is approached by 
tryi ng 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

6
impress the workers with the fairness and munificence 

of management . 

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 or Dofasco to equate 

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

5compare B. B. Gardner and D.O. Moore, Human Relations in Industry 
(Homewood, Illinois: lrwin, 1952) 1 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. " 

6 
~. , PP• 263-264. 



the company still adh res to paternalist concepts, with overall conservatil~ 

in company outlook and policy. The company would claim, even, that its 

profit sharing scheme is no part of traditional labour policy nnd 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. 

llofasco's policy of granting its em.loyees 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 bec~~e effective 

on July 27, 1956. Employees were told: 

Tne 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 
industry•s standard plan , called the Co-operative Wage s;udy (C S) . 
This ensures that you will be fairly paid for your work. 

CwS 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 CiS 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: 

7The Dofasco ~ay, p. 16. 
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(a) Establishing an equitable wage rate structure and related pro­
visions to enaole !air compensation for employees and value received 
in services to the Company. 

(b) Providing a proc~dure for r;,aking a.-1d .naintaining job descriptions 
and classifications . ~ 

'l'he adrJinistratio.n of the programme at Dofasco nd the differences 

which exist from ; S procedures in unionized companies will now be con-

eidered • 

. 'the most nott..ble aspect of CiS at this company is that the programme 

was set up unilaterally and continues to be administered solely by manage-

ment representatives. ~nere is no employee representation at all. Instead --. 
of the usual two committees of management and employees, respectively,there 

exists a single job evaluation committee, "broadly representative of the 

various production and maintenance activities of the pla.nt 11 ,
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 F'unction'') was solely responsible for the 

preparation of job descriptions and classifications, the departmental wage 

schedule ~~d the effective implementation and maintenance of the entire 

programme . 

A job evaluation expert , formerly employed by Paul dwards and 

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

9llli• ' P• 8. 
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ociatc , w retaine by th com y to eupply consulting services. 

Ha t up a job ev luation training school within the co pany for 1l 

m bers of plant supervi ion and, in the b of union co ittee, 

preceded to inst 11 CWS cl ification with th aid of nagement 

officialG only. It is perhaps ignificant that C S classifications 

t for production and maint umc workers o l.y in the c mpa.ny. C S 

has not yet become firmly established for of J.C. workers throughout the 

ate 1 indl1 ·try d cona qu ntly Dof'a co managemen did not f el th n e . 

for CWS clerical Dlld. technical cl sifications. 

The administration of the progr e in thi. co pany is, how v r, 

imilar in · respect to the roc dl.lr s t Stelco. Th o Coop rntiv 

wage Study Manual ia the basi of th rogramm at both co panics . Lik -

wi o, th St dard Hourly 'age Scale in Dofasco co encea t Job Class I, 

the minimum rate for th · plant • cmd progr & fJS upward fro job class to 

job clan by equal in or ents of 6 c nts p · hour. Also, tho princip' e 

of "out-of-line-diff rential" has be ret ined. f an incumb nt •s 

o.xisting rate is higher than the CWS tandard hourly rate, then at Do£ COt 

no 1. than Stelco. th mplo;y o i granted an "out-of-line-differential" 

equal to the diffet·ence between tho two r tes. It is estimated by Dof co 

management that t the time of CWS imple ent&tion pproXimately 9% of job 

in the plant receiv d such individual differentials. This is considerably 

high r than the 3% figur throughout tho St leo organization and might 

refl ct gr ter "individual'' tre trnent of employee t Dofll6co . 

Procedur regarding new and changed jobs i lso Billlilar bett.re the 

.ompaniea . In this r opect the arrangemeats t Dot co arc per hap superior 
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to those at Stelco. 1h never the co pany at Stelco establishes a ne\t 

job to the extent of one full job class or l!lore, upwards or down'Warda, 

a new job description and classification is developed by the company and 

submitted to the union for approval. If the compru1y 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-

heneive. 11 \·1'henever the Company establishes a new job or changes the job 

content of an xieting job, the Foreman or Superintendent of the affected 

0 department shall not;ify the Job Evaluation FUnction promptlyu . ioreover, 

each month a report form is sent by the Job .!!.'valuation 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 project~ 

being undertaken by the engineering department in order to discover which 

parts of the plant are installing new machinery which 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 ~ith incentives under CWS arc siQi• 

lar to those at otelco . The company stated that following the introduction 

of cws : 

The Company will revie'W 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~. t P• 7. 
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sub ,erged, i.e., where the straight-time average hourly earning of 
the employees under the plan are equal to or leas than the standard 
hourly rate for the job. If an adjustment is made, the amount will 
b sufficient to provide fair1~d reasonable incentive compensation 
to the employees on the job". 

At Dofasco many incentives which became submerged und r CWS proc~durea 

have not been re-created. The prevailing manag~rnent view is that the 

value of incentiYes as a spur to incr eased productivity is becoming more 

questionable as a result of technological advance ln the industry and 

l2 the ever greater machine controlling or processes. 

However , in spite of the basic similarity between CWS at Stelco 

and Dofasco , the very absenee or employe pa.rticipation in CWS at the latter 

company has led to some important dministrative deviations from the usual 

CWS arrange ents . 

The most apparent differenc between the two companies concerns 

the lack of any procedure for independent revision and amendments of the 

job descriptions and classifications set by management at Dofasco . '£he 

departmental foreman rather than an independ nt union is the mployee's 

advocate in this company. Alleged improper job classifications by an 

e ployee are first su~ itted to the foreman, then to the Job waluation 

Function and finally , if necessary, to an executive officer of the company. 

The traditional appellate procedure of registering complaints through 

the "linett organization is followed . 

It follows that the absence of close union supervision or the CWS 

programme might suggest that the company would not feel compelled to ensure 

that its descript ions, classifications, and over all procedures wer main-

11Ibid. , p. 6. -
12 See p. 41 . 
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tained in strict conformity mth those o:f 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 aapects of the programme 

between Dofaeco and unionized plants concerns tradet craft, and maintenance 

job classifications. In Stelco and other unionized plants a clear distinc­

tion on the maintenance side of operations is n1ade between ntrade and. 

craft" jobs and what are termed "assigned maintenance jobs". The inherent 

nature of assigned maintenance work is such that job content requirements 

~ay vary from day 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 contras t• at 

Dofasco the assigned maintenance category does not exist and, for example• 

millwrights who are normally placed in this category are included under 

tttrade and craft" jobs. According to the company there was no hist ory of 

segregation or special treatment between different trade or craft jo'bs and, 

in the absence of union pressure• there was no reason why this proceu~~e 

should be reversed after CWS installation. Similarly, at Stelco,olectricians 

are subdivided into sueh categories as linemen and wiremen, whereas at 

Dofasco there exist no sub-categories for electriciruls' jobs. 

When the CWS classifications and wage scales were first drawn up, 

employees were informed of their new rates by their foremen . The results 

of the CWS evaluation were not posted nor were employees given booklets 

explaining the CWS procedures . If an e>nployee was sufficiently interested 

he could inspect the foreman's copy of the description and classification 

of his job. 
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Thus certain of the procedures written into usual C S a0 reements 

which are of direct concern t6 an employee are not incorporated into the 

Dofasco schem • For ex ple, it is doubtful whether many employees know 

of the usual CWS provisions for trade testing in the "trade and craft" 

jobs. A limited amount of trade testing is employed by the company, but 

only on those jobs where the results of the teats 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 bencl~arks 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 m~mbers 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 tbat 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 
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Stelco HaMilton ~orks. It was found that approximately 60% of job classi­

fications were identical between the two companies, 25% were higher at 

Dofasco,and 15% lower. 

In summary , it has been shown that Dofasco is a family firm which 

emphasizes community of company and employee int_erests 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. n1e 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 :flexibili:tyn in the administration of the program..-te. 

It seems reasonable to conclude that at Dofasco the programme is not CWS 

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 CWS job and rate structure unilaterally 

implemented. 



Chapter VIII 

l!.V ALU.A'l'ION 

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 wager te differentials at Algoma. 

rlhe United Steelworkers totuld the programme so successful that in less 

than ten years it bas b en extended to cover almost all U.S.W.A. bargain­

ing units for production and maintenance jobs and has become firmly 

embedded in the whole structure of the collective barg~ining process in 

the industry . 

1n this study we have considered in some detail the C S procedures 

at thr e companies: .Algomat where the ;prograr:lme first originated. Stelco , 

the largest steel producer in the industry, and Dofasco, where unique 

unilateral CWS pril1ciples are employed in the absence of a union organi­

zation. However, although the evnlu tion techn~.ques used in these com• 

panies are basically the same, the circumstances leading to the doption 

of CWS differed. At Algoma inequity grievances appear to have been a 

greater problem than elsewhere in the industry. The geographical isola­

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 tow· ds explaining the preble of the preponderance o~ 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 
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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 see. to have been 

equally successful in that inequity grievances ~ere greatly reduced in 

all three companies, it is ap~arent that the reasons for introducing CWS, 

together -vlith the industrial relations context in Hhich the programme ~vas 

carried out, ere different in each of tl,ese 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 u.~ion 

assiatance in their implementation to ensure the success of a progrrunme 

to reduce inequities. 

However , one of the most notable features of the prograrr~e 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 . Systematic bilateralisa 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 absolute 

wage rate levels . On union insistence, equity has been substituted for 

expediency in individual \'/age rate deterrnin tion and throughout the pro­

gramme it tvas emphasized that job evaluation must not be allowed to under­

mine collective bargai11ing. 

Of equal importance is the union •s abandonment of its traditional 

suspicion of all job evaluation techniques . iore astute union leadership 

supplied with research and industrial engineering services has come to 
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appreciate the gains which the union cnn secure from a jointly developed 

job evaluation. Indeed, judging by the ;re<'C<ults of the C~S progra e, it 

ia apparent that job evaluation is ceasing to be a shield by which a tot-

tering mana ement sometimes attempts to d fend itself a ainst wag. claims 

by the union for specific groups of orkers, und in the union's hands it 

is becoming a stord ith which to press for ever greater benefits. It is 

no longer management defenaive1 but union offensive. 

It is essential, also, to stress the orderliness of internal and ex-

ternal wage r te relationships hich CWS has established. It cannot, how-

ver, be cl imed that C~" is a 'scientific" rocedure 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 flJob evalu£ltion is not scientific. It is informed 

opinion as systematically pplied aa possible J..n the field of opinion.'y2. 

What C ~ has done, however, is to atructur e rate relationships into 

an orderly patter • The constant anomalies in inter- and intra-plant 

rates which were so widespread before CWS huve now been eliminated. 

But beyond this basic result is the fact that an employee's ~age 

rates, in relation to thos of other e ployees , arc no longer subject to 

current ma.nngerial discretion nor even to the union's skill in bargaining 

about individu 1 job rates , but are determined by standards which have 

1compare 1-l.W. Reder, op. cit., p. 379.: "The necessity for justi-
' fying wage policies to union representatives • • • has compelled man~e­

ment to seek apprQPriate and defensible standards for wage-setting Le.g. 
by job evaluatioy." 

2stutement by Mr. 1?. Baskin, former Director of Industrial 
Engineering, U.S.~.A., Toronto ;quoted in L.G. Nicolopoulos, op. cit., p.23. 
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been jointly negotiated in the past. Therefore, the union in Canada hao 

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 asen - of collective bargaining. 

This being so , an interesting conclusion concerning trade union 

wage policy is apparent from this study. It ia often believed that unions 

are rnuch more concerned with the relative wace rates of their members 

rather than tith absolute amounts and that traditional \Jage 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 levels, in comparison with other orkers in 
similar occupations.3 

However 1 it has bean shown in this study that although the United Steel-

workers does com~are 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 raisin the 

base r te 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 tnit d 

Steelworkers ba.aes ita wage policy on a scale of priorities. The attain ... 

mcnt of a minimum living standard for the whole of the membership is 

considered more important than wage differential considerations for certain 

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

3s . Jamieson , ·'Labour Problems of an IXpa.n.ding Economy", Canadian 
Journal of Economics and Political Science, XX (}~, 1954), 145. 
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direct result of complaints of 11shrinkins differentialsu 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 wag~ rate is already suffici­

ently high to ensure a reaoonable standard of living. 

It is also notable that CWS has greatly affected the internal 

organizati_on of the union in Can ·da. The Industrial Engineering Depart­

ment, which caae into being as a result of CWS , is now one of the most 

important departments within the union d its advice on wage policy is 

sought by locals when renewing their contracts with the steel companies . 

In this respect it is tru to suggest that, for the most part, C~S has 

influenced union organization more than rn ge ent organization. Some of 

the larger companies already had job evalu tion 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 personnel or industrial relations officer. 

Moreover, it is worth noting th t criticiom someti es voiced con­

cerning American domination of Canadian unions and their policies is not 

applicable in the case of CWS. It is true that the Steelworkers in both 

countries use the same job evaluation principles . Ho\'lcver , the pressure 

for CWS adoption in Canada did not come fro international union head­

quarters in the u.s . It was the specific inequity problems within the 

Canadian steel industry which gave riae to the programme. ~he evaluation 

was carried out solely by Canadian union officials with only infrequent 

contacts with u.s. representatives and the administrative procedures of 
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the programme were sometimes adapted to fit the specific objectives and 

policy of the Canadian section of the union. 

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 steel industry. Although the union rather 

than management was the prime mover in the advocacy of cws. nevertheless 

the early CWS contracts ,,rere secured in the lar-ge steel plants of Algoma, 

Dosco and Stelco , which are the traditional "pattern setters" in the 

industry . With their greater range of operations , increased rate of inn~ 

ovation tmd technological change and greater scale of output, :t?erlk'lps 

these companies could be expected to l'.ave more examples of intra ... plant 

inequities than the smaller plants in which CWS was also applied. Once 

the big plants in the industry had accepted the union's CWS proposals the 

smaller companies came to appreciate that their own resistance would be 

!utile 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 manogemcnt 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 "Vtere 

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" . The fact is that in the original CWS mQllual 



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 Loruin, Ohio vlorks of the National Tube Company; in Gary, 
Indiana Sheet and Tin Works; in Worcester, J.1aaa. Al'lericnn Steel 
and Wire for Cable Plant jobs, and in Donova, Pa. , for Wire 
Plant jobs . Later it was found necessary to negotiate bench­
marks • • • for Spring Plant operations; Cold Rolling; 
Inspectors; tho eo- called Fringe Jobs, including hourly clerks, 
recorders, weighers , technical jobs; and the labo~atory jobs, 
including etallurgical Inspectors and Observers. ,. 
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Thus , the Steel Manual, with its many adjustments since the original u.s . 

negotiations, is now constructed so as to cl~ssify adequately any type of 

job found in the industry . Besides production and maintenance jobs of 

all yJUnds, 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 ev·luation could be used in 

a:n.y type of industry. After all, another popular job evaluation pro-

gramme• that of the National Metal Trades Association (NMTA), is widely 

employed in variety of industries including, for ex~ple, the textile 

industry which is hardly a ttmetul 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 nresponsibility" 

factors much higher than any other manual . Tho steel industry is charac-

terized by a highly interdependent series of operations in which reoponsi-

bility for the smooth operation und coordination of processes is very 

important . Thus, in the weighting of factors the CWS manual stresses 

responsibility rather than s¥..ill. A percen'Ult!:e comparison of the maximum 

4 V.D. Sweeney. on. cit., p . 195. 
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factor weights5 attainable under the CWS and IU~TA plans reflects this 

point: 

cws NMTA - -
~ % 

Skill 24.4 50 

Responsibility 52.3 20 

ffort 11.6 15 

Working Conditions ....ll.e1 ...li 
100% 100% -

It is sometimes claimed, therefore, that the CWS plan which accords such 

high weighting to responsibility rather than skill r~ctors is suitable 

only for the steel induatry. 

This argument is, however, some\'llhat specious. Opponents of job 

evaluation are never at a loss to criticize the factor weightings of a 

particular plan. Even th~ NNTA plan has been criticized for a so-called 

overemphasis on skill and an und remphasis on workincr conditions16 It 

should be e phasized that under CWS skilled jobs receive a high classi-

fication because the1 u&~ally involve high degrees of responsibility also . 

One writer has gone so far as to claim that ,.An far as CWS and the N.E.H.A. 

LNational Electrical Manufactures• Association plaS7 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 im-

:poGes also great responsibility on the incumbent, so that e can vary 

5see D.W. Belcher, op. cit., pp. 218-222. The exact weightings 
of the CWS lanual \\!ere obtained from union sources. 

6D.W. Belcher, ou. cit., p. 221. 
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the weight between these two 1ithout influencing the final result."7 

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 responsibility 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-

nique must now be considered. It is evident that CWS, a)praised according 

to the four criteria outlined in the first chapter, enjoys a considerabl~ 

measure of success . 

The first criterion ~as that the technique should have strengthened 

and consolidated the collective bargaining process. Throughout the CWS 

programme negotiation as opposed to unil teralism was continually stressed. 

«<'his applied even to the establishment of the range of job classifications. 

In contrast to explicit and overt bargaining on base wage rates and incro-

mente 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 sco e of bargainine has 

been extended and the union has accepted new responsibilities of ensuring 

7J.P. Desch~nes, ~Job Evaluation", Industrial Relations, XVI (April, 
1961) . 159· 
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the adequate maintenance of the programme once it has been installed in 

a plant . It is no exaggeration to suggest that the durability and lonG 

term .nature of the programme ha~e helped to consolidate collective bargain• 

ing as a permanent relationship between the two parties . 

From this standpoint , the importance of CWS is not tho.t it was 

necessarily a superior job evaluation prograr.me in comparison with esta-

blished plane which might have been adapted to tho needs of the steel 

industry , but that it was carried out through the collective bargaining 

framework. In the union ts estimation Hjob evaluation does not provide a 

substitute for collective bargaining , nor is it the \vhole answer to collec-

tive bargaining problems . But , properly used , a good plan is <m important 

8 part of the process. " 

Secondly , it was suggested that a good industrial relations technique 

considered against a Canadian background should ha~e 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 examplet that "The role of Go~ernment 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 collec-

tive bargaining process reflects this in the generally more intractable 

and extreme positions initially adopted by the parties as they look toward 

''9 the eventuality of dispute settlement by Government tribunal. 

8steel Labor , XVII (January, 1952) , 7. 
9A.J . Siegel, "Steel Strikes and Bargaining Abroad", Honthly Labor 

Revie\-1 1 LXXXIV (February , 1961) , 128. 
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In this connection , the proposition might also be posed that a 

voluntarily adopted technique is more l i kely to succeed and to provide a 

durable solution to a particular problem,ra.ther than one which has been 

forced upon the parties by a government agency. 

In these respects . then, the experience of C S ll1 the United States 

and in Canada stand in contrast . In the U. S. the CWS programme wa.., 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.s. the very sense of urgency associated with this venture led to the 

ape dy installation of CWS ~~th the consequent difficulties involved in 

securing acceptance of the programme from an unprepered 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 i s ~-1ell demonstrated in the Ley job · 

evaluation at Algoma and Dosco in 1944. The two parties had been UU\Jill· 

ing to negotiate a voluntary job evaluation and thus an evaluation was 

carried out under the supervision of the National War Labour Board. Yet 

this measure could hardly be counted an unqualified GUccess . Both parties 

raised objections to some of the job classifications suggested. Horeover, 

the scheme did not represent a durable solution to inequity problems . It 

was a temper ry expedient - a stopgap w rti e measure . 

It was also suggested th· t both parties ahcmld b<:mefit from a "sound" 

industrial relations technique and that if possible this technique should 

further the public interest . It has been shown that both parties did 
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benefit 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. 

'iJidespread consistency in job classifications, and a criterion for the more 

systematic judgment of overall wage rate relationships. The moot 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 \'lhere, for example, it is shown that ''The most favorable 

effects of job evaluation • • • are to be noticed on 5eductions i:fil r1age 

10 grievances . " 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 CWS in that in the area of wage 

rate relationships managerial sovereignty and prerogatives have been cur-

tailed. However, the important point seems to b~ 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 ma~ not be too much to suggest that management should 

be less concerned about retaining its "prerogatives'' and procoting its 

own group interests, and should think rather in terms of organizational 

objectives and of promoting the aims of the enterprise. 11 If this view 

10L.G. Nicolopouloue, op . eit., P• 27. 

llcornpare P.F. Drucker , uThe Tasks of M..m .... gementn, in W.L. Warner 
and N.H. Hartin (eds.) , Industrial YI!Ul (Ne'l York: Harper, 19.59), p . 190; 



be accepted then C S, even if it has only benefitted management by reduc-

ing grievances and thereby enabling management to devote greater time to 

more important rnatter~ , 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 th t under ewe an employee ' s rates of 

pay are no\i considerably less subject to haphazard rate setting or to the 

success of pressure ~roups within either the pla_~t or the union . They 

are now based upon a ore logically satisfying system in thich attention 

is given to facts and overall equities . In this respect CJS reflects the 

growing trend in induntrial relations towards administration by rules 

rather than by nrbi tra-ry or capricious decj.sions , and in its Canadian 

application it demonstrates that collective bargaining may increasingly 

become "more routine, more legalistic and more predictable . n12 The pro-

gramme ca.."l be seen as another instance of the growing orderliness of in-

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 evaluatton can be interpreted as a progrrurtl1te 

which may well be o£ some benefit to the co~~unity in that it has led to 

greater stability in collective bargaining in the sense thnt the union 

now plays a r.1ore integral part in the union-managem .nt relationship , &nd 

"f.~nagement 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 produoes." 

12 H. J . Clawson , "The New Challenge of Industrial Relations" , 
Businens Quarterlx, XXIV (1959), 166. 
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to a situation in which wage relationships are established more by reason 

than by r~phazard practices. There now seems less possibility of dis-

satisfaction about rate relationships culminating in work stoppages, slow-

downs , or even 11wild cat11 strikes. Indeed, one writer , interested in 

determining criteria for judging "proper" relative \.,rages as a preliminary 

to a discussion of appropriate national wage policy to the benefit 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 criteria of job 

worth which are being used, increases the amount of information on which 

judgments are based , and systematizes the process of reaching a. final 

' 13 decision. n 

It might also be speculated that with widespread technological 

change in the industry iniUture years radical wage rate changes and altera-

tions in rate relationships will be needed. Possibly the secure basis 

and framework of the rate structure already provided by CWS will minimize 

disrupt ions in the wage structure and , assuming the continuation of CWS , 

m133 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 struct ure of such a basic industry as steel could well make a 

significant contribution to the public t>lelfare. 

In terms of the above four criteria , therefore• CWS can be adjudged 

13t .G. Reynolds , The Str-<.!cture of Labor Markets (New York: Harper. 
1951) • p. 263. 



successful as an indu"'tri l rel. tiona technique . But ·his is not to be 

mieled into bel.iev.inz that job evaluation is a pana.ce for all industrial 

lls . In the matter of incentive p yments, for exampl , where cornpo.nie 

euch as Algo t~.nd y u . ~. plant hav d cided to persist with incen­

tives, the re-creation of "submerg d" incentives under CWS and, in the 

United States, the cry of "new inequityn by non-incentive tr de d cr.ft 

workers bas cr ated so e new difficulties . or must it be inferred that 

a joint job evaluation progr~ m must nee asarily work as w 11 in other 

industrie it .ms in the st el industry. The history of the f1' 

structure together· with the siz and organiz tion of the union in this 

iildustry ere highly important fL ctors in th success of CWS. The exis­

tcnc of numerou£l wag r. te inequities • largely the r sul t of t 10 peculiar 

organization of th industry, and u str t'l~ d secure union back up 

a large and pecializ d dministrative taff hnve help d to ensure the 

succeas of the joint programme. These factors coupled with the still 

lin ering distrust of job evaluat~on by many unioru:; may help to explain 

why other ~ons h ve not pre~oed for joint evaluations similar to cws. 

Possible benefit of CWS in t rms of xtcnding un1.on "' gement 

are of joint interest are. how ver, mor questionable. The fact is th t 

t com;anie looked upcn CWS a a single purpose device to eliminate 

inequitie r ther than as th first step to,ards ore har onious relation­

ships . After 11, CWS was the union ts propo al and not e.g ment•s. 

Certainly , 1\u'ther 11cooperation" by meruw of joint corn ittees h s not 

b en evident a · c, selt-g ner ting d cumulati e process initi-

.ted, in this case, by cws. How ver, with regard to the big steel co -

panie • the union b lievoa that CWS has 1 d to a "better understonding" 
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bctw en the pnrties at Algoma and Dosco. t Stelco. on the other hand, 

it contend that the attitude of "topt' rnan ement tow .... rds the union still 

remains one of suffer ce rather than co.plete acceptance with the result 

that gre ter mutual understanding has not been .forthcotd.ng .. t at the 

majority of companies the programm has shown to \'11lm9.gcment that union 

cobers are c pablo of sharing and ccepting ne"r responsibilities. 

Furthemore. · bett r understanding or e ch other's position can be r;ai.ncd 

fro the resultin~ insights from th evaluation into the complexity of the 

wage problem d the need to b se ar~ent upon reason nnd facts rather 

than tablo-pouncling Ol'' trL-tegic walh:)uto. !f.' it is true that "the 

greatest £. ilure o the partie to collectiv bargaining has been in not 

feeJ..ing and thinking themselves :into the other fellow• place", 14 then 

CWS will hnve been a step in the right direction. 

Our overall conclusion is that CWE has b en an exam.t-lc of 11con­

structive" union-manugerent relationo.15 The program o is not an example 

of "union- anagement cooperation" in the strict sense which implies not 

only conscious joint effort to inerense productivity ut ueually, as well. 

a undament l change of policies and goals by both p£rties. Such funda-

mental chang~s in attitudes did not come about undc CWS. There was no 

pooling of separate inter te. ~~agernent still attempted to cling to its 

prerogatives and the union till pressed its members claims wholeheartedly. 

A definition of the exact nature of CWS would place the processes 

involved in the progr e midway bet •een 'b · gaininO"", ure and simple, and 

14w. •. Shurtleff • "Union .. t~agement · lations - Cooperation or 
Conflict?", Personnel Journal, XXVII O.mrch, 1949), 383. 

l5cornpare F .H. Harbison and R. Dubin, ol>• cit., p. 203. 
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co pletely objective ( d unilater lly administer d) "scientific 

ment'. C S io not an ex ple of customary bargaining procedures base 

to a e t extent upon strength - the detc • ation of job class s must 

be negotiated 1 gely upon the basis of a consistent procedure t nt sets 

up and intaina hierarety of jobs and attempts to attach to ach job 

a rate of pay co ensurate with its statu in this hierarchy. To this 

extent CWS is geared more to obj ctivity thall b".rgaining in th t the bar­

gaining ele cnts are necessarily "restrained" . · ut th administrative 

procedures of the ~rogra e do not reflect complete objectivity. The 

usual typ or union and oanage ent co 'ttees for negotiating the C S 

classific tiona ia preserved and a certain ount of bnrgainin or "horoc ... 

tradingn over the <P:vropriate job classes ia still evident . In reopect 

to union-manege nt cooperation, th n, CWS falls midway between unilateral 

practices and complete union-manag ment cooperation. 

Nevertheles • in view of th long history of troubled industrial 

relations in the Canadian steel industry CWS does represent a signifi­

cantly progreosive develop,.ent . It ight also be added th t the success 

of the progro is us :f'Ul antidote to the current concern in industrL 1 

relations centering on ever greater productivity and tho ize of the 

tlcake" to be sh.a ed between the parti o. 'l'he division of the 11cake" y 

such principles cws. ccording to considerations of justice v.nd equity, 

i aloo important. 

What of the future? ~1e real t st of the adequacy of any job 

evaluation lan is how it 'ill easu.r. up to changing labour market pres­

sures and the technologic 1 chango conco~itant with a dyneoic and expand­

ing economy. It; is \videly beli ved 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 ovoral.:l revision 

of the plan to take care of the general internal and external chan es in­

herent in a dynamic economy.16 ~fudntenance of the CWS programme n a cur-

rent basis is provided by periodic meetings of the·union and management 

C ·1S committees in a plant to take care of revised ·clasGific tions for ne 

and ch..:m.ged jobs . ut so far in Cnnada there has been no attempt to carry 

out a thorough over 11 revision of the plan. It seems likely, however, 

that the relationship between the jobs as ~itially established will 

ch;mge . Dr. ·1organ has sho m th t the Canadian steel industry "is subject 

to very sharp fluctuations • • .f;niJ in addition , the t chnological 

changes now tak" place in this industry may mean a fairly rapid rate of 

obsolescence."17 Consequ ntly, a rapid rate of technological change, 

eliminating jobs , creating new ones, and alterinG job content, would mean 

that the present CWS committees would be s1nmped with claims for job 

classification adjustment. Thus, it is likely that to ensure the continuaJL 

efficiency of the programme soce overnll revision of the CWS classifica-

tions will be needed in tho future. 

/ , lf the test of time is the yardstick by which the suitability of 

a job evalu tion programme is to be judge~then CWS appears to have a 

very good chance of survivtU.. It has been in use continuously throughout 

the steel industry in the U.S.A. for fifteen years and in Canadn for al-

moat ten. ·either the steel com anies nor the union are willing to abandon 

it. But it should be remembered that in di cussing possible future 

16sec L.a • . Nicolopoulos, op. cit .. , P• 15. 
17 Lucy ~organ, op. cit ., p. 37· 
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repercussions of job evaluation on the structure of industrial relations 

the greatest danger lies in oversimplification. or instance, it would 

be too easy to see CWS in a wrong perspective. The programue has acco ·­

plished its primary task of bringing order to an often chaotic wage ~truc­

ture 'v:Lthin the industry. But it was never claimed th:;:..t CWS would provide 

the answer to all collective bargaining problems . \part frorn the obvious 

simplification in contract negotiations of bargaining upon base rates and 

incrementa rather than upon dozens of individual rates , the collective 

bargaining experience of the companies conc.!rncd is not gres.tly different 

from that of pre-CwS days . Certainly, the application of CWS has not trans­

formed the entire bargaining structure of the steel industry. 

evertheless , the CWS evaluation within the framework of collective 

bargaini.r.s is without parallel in Canadian industry. It iG a significant 

demonstration thatJat least in one areaJunion-management conflict within 

the industry can give way to constructive accomodation and , in this casey 

to a new approach to wage determination. 



APPENDIX A 

• FACTOR RE'UIREM ·Ts D JOB CLASSES '.d:iE CWS PROGR ·'it 

The essence of ll job evaluation techniques is the appraisal o£ 

each job in terms of ita relative difficulty a11d. responsibility . One 

of the most opular methods of job evaluation is the "factor comparison 

method" from which the Cooperative wage Study dra\'IS 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 lo>v1est 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 sinilar system of job factor require.ents 

is employed. In the • .W.nu 1 for Production and Jl.aintenance Jobs a total 

of twelve factors is employed: two training f~ctors , tio skill factors, 

four responsibility factors , two effort factors, nnd two factors relating 

to working conditions . Each of the factors has a number of levels or 

dc0 rees which , in the classification of a given job, are to be weighted 

in accordance with a specified range of point values assigned to the 

• Sources: CWS Manual for Job Description , Classification and 
Wage dministration. J . Stieber , op . cit •• pp . 25-46. R. E. ldcn , 
A Co- operative Wage Study (an informational broadsheet issued by the 
Steel Company of Canada, 1959 - mimeo.) 

170 



1'71 

factor concerned. For example, the first factor, "Pre-Employment Train­

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 !Jre-employment 

training are , respectively , 0 , .3, and 1.0 . In the same way , the factor 

"Responsibility for Materials" has five levels defined in terms of value 

of materials , and these arc assigned point values ranging from 0 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 . laced on each factor • These are as follows: 

Pre- Ilnployrnent Training 1 

Employment Training and Experience 4 

Hental Skill 3·5 

Manual Skill 2 

Responsibility for Materials 10 w ' 

Responsibility for Tools and Equipment 4 

Responsibility for Operations 6.5 

Responsibility for Safety of Others 2 

Mental !fort 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 ucontent 11 of a job . To gauge the assignment of these point 

values , there are bench-mark jobs whos descriptions and classifications 
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are set out in the cws m<mual for use as ter · of reference . 

The term '1 job class" denotes the total of the point values , rounded 

to the nearest whole number , which has been ssigned to the factor require­

ments . For example , a 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 indu try receive a HJob Class 32" classification. 

After the jobs have been described and classified , the next step 

is to assess their money values . The rate struetur which results will 

be governed by two things: the base rate established for the lowetst job 

class , and the rate differential separatin job classe..,, the "job class 

increment" . Under CWS , tha job class increment is a fixed sum throughout 

the ,progresaion of job classes, resulting in a "straight linelt wage curve . 

Eoth base rate and job class increment are determined by collective 

bargaining. Once these are agreed upon , the r ates for all jobs fall 

< utom. tically into place. Assuming, for example, a b se rate of 1.855 

ond a job class increment of 5.8 cents , a job falling in Job Class 11 . 

tnat 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 exper iments 

with job evaluation in t he 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 tradit ion , many pr oduction jobs in steel have had higher 

rates of pay than craft jobs . But when existing job evaluation plan 

were applied in the industry it wa.s found tha.t 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

sibility factors) , a new plan wao set up embodying tl1e CWS factors and 

weightings . These were derived from annlysis which used wages actually 

p~id in the steel industry , thereby ensurin that the results would not 

disrupt the traditional pattern . Consequently , by allowing the past to 

influence the future wage s tructure 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 CONN~CTION WI~rl 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 Co. 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 . 

174 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Books and Pamphl ets 

Bakke , E. W. •utual Survival: The Goals of Unions and I'Magement . 'ew 
Haven: Yale University Labor & Management Centre , 1946. 

Belcher , D.W. Wage and Sala£X Administration. Englewood Cliffs , N.J .: 
Prentice Ha.ll , 1959. 

Brooks , R. R.R. As Steel Goes. New I~ven: Yale University ress , 1940. 

Carpenter , .H. Case Studies in Collective Bargaining. New York: rentice 
Hall, 1953· 

Crosland, C. A • . • 'l'he Future of Socialism. London ; J . Cape , 1956. 

C.W. S. Job Classification. Toronto : U. S.W. A. Public Relations Department , 
1952. 

Dunlop , J ,-I' . Industrial Relations Systems. 'ew York: Holt & Co., 1958. 

------· The Theory of Wage Determination. London: MacMillan, 1957. 

Gardner , B.B., and Moore, D.G. Human Relations in Industry . llo ewood, 
Illinois : Irwin , 1952. 

Gomberg , W. A Labor Union Manual on Job Evaluation. Chicago: Labor 
Education Division , Roo~evelt College, 1947. 

Handbook for c.w.s. Committees . Toronto : u. S. ' .A., undated. 

Harbison , F.H., and Coleman, J . H. Goals and Strategy in Collective 
BarfSaini.l 5• New York: per , 1951. 

arbison , F. H., and Dubin, .R. atterns of Union- .anagement Relations. 
Chicago : rrniversity Industrial Relations Center, 1947. 

Hoxie , R.F. Trade Unionism in the United States. New York and London: 
Appleton & Co., 192S. 

J .ieson, S. Induotrial ~elations in Ca.nad.a . Toronto : JlacMillan , 1957. 

175 



Kilbourn, w •. he Elements Combined: A Hi:.tory of the Steel Co pany of 
Canada. Toronto and Vancouver: Clarke & Irwin, 196o. 

Knowles, A.S ., and Thomson, . D. Industrial t1anagement. t"ew Yorks 
ac.JUllan, 1944. 

Logan, H.A. Trade Union in Canada. Toronto: ~.aclillan, 1948. 

Lester, R.A. As Unions Mature; An Analysis of the Evolution of American 
Unionism. Princeton: University Press , ·1958 . 

1'?6 

A General Characterisation. 

Millis , H. A. (ed. ) How Collective Bargaining Works . New York: Twentieth 
Century Fund, 1942. 

!organ, I,ucy. The Canadian Primary Iron and Steel Industry. Ottawa: 
Royal Cormnission on Canada's ""conomic Prospects , 1956. 

Nicolopoulos , L. ·• ~··o~r~m~a~l_J~o~b~-v~a~l~u~a~t~i~o~n~an~d~·~o~m~e~~~~~~~~ 
Imolications. Montreal: McGill University 
Centre, 1954. 

Otis, J . L. , and Leu lrt , R. H. Job Evaluation. 2nd ed . New York : Prentice 
Hall , 1954. 

Reder , M.W. Labor in a Growing Economy. t~cw York: John Wiley , 1957. 

Reynolds , L.G. Th tructure of Iabor "arkets . New !or : Her er , 1951. 

Reynolds , L . C . , and Taft , C.H. The Evolution of \vae;e Structure. ew 
Ifuveu: Y3fe University Press , 1956. 

Scott , W.H. , et al . Technical Change and lndustrial Relations . Liverpool: 
Univers~ress , 1956 • 

. 'i,. heard, L : , • et al. Canadian Business Adrr.inistration . Toronto : 
McGraw Iill, 1957. 

Slichter, S.H. Union Policies and Industrial Mange cnt . Washington , D. C. : 
Brookings tlnstitution , 1941. 

Smyth , n.c. , and hurphy, M.J . Job ':valuation and . !.r.t,eloyee Rnting. l'ew 
York .• d London: HcGraw Hill , 1946. 

~tieber , J . 'he Steel Ind~~Y Wa~e 'tructure . Cambridge: Harv rd 
University Press , 1959. 



S een y , V. D. £he United Steelworkers 
1936-195 • Publiohed by U . S . ~ . 

177 

Warner, . L . , and 1arti , ,J. r1 . ( ds.) !ndu ... trio.l Man. New Yor 
959. 

Iar!'er , 

Whyte , W . • Pattern for Industrial New York : Harper , 1951. 

Wood , .f) . (ed.) Industri 1 Conflict and Disoute .Jettl m nt . Montreal: 
Mc'lill University Industrial Relations Centre , 

Yoder , D. Personnel 1anasement and Industri al el~ tions . 4th d. 
EnglevJOod Cliffs N.J . : Prentice llall , 1956. 

Articles 

Beng , E. J . tt.By- Products of Job :.valuation" , ersonnel Journal , XXIX 
(July-August , 1950) , 9L1- 99 . 

Chartier , R. ncoll ective Bargaining and tanagement ' ghts" , Industrial 
kelations , XV (July , 1960), 298-323. 

Clawson , H.J . 41The !ew Challenge of Industrial Relations , " Busines 
s;,uarterl;:t: , XXIV (1959) , 163-168. 

Deschenes , J .P . 
159. 

[

Dymond , · •• "Union Management .Cooperation at the Toronto Factory of Lever 
Brothers Limited", Canadian Journal of ""conomics an olitic 1 
Science , XIII (1947), 2b-b7 . 

Jami son , s. "Labour Problem of an Expandin I:couorny" , Canadian J ournal 
of .cono .. ics and Political Science , XX (May , 19.5!~) , 1~·1-1.56 . 

Koi i s to , vJ . A. 1'V lue, 1'heory and Fact in Industrial Sociology", American 
Journal of ..3ociolos;y, LVIII (nay , 1953) , 561+-572. 

Levitan, . A. "Union Attitudes toward Job c.valuation ani. Ingrade 
Progreesion", Industrial and Labor rtelations Review , IV (1950-51) , 
268- 274. 

~{os"' , H.G., and Rothbaum, M. "Inter l ant W ge Inequities" , Industrial and 
L·bor Helatio s Review, VII (1953-54) , 200- 210. 



ottth • G. uThe St,r·ucture of Collective Bargainin"'" • The ... olitical 
kuarterl~, XAVJI (J .uary- arch, 1956), 44-56.---

178 

Shurtleff , ' . E. "Union-! anagement elations -- Coop ration or Conflict?" , 
i.?ersonnel Journ·l, X VII (Harch, 1949) , 383-386. 

Jiegel , ~t . J . "Steel ..)trikes and :3argaining Abroad" 1 l'<onthly Labor Review, 
LXXXIV (February, 1961), 122-128. 

Sturmthal, A. "State Intervention in the Settlen1ent of Interest Conflicts" , 
Industrial 'elation;;; , Xll (October , 1958) , 392-L~ll. 

Tilove, n. 11Th Rationalization .l:'rogram i u United States .3teel", 
.;.;.Mo.;;.;n;;;..t;:.;;h;;;;l;M..y_L=;;.;;;.;;._.;;.;.:;.ev.;..;i;;.;e._..w, LXIV ( 1947) , 967-982. 

'il'on , D. C., and !.~ichelsteil , G.T. 11Joint Union- hanag.lllent Job 
~valuation" , Per~onnel Journ , XXVII ( pril , 1949) , 420-425 . 

overnment iublications 

Avera 

Can. Ott awa: Do dnion ..:ureau of Statistics , 

Manufacturin~ , 1952. Ottawa: Dominion 

Labour Gazette. Cttawa: King'o rinter . Various iGoU s . 

Ley , 

Union-M.n~eement Agree.ents 

Algona: 

Labour greement , between l goma uteel Corporation Ltd . , and Local Union 
2251 , U. S • • A. ( i.ay 1, 1951) . 



179 

Ae;reement on Procedure for Job Classifications , bet\e n lgoma oteel 
Cor oration Ltd., and Local Union 2251 , U. S. W. A. (February 22, 19~2). 

age 

Corporation Ltd. , an Local Union 

Stelco: 

Basic Agreement , beh~een Stelco , .!Iamil ton Works , and Local Union 1005, 
{November 23, 1956) . 

c. 

ment on Job Classi ications , bet ·e n 'teleo , Canada Works 
Union 3250 , u.s. ' . A. December 8 , 1952) . 

lants, (October 1 ~ 1956) . 

wage Admin!strative greemcnt , between Stclco , Canada :orks , nd Local 
Union 3250 , U. S. W. A. (Sentember 9, 1955) . 

b twe n Stanley .tel Co. , Iamilton and Local Union 4444 , 
(January 26 , 1954) . 

Arbitration Reports 

Canada , orks 

Periodicals and Oth r . ources 

den, • r; . A Coo.eerati.v Wage Study. 
by the Steel Com any of Canada . 

An informational broadsheet issu d 
1959. 

American Federationist . Various issue • 



180 

Cooper , . C. "The United .tates dteel w·ge Cl., s"'ification rogr A Fair 
Day 's ork for a Fair D y's Pay. n Address before Am rican 1anagement 
Association ersonnel Conference , Cctober 3, 1947. 

and JaDUfiement , XXVIII, (D ce tb.r , 1954) . , "C . \'i . S. 'n United 
Steelworkers of America Contracts i n Canada. " Toronto : U. 3. W. A. , 
A ril , 1960. 

Dominion Foundries and St el Liwited , 

Dominion Foundries and Steel Li rni ted , Dofasco I llustr<-.ted N ws , XXV , 
(January , 1961) . 

Dominion Foundri es and Steel Limited, "Instructions for install a tion and 
maintenance of · revised job description and classi ic tion plan 
for hourly rated j obs" . August 12, 1956. 

Dominion Foundries nnd Steel JJir .. ited , The Dofasco a;t • Undated . 

Financial Post . To1·onto. Various issues . 

Industrial Canada . LII , February, 1952. 

Plant dministration . January , 1959. 

Public ffairs. Dalhousie Unive sity. Various issues . 

"Roster of Member Co yanies and Company Repr sent<tives . 11 l:: ittsburgh: 
Cooperative ge Bureau , Revised January 1 , 1960. 

Steel Lobor . Canadi ned., Indian polis . Various issues . 

'he ..,teel Company of Canada I,td., Annual Repor:b 1951 , 1952. 

'ai.:,glas • H.J . A Cas . ' tudy in Union ,.;a University 
of Toronto Library= 


