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Preface

Prior to the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway, union representation
of labor on the Great Lakes was described as being disorganised and frag-
mented. No longer is this description accurate. Instead, the degree of1

organization is quite sophisticated and the evolving labor-management
relations system has reduced fragmentation.

Two transportation systems and two labor-management relations systems
operate concurrently in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway System  here-
after referred to as the System! . One transportation system is the move-
ment of general cargo overseas with the largest proportion carried in foreign
flag registered vessels.> Registered vessels engage in international
trade. They are prohibited from loading cargo in one port and discharging
that same cargo in a port of the same country. General cargo is high value
per unit cargo both intrinsically and in the method of handling. The other
transportation system is the intralake and lake-river movement of bu1k
cargo in enrolled vessels. Enrolled vessels engage in intracoastal and
domestic movement of cargo. Although U.S.-Canadian movements are tech-
nically international, they are exempt from registry requirements and
can be made in enrolled vessels. Bulk cargo is low value per unit: cargo,
and it is usually handled by automated methods. The labor-management
relations systems are directly related to the type of cargo carried and
whether the vessel is registered or enrolled.

Rapid transit of registered vessels through the system is dependent
upon several labor groups, but the vessel operator does not directly
interact with any of these groups. The vessel's movement depends upon
third party labor-management relations Pilots must have reached agree-
ment with the appropriate authority; lock operators, tug crews and
longshoremen must have signed contracts. In addition, the vessel's own
crew usually needs to be under contract.

Enrolled vessels, on the other hand, are exempt fram pilotage
requirements, seldom transit east of Three Rivers, and because of famil-
iarity with some of the harbors, do not require tug assistance as fre-
quently as registered vessels. Their shoreside labor relations are
simpler because, in most instances, shoreside operations are awned and
operated by the same company. The enrolled vessel's operator deals
directly with the relevant labor groups. Third party negotiations are
seldom crucial.

Labor-management relations in the System are undergoing significant
alterations due to rapid changes in transportation technology. Technolo-
gical developments have decreased the need for some types of labor, but
they have also increased the potential costliness of a breakdown in any of
the labor-management relations. For example, advancement in the design of
bulk vess~ ls has led to the reduction of the numbez of unskilled and



unlicensed seamen required to man the vessel. But, work stoppages by any
of the parties would result in much greater lost production relative to
the idling of an older vessel.

The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway is the fourth seacoast of the
United States and an important international waterway for Canada. The
System presents an alternative transportation route � a competing route--
to shippers who may generally use the Atlantic, Gulf or Pacific Coasts.
Stability in labor-management relations is one factor in the competition.



Charles Larrowe, Maritime Labor Relations on the Great Lakes  East
Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State University Press, l959!, p. 78.

2
This statement is subject to several qualifications some general

cargo such as paper moves from Canada to the United States in Canadian
vessels; some finished steel products have been transported between Great
Lakes ports on enrolled vessels; Lykes and Farrell, two U.S. flag lines
have recently initiated overseas service to UPS. Great Lakes ports.

This statement is subject to the qualification that the Shipping
Federation of Canada does negotiate with some of the labor groups involved
in the interlake and intralake movement of bulk cargo.



I. PILOTAGE

A. Introduction

The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway is an international waterway
under the joint operation of Canada and the United States. Certain sup-
port services, such as pilotage, are provided by both countries through
parallel systems. Although parallel, they appear fully integrated.
However, substantial differences do exist and on occasion they are suf-
ficient to threaten closure of the waterway.

Pilotage has a long history on the Coasts and was also quite common
on the eastern section of the St. Lawrence River. Prior to the opening
of the Seaway, the small oceangoing vessels that entered the Lakes could
usually engage a "Sailing Master" to assist in unfamiliar or hazardous
waters;1 but the concept of the entrepreneurial pilot was unknown on the
Lakes. Upon completion and opening of the Seaway, more vessels entered
the System, many of them unfamiliar with the narrow channels and Rules
of the Road of the Great Lakes. Canadian and United States authorities
felt that some form of pilotage system had to be established. Before
this could occur, three problems had to be resolved,

l. A workable solution had to be found for joint administration
of pilotage.

2. Federal compulsory pilotage legislation covering just the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway System exclusively had to
be enacted.

3. An organizational and administrative structure had to be
established to administer pilotage throughout the 1,500
mile system.2

What evolved were two parallel systems. The United States passed
the Great Lakes Pilotage Act of 1960 and Canada enacted the Canada Ship-
ping Act, Part Vla. Both pieces of legislation included several recip-3

rocal agreements that created an almost uniform system. The Royal Com-
mission Report describes the system that evolved



Each country licenses its own pilots according to its own
procedure and retains exclusive jurisdiction over them;
the pilot's territorial competency is extended to the
waters of the other country through reciprocal legislation;
unification of pilotage requirements for shipping is to be
achieved through parallel and reciprocal legislation; the
provision of services is to be shared equitably between all
pilots irrespective of thei r nationality; both countries
are to take steps that the required organization for the pro-
vision of services is coordinated to serve all pilots in
each locality, regardless of their nationality.

Both Acts required compulsory pilotage for registered vesse1s of the
United States, Canada, and for'eign countries throughout the Seaway System.
For the United States, this was the first piece of federal legislation
mandating compulsory pilotage. Previously, although pilotage was under
federal jurisdiction, the federal government had delegated responsibility
for pilotage regulations to the respective states.5 Because the pilot's
marketable skill was his knowledge of local conditions and because he
usually operated in only one region, conflicts seldom arose. Hawever,
after the opening of the Seaway, it was considered impractical for
pilotage to be regulated by the individual state. This would have
required the Master of the vessel to be knowledgeable of the pilotage
requirements of eight states, in addition to the Canadian statutes.

The necessity of maintaining local knowledge over a 1,500 mile system
presented an organizational and administrative problem. The solution, for
the United States and a somewhat similar one for Canada, was to divide the
System into three pilotage districts. Within the district, several sub-
divisions also evolved.

Because not all segments of the St. Lawrence Seaway and Great Lakes
are equally hazardous, both Acts allowed segments for the purposes of
pilotage to be classified as designated waters or undesignated waters.
Designated waters include all of the following.

1. Cornwall District, being the Canadian waters of the St.
Lawrence River between the northern entrance to St. Lambert
Lock and the pilot boar'ding station near St. Regis in the
Province of Quebec;

2. International District 1, being the waters of the St.
Lawrence River between the pilot boarding station near
St. Regis in the Province of Quebec and a line drawn from
Carruther's Point light in Kingston Harbor on a true bearing
of l27 through Wolfe Island south side light and extended
to the State of New York;*

*Both Canadian and U.S. Acts refer to their respective national waters.



3. International District 2, being
a. all of the waters of the Welland Canal between the

following geographical limits:
i. in the southern approach, within an arc

drawn one mile southward of the outer light
on the western breakwater at Port Colborne,
and

ii. in the northern approach, within an arc
drawn one mile northward of the western

breakwater light at Port Weller,
b. the waters of Lake Erie westward of a line running

approximately 206 true from the Southeast Shoal
light to Sandusky Pierhead light at Cedar Point in
the State of Ohio, and~

c. the waters of the connecting channels between Lake
Erie and Lake Huron;*

4. International District 3, being the waters of St. Mary' s
River connecting Lake HurOn and Lake SuperiOr aS far aS, in
the northern approach, longitude 84 33'W and in the southern
approach, latitude 45 59'N.

It is compulsory for all registered vessels to be navigated by a
registered pilot while in designated waters, and it is necessary that a
registered pilot be on board the regi,stered vessel as it transits undes-
ignated waters. Enrolled U.S. vessels and Canadian vessels, those vessels7

engaged exclusively in cargo movements west of the mouth of the St. Lawrence
River  " coastal trade"!, are not subject to the compulsory pilotage require-
ment. Registered vessels may be exempted from taking on a pilot in undesig-
nated waters if the Master of the vessel has a Great Lakes Navigational
Certificate.** Great Lakes Navigational Certificates are issued by the
Great Lakes Pilotage Authority, a Canadian crown corporation, and are
honored by the United States Coast Guard. The United States Coast Guard
also has the authority to issue Great Lakes Navigational Certificates,
although it. has not chosen to use the authorization.

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to a detailed descrip-
tion of the United States and Canadian systems of pilotage and to a dis-
cussion of some of the more important issues of pilotage relating to the
Great Lakes � St. Lawrence Seaway System.

B. Descri tion of the S stem of Pilota e

Sailing from the mouth of the St. Lawrence River to Duluth, a vessel
passes through eight pilotage zones. Of these eight zones, four are served

*Both Canadian and U.S. Acts refer to their respective national waters.

The Great Lakes Navigational Certificate is discussed in more detail in
Section C of this Chapter.



exclusively by Canadian pilots; the other four are served by both United
States and Canadian pilots. One U.S and two Canadian operating authorities
supervise pilotage along this route.

The Laurentian Pilotage Authority  LPA!, a Canadian crown corporation,
has managing authority over the Corporation of Lower St. Lawrence River
Pilots who operate from the mouth of the St. Lawrence River to Quebec;
the Corporation of Nid-St. Lawrence River Pilots who work the Quebec to
Nontreal section; and the Montreal Harbor Pilots who operate in the Harbor
of Nontreal to the St. Lambert Lock.9

The Great Lakes Pilotage Authority, Ltd.  GLPA!, also a Canadian
crown corporation, oversees four pilotage groups, The GLPA oversees the
Corporation of St. Lawrence River and Seaway Pilots who operate from the
St, Lambert Lock to the Snell Lock  Cornwall District!; the Corporation
of Upper St. Lawrence Pilots who operate between the Snell Lock and Lake
Ontario  District 1!; Lake Ontario Pilots who pilot vessels just on Lake
Ontario; and the Corporation of Professional Great Lakes Pilots who work
from the Welland Canal to the Lakehead  Districts 2 and 3! .lO

The Great Lakes Pilotage Staff  GLPS! of the United States Department
Of TranSpOrtatiOn adminiSterS pilOtage in the U.S, waterS Of the Great
Lakes and St. Lawrence Seaway. The GLPS operates under the direction of
the United States Coast Guard, Ninth Coast Guard District. Three pilotage
groups are authorized to operate in the three districts. The St. Lawrence
Seaway Pilots Association serves the area from the Snell Lock through Lake
Ontario  District 1!; the Lakes Pilots Association, Inc. operates from the
welland Canal to Lake Huron  District 2!; and the Upper Great Lakes Pilots,
Inc., serves vessels in Lakes Huron, Michigan, Superior and the connecting
channels  District 3!.

This chapter will concentrate on the Canadian pilots operating under
the Great Lakes Pilotage Authority and the U.S. pilots operating under
the Director, Great Lakes Pilotage staff. Pilots in the Laurentian
Pilotage Authority are crucial to the smooth movement of registered
vessels into the System, but they work solely in Canadian waters and have
no interaction with U.S. pilots.

All U.S. pilots are entrepreneurs. They operate under the direction
of the Coast Guard, but they are not employees of the federal government.
They earn their incomes by providing pilotage services, and their incomes
are directly proportional to the quantity of pilotage services provided.
Canadian pilots, with the exception of one pilotage g»oup, are employees
 civil servants! of the Great Lakes Pilotage Authority. Only the corpora-
tion of Upper St. Lawrence Pilots  operating between he Snell Lock and
Lake Ontario! consists of entrepreneurs who contract their services with
the GLPA.

The difference in the source of income can generate conflicts espe-
cially when the number of transits by registered vessels is declining.
Because U.S. pilots' earnings are directly proportional to the number of



trips they make, and because Canadian pilots have a guaranteed income,
irx'espective of the numbex of trips they make, the method of assignment
rotation becomes a crucial issue. A vessel transit from the Snell Lock

to Chicago and back, without any intermediate stops, results in 26
assignments of six hours each. Approximately 16 pilots would be
employed. during such a round trip.

The method of rotating assignments is established by the Secretary
of Transportation of the United States and the Minister of Transport of
Canada through the Memorandum of Arrangements, Great Lakes Pilotage.
Currently assignments are rotated according to the following criteria;

a. District 1

1! Between Ca e Vincent and St.. Re is:

Vessels entering the District, either upbound or downbound,
shall be numbered in blocks of 34, 20 of which will be
designated for Canadian pilots and 14 for United States
pilots. Assignment will be made on the basis of a straight
tour de role according to the nationality designated for
each.

2! Between Ca e Vincent and Port. Wel]er:

A dispatching role of 12 pOsitiOns shall be established,
6 of which shall be designated for Canadian pilo s and 6
for United States pilots. Assignment shall be divided
equally between United States and Canada over the course
of the shipping season.

b. District 2

1! Welland Canal: Canadian pilots only.

2! Between Port Colborne and Port Huron, with no interrrediate

Vessels entering the District, either upbound or downbound,
shall be numbered in blocks of 8, the number assigned de-
pending strictly on sequence of arrival at Port Colborne
upbound or Port Huron downbound. United States vessels will

serve vessel numbers 1, 3, 5, and 7 between Port Colborne

and the Detroit Pilot Boat and Canadian pilots will serve
numbers 2, 4, 6, and 8 in that reach. Between Port Huron

and the Detroit Pilot Boat, United States pilots will serve
vessel numbers 1, 3, 5, 7, and S while Canadian pilots will
serve nuabers 2, 4, and 6 in that area.

3! vessels sto in at orts within the District excludin the

Welland Canal  the Detroit Pilot Boat is not a "port"!:
Canadian pilots will serve vessels bound for Canadian
ports within the District and United States pilots will
serve vessels bound for United States ports within the



District. A vessel leaving a United States port bound
for a Cahadian port within the District vill be served by
a United States pilot to the Detroit Pilot Boat and by a
Canadian pilot from there, except that no change will be
made for a vessel bound for Windsor from a United States

port. A vessel leaving a Canadian port bound for a United
States port within the District will be served by a Cana-
dian pilot to the Detroit Pilot Boat and by a United States
pilot from there, except that no changes will be made for
vessels bound for Detroit from a Canadian port.

c. District 3

Canadian pilots will be assigned to serve vessels in such
numbers over the course of the shipping season as to realize
18.9% of the total revenue for the District for the season.

The nurrher of transits by vessels engaged in overseas trade and there-
fore the number of trip assignments, has declined since 1971. In 1971, a
total of 2,613 transits were made in the Montreal to Lake Ontario section
of the Seaway by vessels engaged in overseas trade. By 1974, the number of
transits declined to 1,373, but in 1976, 1,835 transits were made in this
segment of the Seaway. Table I.l records the number of vessel transits by
vessels engaged in overseas trade  or by ocean vessels! since 1959. Of
course, the number of vessel transits is not an accurate measure of System
activity because the average carrying capacity of vessels has been increas-
ing since the opening of the Seaway. In fact, a current problem is that
the Seaway locks are too small to handle an ever-increasing proportion of
the world's general cargo and bulk fleets.

As mentioned in the Preface, the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway
System is a transportation route that competes with the Atlantic, Gulf and
Pacific Coasts. It has been argued that instability on the other Coasts
results in profitable times for the Seaway System. In 1971, ports on the
other three Coasts were shut dawn by longshoremen's strikes for part of
the shipping season. Vessel transits through the System increased by
20 percent, although this increase may have been due to other factors.
In 1974, in addition to other difficulties for the Seaway System, the ILA
announced early in the shipping season that they would not strike against
Atlantic and Gulf Coast ports if an agreement had not been reached by the
contract expiration date. During the 1974 shipping season, the Seaway
System experienced a 40 percent decline in the number of overseas vessel
transits.

Gross revenue also dropped during this period, but because pilotaqe
rates were increased, the decline was not of the same magnitude as was the
decrease in the number of vessel transits. Table I.2 provides the gross
revenue figures for United States and Canadian pilots who worked from thh
Snell Lock to the Lakehead. The gross revenue figure for U.S. pilots
is a misleading indicator of the individual pilot's income. This figure
does not include the expenses incurred by pilots in the course of providing
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pilotage services, such as pilot boat. charges, dispatching, transportation
and lodging. These expenses may account for almost 30 percent of gross
revenue. Adjustment of the gross revenue figure for the rapid inflation
of the 1970's, as is done in Table I.3, demonstrates the drop in "real"
pilotage revenue. Gross revenue af U.S- pilots, in 1967 constant dollars,
dropped 42 percent between 1972 and 1974. The impact upon the individual
pilot's income is even more dramatic when one considers the fact that the
number of applicant and registered pilots decreased by only three from 1972
to 1974  See Table I.4! . The drop in Canadian revenues was of a similar
magnitude. Pilotage rates were increased during the 1974 navigation season;
they were increased by another 25 percent between the 1975 and 1976 seasons;
and they were increased by another 15 percent in Districts 1 and 3 and by
19 percent in the Welland Canal during the 1977 shipping season. One reason
given for the recent increases was that they were required for the "pilot
compensation compax'ability with the pilots' licensed counterparts on U.S.
Great Lakes vessels."17 The pilotage rate schedule for the years 1970 to
1977 is given in Table I.5.1

The necessity of maintaining a pool of registered pilots large enough
so that all registered vessels of the United States, Canada, and foreign
countries can meet the requirement that they be navigated by a registered
pilot creates a difficult staffing problem, especially from the United
States vantage point. The pool of registered pilots must be large enough
to provide pilotage service to all vessels requiring it, without permitting
undue delays. On the other hand, the staff of pilots must be small enough
that the income earned per pilot is sufficient to keep those pilots pres-
ently on the staff and to attract trained pilots to the staff to meet
future needs. However, the System has peaks and valleys in the number
of transits and consequently, in the demand for pilots. For many vessels
that serve the Seaway, especially the capital intensive container/general
cargo vessels, speed of transit. is a very important consideration. These
vessels need to have a pilot available immediately at every boarding and
discharging location. Vessel operators have complained that it is the
delay involved in obtaining a pilot rather than the pilotage rates that
are most costly.19

A relatively large pool of pilots would insure that vessel delays
during peak periods would be reduced. However, maintenance of that large
a pool would lead to relatively low average earnings for the pilot, and
average net earnings must be large enough to maintain curx'ent staff and
to attract trained pilots  licensed deck officers! from the domestic fleet.
The Director of the Great Lakes Pilotage Staff has expressed the concern
that recruitment of qualified pilots will be quite difficult because the
earnings of those registered pilots who compose the pools have fallen
behind the earnings of the licensed deck officers of the domestic fleet.
If this trend continues, the one group of pilots vho will be attxacted to
entrepreneurial pilotage will be those who do not have any advancement
prospects either because of the decline in the size of the Lakes fleet or
because of their own mediocrity. One othex potential source of pilots is
those vessel Nasters who are currently sailing non-Seaway trade routes,
hut who have accumulated the required number of trips through the System
 when more U.S. flag lines were serving the System! to qualify as Great
Lakes pilots.
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1967 45 49161 29 14

1531968

1969 147 71 26

1970 143

1971 156 78 24

1"72 167 82 36 5 2521 27

1711973 03 21 36 48 31

34 48 28

27

7 cl 17

177A 28 46

27* 45

23

78 25*25

Source: Unpublished data available from Director, Great Takes
Pilotage Staff.

* Includes 3 temporary i!ilots.

11

64 12

63 14

60 l5

81 21

79 20

76 20

74 20

78 20

40 49 14

32 42 19

31 41 18

33 46 25



C O C OG C'

O  '
O O O plGLl

l

I G
 ll O C

C G
C0'

C  'L
i C pJ

fri

i

PL
C

CC O
C'
C.

C

C

C  iC C OC CC
C C C

Plrri
C.L

C C C G  

r J
C C C CC C 0'C C C

C

G

C r'J
NI
C+

C C
 I!

M z

G CC CC C Cl.
C'
C

rrl

C C'
Ci
C

G C,
CC CC C  rtG Pl

C'
Ci

"J
Irr

C O
pW
C L3

C C
L1

LI

CG C rrto
Ll

I I

C%

Ci
C C

C CC O'l

I

r r
 
L1

O

ra
r

C OC C'
L1

C C CC G C.
CO O 4I

0

VJ.

I

8 VI
Q

0 Q

0 0
U 00 0 0 hl

0
V!

0
io
Q

0
M

C 0
cZ
E

 h

Vi
r'

Q

M F
r5

I LI
V Q

C Q Q 0

0

I

Q Q C Pt
U

C W C C 4 0I
Q

C

0
U

Itt

0

rV
0
C.

V 0Vl
0 L' '4

V 0

0
 ;

I

L

r'

C

V; 0

Q
Cl

C C
Pl

C, rt
c l

92

M Q

U

O O C'
G

0

0
Q ul/ I
r�

O
G

O

C

I
VJ
0

Q
V
Q

I
Q

Ill
U

2rfi

LR
�

0 r1

Q,M

D
V3
0 c1

C. C

I J
Q

0 VI

CP

Ql
0'

iv

0 Q
Vi X
$ VJ

V



On the other hand, if the pool of pilots decreases to that size which
can handle normal traffic and generate reasonable incomes, the delays in-
curred by vessels could reduce the competitiveness of the System. As stated
earlier, the capital intensity of many of the new general cargo vessels
requires that delays be minimized because high value cargo is extremely
time-cost sensitive. If significant delays are encountered as the vessel
transits the System, its profitability will be threatened. Under these
conditions, some vessels may be withdrawn from service to the System.
If withdrawn, the same problem will again arise as it will be necessary
to reduce the pool of pilots to insure adequate incomes for the remaining
pilots. Again, vessels will encounter significant delays during the
peak periods.

At the present time, this is not a serious predicament because there
exists a pool of retired registered pilots who can be activated during the
peak periods under the classification of "temporarily registered pilots."21
The pools can be 'permanently' staffed with a sufficient number of
registered pilots to meet normal vessel demand and expanded with
temporarily registered pilots to meet peak demands.

As stated earlier, United States pilots are joined into three
associations: the St. Lawrence Seaway Pilots Association in District 1,
the Lake Pilots Association, Inc. in District 2, and the Upper Great
Lakes Pilots, Inc. in District 3. Legally, the St. Lawrence Seaway
Pilots Association is a voluntary association whereas the Lakes Pilots
Association, Inc., and the Upper Great Lakes Pilots, Inc., are
corporations.

Pilots are broken into three classifications. There are "fully
registered pilots," "applicant pilots temporarily registered" and
"temporarily registered pilots." Fully registered pilots possess all
qualifications required by the Coast Guard, have completed the training
program and are full members of the association in that district. Appli-
cant pilots temporarily registered possess the same qualifications as
registered pilots but they are awaiting admission to membership in the
association. Temporarily registered pilots are retired registered pilots
 retirement is required at age 65! who are still physically fit and who
are activated during peak periods.

The formula for compensating registered pilots varies by district.
In District 1, the compensation formula conforms very closely to payment
according to the number of trips worked. Districts 2 and 3 appear to
allocate their compensation through a base salary paid to everyone with
additional compensation calculated upon the pilot's availability. All
revenues, in all three districts, are paid to the respective association's
revenue pool. The pilot's compensation is then drawn from this pool.

The status of applicant pilots temporarily registered also varies by
district. In District l their classification is synonymous with Lake
pilots. They operate in the undesignated waters and harbors of Lake
Ontario. They also have the privilege of becoming associate members of
the association. In Districts 2 and 3, applicant pilots operate mainly in
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undesignated waters. Their status is analogous to that of employees as
they generate revenue, but they are not allowed to become members of the
corporation.

Temporarily registered pilots receive a flat fee which is negotiated
with the association. The association charges the vessel the regular
pilotage fee, and the difference between the negotiated fee and the pilotage
fee accrues to the association's treasury for disbursement to registered
pilots.»

U.S. pilots are considered entrepreneurial pilots. They form and
manage their own associations, and their level of income is dependent upon
their level of effort. U.S. pilots have also organized union locals or
have become associated with a union. Many District 1 pilots have retained
their membership in the International Organization of Masters, Nates and
Pilots  MMP!, and pilots in Districts 2 and 3 have formed separate locals
and have affiliated with the International Longshoremen's Association  ILA!.
The question should be asked. Why have pilots in Districts 2 and 3 affili-
ated with the ILA7 Given that many pilots were drawn from the Lakes bulk
fleet, it would have been expected that they would have maintained their
membership with either the Great Lakes and Rivers District of the Masters,
Nates and Pilots or the Marine Engineers Beneficial Association-Associated
Maritime Officers, District 2  MEBA-AMQ, 42!.

Forming locals of the ILA appears to have increased the pilots'
bargaining power. The ILA has organized almost all U.S. labor groups that.
are involved in the movement of general cargo through the System. Economic
theory has held that as the proportion of an industry's labor force that is
unionized increases, the bargaining power of the union increases. The
increase in bargaining power has not necessarily been used over wage negotia-
tions, but appears to have been used to increase the demand for pilotage
services. For example, it was reported in the U.S. Department of Transportation
study of Great Lakes pilotage that ILA dock workers refused to unload general
cargo vessels brought into Duluth unless a pilot was on board. This demand
was made even though the port of Duluth is undesignated water and the compulsory
pilotage requirement can be met through the Great Lakes Navigational Certificate.

ILA Local 1921, Great Lakes Pilots, District 2, represents the pilots that
are members of the Great Lakes Pilots Association, Inc., and ILA Local 444,
Upper Lakes Pilots Association represents the pilots that are members of, the
Upper Great Lakes Pilots, Inc. Both locals operate union shops as all
registered pilots must become ~rs of the local.

The pilots that have organized union locals possess a rather unique
status. They are considered entrepreneurs by the U.S. government, but they
consider themselves employees of the corporation. The U.S. Departrent of Labor
exempts them from union reporting requirements of the Labor-Management Reporting
and Disclosure Act of 1959 because they are not "employees," as defined in that
Act. Yet they are an effective labor group that can either promote stability
or disrupt the System.
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Pour groups of Canadian pilots operate between the St. Lambert Lock
and the Lakehead. They are the Corporation of St. Lawrence River and
Seaway Pilots  Cornwall District!; Corporation of Upper St. Lawrence
Pilots  District 1!, the pilots licensed only for the waters of Lake
Ontario and Kingston Harbor; and the Corporation of Professional Great
Lakes Pilots  Districts 2 and 3! .

The Corporation of Upper St. Lawrence Pilots, who operate between
the Snell Lock and Cape Vincent are entrepreneurs. The other groups are
employees of the Great Lakes Pilotage Authority, Ltd. As entrepreneurs,
the Corporation of Upper St. Lawrence Pilots has negotiated for the exclu-
sive right to work that segment in return for the pilotage fees. [The
pilotage fees are those that were listed in Table I 5. These fees are
agreed to by the Ministry of Transport.] Their income is directly depen-
dent upon the nuaher of vessels transiting the System. Hawever, the
members of the Corporation of Upper St. Lawrence Pilots do have the option
of becoming employees of the GLPA.

Through collective bargaining, the three other groups of pilots in
the GLPA collectively bargain wages and working conditions. Their earnings
are not a function of System activity, although the nuaher of pilots cov-
ered by the agreements can be adjusted if the System experiences a
permanent change in the volume of traffic.

Contracts negotiated by the Corporation of St. Lawrence River and
Seaway Pilots and the Corporation of Professional Great Lakes Pilots are
quite similar in wage, fringe benefits and working conditions provisions.
Salary schedules for the two groups for a minimm of eight months of
employment are given in Table I ~ 6. The wages of Lake Ontario Pilots,
also contained in Table I.6, are not quite as high, but they are only
licensed to navigate the vessel in undesignated waters.

The contracts of the employees of the GLPA also contain many fringe
benefits such as paynent of all travel expenses, health and life insurance,
vacation and sick leave pay and rest days. Canadian entrepreneur pilots
in District 1 receive compensation only for sorry travel expenses, and the
GLPA operates the pilot boat. U.S. entrepreneurial pilots pay for
their own travel expenses, the cost of operating t eir own pilot boats
and all other normal fringe benefits.

Each pilotage group runs essentially a union shop, although the
Lake Ontario Pilots have very weak wording to that effect. Contract
lengths and expiration dates vary. Lake Ontario Pilots negotiate their
agree<rent every year and the contract expires Decenber 31. The Corpora-
tion of St. Lawrence River and Seaway Pilots, who beche employees of
the GLPA in 1974, negotiate a two-year contract that expires March 31.
The Corporation of Professional Great Lakes Pilots negotiate a three-
year contract with an expiration date of March 31. The Corporation of
Upper St. Lawrence Pilots contract for their services every year. The
contract expires every March 31.



IA751074

Corporation of the St. Lawrence
"..iver anc': Seaway I-'ilots '83,020. 00 $3,200. 00

2,590.5F, 2,737.20ontario Filots

Cur: oration of professional
Great La!;es Pilots~ 3,200.003,020.0O

source: Contract file of the Great Lai.e.', i" ilotaae Authority, Ltc'
Cornwall, C~ntario.
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Contract negotiations in 1976 were rather shaky and involved a work
stoppage in the St. Lambert Lock to Snell Lock section. Although the
contract expired March 31, a new two-year agreenmnt was not signed until
late October between the GLPA and the Corporation of St. Lawrence River
and Seaway Pilots and the Corporation of Professional Great Lakes Pilots.

The employee pilots do have the right to strike. In the case of
two of the pilot groups, the March 31 expiration date could be the source
of considerable bargaining power as the System generally opens on or
about April l.

Still another group that could potentially close the System is the
Canadian dispatchers who are also employees of the GLPA. They are merrber*
of the Public Service Alliance of Canada. Contracts expire June 30 and
are negotiated yearly.

C. S ecial Issues in the S stem of Pilota e

The United States and Canada have devised a parallel system of
pilotage. Each nation has an organization of pilots that work the
international waters of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Seaway. But the
status of the pilots in each system of pilotage is not parallel. Recent
difficulties have occurred because of the difference in 'employnent'
status, and future problems will undoubtedly occur if the trend in the
number of vessel transits continues. The difference in 'employment'
status leads to further disagreements over any policy that affects the
volume of work avail. able. 'Geo such policies are the Great Lakes
Navigational Certificate and the waiver.

As stated earlier, the revenue of U.S. pilots and Canadian pilots
in District 1 depends upon the nuxrber of vessel transits. If the number
of vessel transits declines, all entrepreneur pilots suffer; if the
number of transits increases, they gain. The income of employee pilots
does not vary according to the number of vessel transits. The friction
arises because the pilots whose earnings depend on the number of vessel
transits must share the work with those whose incone does not depend on
the number of vessel transits. Differences in fringe benefits can
exacerbate the friction. Entrepreneur pilots must pay for the costs
incurred in the pursuit of their profession; employee pilots do not
bear these travel and transportation costs.

Maintenance of parity in income with both enployee pilots and
licensed deck officers of enrolled vessels could be achieved through
adjustments in the pilotage fees. The System is already a high time-cost
route. Upward adjustment of pilotage fees, sufficient to achieve parity,
would make the System a more dollar costly route as well. For example,
the increase in pilotage charges from 1975 to 1977, for a vessel of 100
pilotage units, for a round trip between Snell Lock and Chicago was
$1,996. The total cost for the round trip in l977 was $7,026.
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The Great Lakes Navigational Certificate takes on special significance
as the number of vessel transits declines. The Great Lakes Navigational
Certificate allows a registered vessel to be navigated without a registered
pilot in undesignated waters if the Master of the vessel possesses certain
qualifications. The requirements for a Great Lakes Navigational Certificate
are:

l. Two round trips within the past two years over the waters
to be travelled,

2. Knowledge of the Great Lakes Rules of the Road.

3. Knowledge of separate navigation courses for vessels.

4. Proficiency in the English language.

5. Possession of a radio/telephone license.
34

From the entrepreneur pilot's viewpoint, the Great Lakes Navigational
Certificate is a device to reduce the demand for their services, and hence,
to reduce their potential incom. However, as a lost source of revenue,
the Great Lakes Navigational Certificate appears to have generated more
controversy than is warranted. In l975, 527 of a total of 6,324 trips
throughout the System were made under the Great Lakes Navigational Certi-
ficate; and only in the undesignated waters of I.ake Michigan did they
account for a significant dollar amount. In that area approximately 14
percent of the potential revenue was lost to the Great Lakes Navigational
Certificate.

Other proponents of System-wide compulsory pilotage argue safety
considerations. Proponents and users of the Great Lakes Navigational
Certificate argue that it prevents costly delays due to pilot unavailability.
If the Master of the vessel is not "Certificated," the vessel must receive
a waiver from either the GLPA or the Director, GLPS A waiver is granted
only for undesignated waters and only if a pilot will not be available
within six hours. In addition, issuing a waiver depends upon such conditions
as weather, the condition of the vessel and any special circumstances of
traffic.38'

The Seaway System is a very time expensive route, and profitability of
the vessel is dependent upon the number of round trips the vessel can
make during the navigation season. Delay of a vessel, even for six hours,
especially when it can occur at eight or more locations during a round trip,
can make the difference between a profitable transit and an unprofitable
one. A day's delay for a vessel of l36.4 pilotage units would mean an
increase of $4,500 just in general operating expenses, not including fuel. 39

If a vessel cannot operate profitably in the System, it will no
longer serve it. Therefore, the System is presented with the following
alternatives with respect to pilotage;
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l. To avoid costly delays, staff levels can be set to meet peak
demands and some form of minimum income level can be guaranteed
to pilots.

2. Normal staffing levels of pilots can be reduced to insure
adequate income levels.

3. Increase or intensify the use of Great Lakes Navigational
Certificates.

4. The pilotage system can be maintained as it is.



United States Department of Transportation, Great Lakes Pilota e
Review  Draft Staff Report!, 1972, p. II-18. However, even before the
Seaway opened the "sailing masters" had joined the International Organi-
zation of Masters, Mates and Pilots, and had taken part. in a strike.
See Appendix B for a fuller description of the incident.

The distance from Duluth to Montreal is 1,337 statute miles and
from Chicago to Montreal it is 1,244 statute miles.

Re ort of the Ro al Commission on Pilota e: Part V, Stud of
Canadian Pilota e, Great Lakes S stem  Ottawa: Information Canada,
1971!, p. 4.

4
Ibid.

5Department of Transportation, ibid., p. I-.7.

6 Great Lakes Pilotage Regulations, Canada Gazette, Part II, Vol.
108, No. 8, and United States Department of Commerce, National Ocean Survey
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Great Lakes Pilot
1975  Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975!, p. 51
The Canada Shipping Act, Part VIa has been replaced by the Pilotage Act
of 1972.

7 Re ort, of the al Commission, ibid., pp. 6-7.

The authorization for the United States Coast Guard to issue a
Great Lakes Navigation Certificate is contained in 46 CFR 401.110 a!�!
and 46 CFR 401.510 b!�! iv!.

9Conversation with Mr. John Hennessey, Senior Advisor-Personnel,
Canadian Marine Transportation Administration, May 20, 1976, Ottawa,
Ontario.

10Conversation with Mr. C. D. Milne, Administrative Officer, Great
Lakes Pilotage Authority, May 21, 1976, Cornwall, Ontario.

46 CFR 401. 300.

Milne, ibid.
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The Secretary of Transportation of the United States of America
and. the MiniSter Of TranepOrt Of Canada, MemOrandum Of Arrangemente-
Great Lakes Pilotage, January 19, 1977.

This particular topic will be discussed in more detail in Appendix C.

The Canadian gross revenue total does not include the earnings of
those pilots who operate from St. Lambert Lock to the Snell Lock, but who
also are employees of the Great Lakes Pilotage Authority.

6Re ort of the al Commission, ibid., pp. 318-328, 372-373. Between
1961 and 1968, pilotage expenses ranged from a low of 12.03 percent of
gross revenue in 1965 in District 2 to a high of 35.04 percent of gross
revenue for 1962 in District 3.

Federal Re ister, Vol. 42, No. 116.

Pilotage rates listed in Table I-5 are for 100 pilotage units. To
compensate for the increase in the size of vessels, resulting in a reduced
number of vessels transiting the System, a formula was developed that
related the size of the vessel to the number of pilotage units. A pilotage
unit was defined as

Len th x Breadth x De th
Pilotage Unit = 10 000

where the dimensions are measured in feet. The pilotage charge, route and
distance is multiplied by a weighting iactor, either .85, 1.00, 1.15 or 1.30,
depending upon the number of pilotage units at which the vessel is rated-

19Department of Transportation, ibid., p. II-9.

OConversation with Captain George Skuggen, Director, Great Lakes
Pilotage Staff, Ninth Coast Guard District, United States Coast Guard,
May 17, 1976, Cleveland, Ohio. Some pilots, especially in District 1,
hold New York Harbor pilot's licenses and are able to supplement their
income by working three months of the year in a different location. How-
ever, using a straight compensation test, it will still be difficult to
recruit qualified pilots from the Great Lakes bulk fleet because their
earnings are based on a nine month work year.

2146 CFR 401.220 e! .

46 CFR 401. 2 10   a!   5! .

Department of Transportation, ibid., p. II-80.

Ibid., pp. II.63-64.

Telephone conversation with Captain George Skuggen, Director,
Great Lakes Pilotage Staff, Ninth Coast Guard District, United States
Coast Guard, July 30, 1976.
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26 Albert Rees, The Economics of Mork and Pa  New York: Harper &
Row, Publishers, 1973!, pp. 150-153.

27 Department of Transportation, ibid., p. II.62.
28 International Longshoremen's Association, Directori-1975.

351 F 2d 771 �965! .

Contract file of the Great Lakes Pilotage Authority, Ltd., Cornwall,
Ontario.

Ibid.

32
Journal of Commerce, October 15, 1976.

Calculated from Table I.5.

34 Department of Transportation, ibid., p. II. 7.

Unpublished table available from Captain George Skuggen, Director,
Great Lakes Pilotage Staff, Ninth Coast Guard District, United States Coast
Guard.

Accident data are maintained for vessels navigated by a registered
pilot, but not for vessels navigated under a Great Lakes Navigation
Certificate.

Canada Gazette, ibid., and 46 CFR 401.510.

38 Department of Transportation, ibid., p. II.5-II.6.

Unpublished table available from Captain George Skuggen, Director,
Great Lakes Pilotage Staff, Ninth Coast Guard District, United States
Coast Guard.
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II. LOCK OPERATORS AND AUXILIARY PERSOHNEL

Lock operators perhaps have the greatest potential to disrupt the
movement of traffic through the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway System.
No other labor gxoup has the capability of physically barricading the
movement of vessels through the System.

The St. Lawrence River between Montreal and Lake Ontario contains
seven locks. Five of the locks are operated by Canadian lock tenders and
two are manned by U.S. lock operators. Eight locks, all of them operated
by Canadian personnel, compose the Welland Canal and another five locks
are situated at Sault Ste. Marie. Four of the locks in the Sault Ste.
Marie are manned by U.S. lock operators and one is operated by the Cana-
dians. The St. Lawrence River locks and five of the Welland Canal locks
are single, and therefore, part of a chain, all of which must be tzansited
to complete the journey. On the other hand, three of the Welland Canal
locks are parallel, and in the Sault Ste. Marie, passage through one of
the locks is all that is needed to pass the rapids.

A. Canadian

The St. Lawzence Seaway Authority  SLSA! is the employer of the
Canadian lock operators. Slightly under 1,200 enployees, represented by
two unions and covered in four collective bargaining agreements, are
involved in the operation of the locks. Covered personnel range from the
lock operators to the clerical support staff.l

The major agreement is the Operational and Maintenance Agreement which
covers the lock crews and traffic controllers. These employees are repre-
sented by the Canadian Brotherhood of Railway, Transport and General
Workers  CBRT! . Approximately 1,000 employees are included in this
agreement.

Five locals of the CBRT are parties to the Operational and Maintenance
Agreement. Separate locals cover the following five geographical azeas:
l! Ste. Lambezt Lock and Cote Ste. Catherine Lock, 2! Upper Beauharnois
Lock and Lower Beauharnois Lock, 3! Iroquois Lock, 4! the Welland Canal,
and 5! the Sault Ste. Marie. The local plays an important role in day to
day grievances, but its autonomy and authority are limited.

23



This is the major agreement because it covers the greatest number of
workers and because it covers those workers most directly involved in the
operation of the locks. It serves as the pattern for the three other
agreements which are the Supervisory Group Agreement, the Headquarters
Agreement and the Engineering Support. Staff Agreement. These three con-
tracts as well as the Operational and Maintenance Agreement have the same
expiration Gate and are of the sane duration.

Representing the employees in the Supervisory Group Agreement is the
CBRT. These employees are second line supervisors such as maintenance
engineers and some of the technical staff. The 100 workers included in
this agreement are separated into two locals, the Eastern Region super-
visory employees and the Western Region supervisory employees. The other
two labor groups are not as crucial to the stability of the System, but
could potentially affect its smooth operation. The Headquarters Agreement
includes the clerical staff of the St. Lawrence Seaway Authority. These
employees are also represented by the CBRT. Final1y, the Engineezing
Support Staff Agreement covers an internal ehgineering/drafting staff.
These employees are represente'd by the Public Service Alliance of
Canada.

All employees of the St. Lawrence Seaway Authority have the right to
strike. The SLSA is a crown corporation, a quasi-public body. Canadian
public employees were granted the right to strike in 1967, but employees
af the SLSA have had. that prerogative since 1959. Lack operators are in a
position ta increase the bargaining power af several other Canadian labor
groups. Zn 1974, the System was brought to a standstill because the Wel-
land Canal lock operators threatened to walk off the jab if U.S. pilots
attempted to bring vessels through the Canal in violation of the Memorandum
of Arrangements.

The normal size of a lock crew is six persons. Each crew consists of
a lockmaster, a lockmotorman, and four linesmen. In addition, a traffic
controller is assigned to each lock.

B. United States

Twa locks in the St. Lawrence River, the Snell Lock and the Eisenhower
Lock, are operated by the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation
 SLSDC! of the United States Department of Transportation. Approximately
100 employees of SLSDC comprise a bargaining unit and are represented
by the American Federation of Government Employees  AFGE!, AFL-CIO..3
AFGE represents lock operators, maintenance, and other support persannel.

AFGE became the bargaining representative for the employees of the
sLsDc in 1962 as a zesult af Executive order 10988. This order encouraged
federal employees to organize and to bargain collectively. However,4

federal employees do not have the right ta strike. From 1958 to 1962
SLSDC employees were represented by an electrical union and a metal trades
union.
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The normal length of contract negotiated between AFGE and SLSDC is
three years. Contract expiration date is during the normal overseas
navigation season. This fact does not cause much concern because federal
employees do not have the right to strike. Therefore, the probability
of the System being closed down by closure of Snell Lock and Eisenhower
Lock is quite small. However, public employee unions have used. work slaw-
downs or other job actions short of a strike ta attempt to improve their
bargaining leverage in contract negotiations. Such job actions could delay
vessels transiting the System, increase transit times, and make the system
less time-competitive.

United States locks at the St. Mary's Falls Canal are operated by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. During the normal shipping season, three
locks are operated 24 hours a day, seven days per week. Employees
operate on a 40 hour per week basis, requiring 3,07 employees to man the
three locks.

The lock crewmen are civil service employees, but they also comprise
AFGE, Local 830. A two-year contract is negotiated and the normal contract.
expiration date is March 28, just. prior to the opening of the shipping
season.

Employment is not seasonal as employees are either rotated for lock
duty  if one of the locks remains open for the extended season! or for
normal overhaul and maintenance duties.
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FOOTNOTES

1Mr. Richard Laniel, Manager of Personnel, St. Lawrence Seaway
Authority was the primary information source about the Canadian lock
operators and auxiliary personnel. Mr. Lanie1 discussed several aspects
of this labor group May 21, 1976, in Cornwall, Ontario, and in a letter
dated June 16, 1976.

Patrick J. Sullivan, "Labor-Management Relations on the Great

3Mr. Wi3.liam S, Spriggs, Director of Operations, St Lawrence Seaway
Development Corporation is the primary source of information concerning
the employees of the SLSDC. Mr. Spriggs provided the information in a
letter dated September 23, 1976.

4F. Ray Marshall, A. M. Cartter, and A. G. King, Labor Economics;
Wa es, E lo nt and Trade Unionism, 3rd ed.  Homewood, Illinois:
Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1976!, pp. 98, 440-442.

5Mr. James Bray, Area Engineer, Department of the Army, Detroit
District, Corps of Engineers, Sault Ste. Marie Area, was the primary
information source concerning the employees of the Corps of Engineers.
Mr. Bray provided the information in a letter dated February 9, 1977.
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III. DOCK AND HARBOR LABOR

The International Longshoremen's Association  ILA! is the primary
organizer of dock and harbor labor involved in the movement of general
cargo through United States Great Lakes ports. Local unions affiliated
with the ILA in the Great Lakes District not only include the longshore
locals, but also include licensed tug personnel, grain handlers, ware-
housemen, pilots, cement workers and some nonmarine related workers.1

Three general cargo docks that are organized by the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters are the main exceptions to the near labor monopoly
that the ILA possesses over the movement of general cargo through U.S.
Great Lakes ports.

The ILA originated on the Great Lakes. The National Longshoremen's
Association of the United States, formed in 1892, was the forerunner of
the ILA. Its name was changed to the International Longshoremen's
Association in 1895.3 In 1900, tugboat captains and engineers organized
the Licensed Tugmen's Protective Association  LTPA!, and they affiliated
with the ILA in 1902. By 1905, membership of the ILA also included grain
handlers and almost all other labor crafts involved in the marine movement
of cargo Total membership in the ILA on the Great Lakes at the turn of
the century numbered almost 50,000. Presently, the ILA does not represent5

as extensive an array of labor groups on the Great Lakes.

A. Dock Tabor

Loading and unloading of general cargo is a relatively labor-intensive
activity.6 The five major U.S. general cargo ports on the Great Lakes are
Chicago, Detroit, Cleveland, Toledo and Nilwaukee. Other Great Lakes ports
that handle significant quantities of general cargo are Ashtabula, Buffalo,
Duluth-Superior, Green Bay, Burns Harbor and Kenosha. Of the above men-
tioned ports, the ports of Ashtabula and Detroit are not organized by the
ILA. Lonqshoremen in these ports are organized by the Teamsters.

The ILA locals involved primarily in the loading and unloading of
general cargo in Great Lakes ports are listed in Table III.l.
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TABLE III . 1

GREAT LAKES AREA ILA LOCALS INVOLVED IN THE HANDLING OF GENERAL CARGO

LocalPort

Buffalo
Burns � Indiana

Chicago

Source: International Longshoremen's Association, Directo � 1975.

Although these are the locals that are primarily involved in the
handling of general cargo, not all members are so emp3.oyed. For exantple,
Local 1014 in Green Bay has approximately 200 members. Of these 200
members, almost one-half are covered by the longshore agreement and the
other one-half are split between a coal dock agreement and an inland
warehourse agreement.7 Local 815's agreements cover over 200 employees,
some of which are employed in inland warehouses and cement plants, in
addition to the longshore agreeaw:nt. Local 19's agreement covers 500
employees, all of which are emp3.oyed on the docks.

The port of Detroit is the largest port on the Great Lakes that is
organized by the Teamsters. Teamsters in the port of Detroit are covered
by a three year contract, but they negotiate independently of the Teamsters
locals in the ports of Ashtabu3.a and Bay City. Approximately 450 to 550
longshoremen are employed in the port af Detroit on a somewhat regular
basis.9

Since the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway, the Great Lakes District
of the International Longshoremen's Association has attempted to coordinate
collective bargaining and to reduce interport competition based on difference
in labor costs. In the 1960 negotiations, the Great Lakes locals of the
ILA were able to equalize wages and fringe benefit costs for several of the
ports. Prior to this contract there had been considerable variation in the
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Cleveland

Duluth

Green Bay

Kenosha

Milwaukee

Ogdensburg
Oswego

Superior
Toledo

Loca1

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

928

1969

19

1803

1317

1366

1014

133.5

815

217-A

1570-A

1037

1982



wages paid to longshoremen included in the general cargo agreements.
Longshoremen in Chicago had received ways of $2.33 per hour, whereas the
wage rate was $1.97 per hour in Toledo. However, a strike took place0

at several of the ports before the employers agreed to similar compensation
packages. During the contract negotiations of 1963, 1966, 1969 and 1972,
several ILA locals negotiated similar wage and fringe benefit packages.
Although the Great Lakes District coordinated efforts, each local still
negotiated a separate three year agreement with the individual employer
or the employers' association of that port.

1. Great Lakes Association of Stevedores Agreement.

In December 1974, the Great Lakes Association of Stevedores  GLAS! and the
GLD-ILA signed a collective agreement. This agreement covered 17 stevedoring
and terminal operators and 13 locals of the GLD-ILA operating in 12 ports.
This master agreement, however, covered only six issues; 1! Wages,
2! Check-off  only for the GLD!, 3! Contributions to Pension and Welfare
Plans, 4! Lenph of Agreement, 5! Containerization, and 6! LASH  lighter
aboard ship!.

The master agreement was significant in several respects.

l. It was the first time the employers joined together in a Lakes-
wide bargaining agreement.

2. The contract expiration date was moved from March 31 to
December 31.

3. The provision that containers consolidated within a given radius
be stripped and stuffed on the dock was eliminated.

4. In the event no agreement is reached in local negotiations not
covered by the Master Agreement, such issues would have to be
first submitted to a joint GLAS-ILA committee for reconmenda-
tions before a strike or lockout could be called.

5. The contract contained an explicit statement of the mutual
intent and purpose of the agreement. The statement in the
contract was as follows: "The GLAS-GLD-ILA Committee
shall have the authority . ~ . to take such action as they
deem proper in the mutual interests of employers and em-
ployees to stimulate and encourage greater use of all of the
Port facilities on the Great Lakes covered by this agreement
and to make recommendations as to improving efficiency and
to removal of impediments to such use."

The provisions of the contracts were designed to make Great Lakes
ports more competitive with ports on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. The
primary method was to demonstrate that labor-management relations were
stable and that there would be no interruption in work by the GLD-ILA.
Moving the contract expiration date to December 31 removed some of the
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uncertainty vessel operators might have had about committing their vessels
to operation on the Lakes. Now the labor agreement would be signed prior
to the opening of the navigation season, and breakdowns in local port
negotiations would not trap their vessels.

The agreement also encouraged the movement of general cargo through
the ports, especia]] y containerized. cargo, by eliminating the "stripping
and stuffing" requirement on consolidated cargo. Elimination of this
requirement would reduce the cost of shipping container cargo through the
System and would speed up the movement of the containerized cargo. If
containerized cargo could be attracted to the Great Lakes ports, it would
generate more work for longshoremen and could also alleviate the imbalance
in cargo movements.

The GLAS agreement was partially due to the 1974 shipping season,
during which vessel transits declined by one-third and general cargo
tonnage declined by 20 percent. But it was also due to the GLD-ILA's
acknowledgement of the changing nature of cargo movements. At their 1971
convention, their economic consultant stated:

Some of the things we have been able to hold onto in the
past are going to have go go in the face of new technolo-
gies, and we have left the day when it was 20 men with
cargo hooks pushing boxes around in the hold of a ship,
and if we don't recognize that fact, there will be no
ships in the Great Lakes.

The impact of technological developments was reiterated by another
speaker. He stated:

When you take the ships of the tremendous size that they
are now building, and these old ships are being replaced,
and they are not going to have that many large ships, and
they are going to be tremendous ships, . . . and it doesn' t
pay to run them all the way down and run them in the Lakes
and run them out.

As stated earlier, for the new, large, capital-intensive vessels,
speed is of prime importance The physical configuration of the St.
Lawrence Seaway and Great Lakes is one impediment. Excessive time in
port is another. The GLAS agreement is designed to minimize time in
port and to eliminate undue or unanticipated delays. That is the only
factor that it can address.

<rom a theoretical viewpoint, the Great Lakes District locals sacri-
ficed a considerable degree of bargaining power by agreeing to switch the
contract expiration date from April l, traditional date for the openings of
the Seaway shipping season, to January 1. It is crucial for the terminal
operators and stevedore contractors to operate during the available season.
They do not have the flexibility of manufacturing establishments which can
increase production and stockpile their product in anticipation of a strike
and then reduce inventories if the strike occurs. The ILA locals possessed
considerable leverage in negotiations. Because the terminal operators and
stevedore contractors need to service the vessels when they arrive in port,
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they would desire a quick settlement. Switching the contract expiration
date to January I eliminated that special leverage. A strike at that time
would be useless as the Seaway is closed to overseas shipping. Therefore,
the employers would not be interested in a quick settlemsnt, which often
favors the union. E. R. Livernash argued that bargaining power of the
union is greatest when it can reduce "the cost and consequences of con-
cession by employers relative to the cost and consequences of a strike."
When the contract expired April I, the cost and consequence of a str'ike
were large relative to the cost of a quick agreement.

The GLD-ILA also regained some of the lost bargaining power by
convincing the employers to farm the Lakes-wide bargaining group, the
Great Lakes Association of Stevedores  GLAS! . Although prior to the forma-
tion of GLAS, the ILA locals under the guidance of the District had the
conscious policy af negotiating equal wage and fringe benefit costs at all
Great Lakes ports they represented, their ability to obtain large increases
may have been hindered by the fact that each port's employer's association
negotiated separate agreements with the local.l9 The union locals cauld
agree on what they considered to be an acceptable offer, but there was no
guarantee that they could achieve that type of settlement in each port.
Writers in economics and industrial relations have traditionally held that
it is advantageous for a union to negotiate with an employer's association
because any cast increase resulting from the negotiated gain will be equalfor all members. Therefore, the size of the negotiated a@cement should
not harm any one member's relative competitive position.

The gain in bargaining power by the GLD-ILA is greatly limited by the
declining volume of overseas general cargo traffic and the fact that they
have nat organized all Great Lakes ports. As stated earlier, the Teamsters
have organized the ports of Detroit, Ashtabula, and Bay City The importance
of this factor was evidenced during the 1960 Lakes-wide strike called by the
ILA. Many of the shipments normally handled through the struck ports were
funneled through the port of Detroit.>> General cargo tonnage handled by
the port of Detroit doubled between 1959 and 1960, and then declined in 1961
from the 1960 figure.

2. General Cargo Traffic and Longshore Employment.

General cargo traffic reached its peak in 1971 when 8.3 million tons
passed through the Montreal to Lake Ontario section of the Seaway. General
carga traffic has declined since then to 4.5 million tons in 1976.24 The
decline in traffic volume is generally attributed to technological develop-
ments in marine cargo transportation and handling, which have made the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway a high-cost route.25 Modern container
vessels and combination vessels have very high fixed operating costs. In
order to cover these costs, these vessels must complete as many payloads as
possible. If the vessel is not physically excluded from entering the System,
it faces a 29-day round-trip within the Seaway System, with at least one
port of call in each of the five lakes, traveling from the mouth of the
'St. Lawrence River to Duluth and back. 6 More payloads can be generated on
alternate trade routes, especially on those serving the Atlantic Coast.
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The largest decline occurred between 1972 and 1973 when general cargo
handled by U.S. Great Lakes ports decreased from 6.3 million tons to 4.8
million tons. However, 1974, when general cargo tonnage dropped to 3.7
million tons, is generally considered to be the most disastrous season.
Table III.2 lists the general cargo tonnage handled at selected U.S. Great
Lakes ports since 1960.

Naturally, as general cargo traffic declines, employment opportunities
for longshoremen also decline. In some instances, the number of long-
shoremen employed decreases; but in many instances, the number of hours
worked by each longshoreman declines. As a result, many longshoremen
become underemployed.

Ports undergo peak demands. One day several vessels may be in port-
two days later the port may be empty. When in port, the vessel needs
its cargo discharged or loaded as quickly as possible. Any delay reduces
its potential profitability because it decreases the number of payloads
it can complete. This requires that the available longshore labor force
be large enough to handle the peak demands.

Peak demands also result in a sizeable number of workers being
casually employed. Casual employment varies in degree but is most often
found in industries where  a! the demand for labor is irregular, and  b!
there is a continuous attachment of the employee and employer to the market.
Longshore labor is the usual example of casual employment. The employer's
attachment results from having invested in facilities and equipment; the
employee's attachment results from his membership in the union, seniority
rights and certain pension and welfare benefits. Two outgrowths of casual
employment are:  a! many workers are underemployed, and  b! total wage
payments are distributed among too many employees to allow all to receive
adequate earnings.

The hardship of casual employment is exacerbated by declining cargo
traffic. The attachment to the market reduces occupational and geographical
mobility. As general cargo traffic through a port declines, a greater
proportion of the port's labor force becomes casually employed. When an
entire seacoast suffers from the same decline, and when each port has its
cwn casual labor force, the extent of underemployment becomes critical.
On the other hand, the economics of marine cargo handling and transporta-
tion and the requirements of port service effectiveness necessitates a
labor force that is attached to the market and of sufficient size to meet

peak demands.

To calculate the size of the longshore labor force needed to handle
a certain volume of cargo, one rule of thumb is that 15 longshoremen  one
gang with one forklift! can handle 25 tons of breakbulk cargo in one hour
This implies that 1.67 tons of breakbulk cargo generate one man-hour of
employment. Figures in Table III.3 have been calculated using this rule,
and they represent one set of feasible employment hours for longshoremen
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from general cargo traffic in selected U.S. Gqat Lakes ports. These figures
do not purport to be the actual hours worked. Gang size and productivity
vary by port and by the method of packaging. In one port a gang of 15 long-
shoremen may be able to unload 30 tons of breakbulk cargo in one hour, but if
the cargo is palletized, only 12 longshoremen employing four forklifts may be
able to un!.oad 60 tons per hour.

Feasible employment hours declined by more than one-half between 1971
and 1974 in the port of Chicago and all other ports, except Green Bay,
Indiana-Burns and Kenosha, suffered similar proportionate declines The
effect on employment can be studied further by calculating the number of
full-time equivalent jobs that. can be supported by the volume of general
cargo traffic. A full-time job was assumed to be one that offered 40 hours
of work per week for 35 weeks, totaling 1,440 hours. Table III.4 contains
the results of the calculations. In the port of Chicago, feasible full-
time equivalent employment in 1974 was at its lowest since 1963; and in
the port of Duluth-Superior, there was insufficient traffic to maintain one
full.-time equivalent gang. However, it must be retnembered that this calcu-
lation is made under the assumption that vessels enter a port on an assembly
line basis for only eight hours per day and for only five days per week.

It was stated earlier that the irregular demand for longshore services
is one of the primary characteristics of casual employment. For instance,
in the port of Green Bay in 1975, the volume of general cargo traffic was
sufficient to provide 15.3 feasible full-time jobs. In 1975, 92 longshore-
men were listed on the seniority roster in the port of Green Bay. Not one
of the longshoremen worked at least 1,440 hours. Four longshoremen worked
over 1,000 hours and 85 worked some hours. All individuals on the list
that had longshoring as their primary occupation were technically under-
employed. The experience of longshoremen in Green Bay is not the exception,
but the rule. During the 1974 shippin] season, many longshoremen earned
less than the poverty-level of income. 4

One reason for the extent of casual employment and underemployment in
U.S. Great Lakes ports is that for the cargo volume available, there are
too many general cargo ports on the Great Lakes. In 1975, l6 U.S. Great
Lakes ports handled some general cargo. Almost every port has its own
longshore labor force which is generally of sufficient size to meet normal
peak demands, but this also means that in every port a proportion of the
longshore labor is casually employed. The development of two load centers
or regional ports  one on Lake Michigan and the other on Lake Erie or Lake
Ontario! could reduce underemployment of longshoremen and improve the com-
petitiveness of the System. The fact that individual ports seldom generate
sufficient cargo to meet a vessel's load factor forces vessels to make

severa!. ports of call, increases the time spent in the Great Lakes and
reduces the number of payloads the vessel can realize.

Load centers would eliminate several ports of ca! 1 because sufficient
cargo to meet the vessel's load factor could be assembled at the two ports.
Time in the System could be reduced for the vessel and could make the
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Seaway a more attractive trade route. The extremes between peaks and
valleys would most likely be reduced when vessels are making only two
ports of call because;  a! scheduling of vessel transits could be done
more efficiently as the number of possible complications is reduced and
port productivity per cargo type would be fairly constant; and {b! reduced
time in the System could generate greater volumes of cargo and induce more
frequent service. Only two longshore labor forces of sufficient size to
meet normal demands would be required, and most longshoremen at the load
centers would have full-time employment. Cargo previously handled by the
local port would be transported to a load center by an overland feeder
system, or, where feasible, a vessel feeder system. Total employment of
longshoremen would most likely decrease, relative to the initial level,
but long run employment levels may be greater than under the present
system, and those longshoremen who are employed, would not be underemployed.

B. Tu<~en

Tugs are necessary for the maneuvering and berthing of large vessels
in the tight confines of entrance channels and harbors. Since l900, tug
captains and engineers have been organiz~d by the Licensed Tugmen and
Pilots' Protective Association  LTPPA!. At that time the LTPPA on the
Great Lakes was composed of 28 lOcals, but has since declined to 14.
Although some tug captains are organized by the Teamsters and others are
not, the LTPPA has been the principal representative.

LTPPA is affiliated with the ILA comprising its Local 374 and has
been so since l902. The fact that tug captains and engineers are affil-
iated with the ILA completes the chain of ILA organization of almost all
U.S. labor groups involved in the handling and movement of overseas
general cargo on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway System.

The collective bargaining agreement to be considered is LTPPA's
agreement with Great Lakes Towing Company. Great Lakes Towing is the
principal operator of tugs that provide towing service to overseas vessels
and domestic bulk vessels. LTPPA also negotiates an agreement with the
Great Lakes Dock and Dredge Association, an association of construction
tug operators, as well as with three steamship companies.

The Grand Lodge of the LTPPA negotiates a master agreement with the
Great Lakes Towing Compan~ and several topics are negotiated in supple-
mental local agreements. A delegate from each local takes part in the
master negotiations. It is a three-year agreement that expires April 1
Table III.5 lists the location and number of the LTPPA locals on the
Great Lakes. However, not all locals are included in the negotiation with
Great Lakes Towing Company as this company does not operate tugs in all af
the ports where locals are located.

Four persons comprise the crew on most commercial  nonconstruction!
tugs. The captain and licensed engineer are represented by the LTPPA,
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TABLE III . 5

GREAT LAKES LOCALS OF THE LTPPA

Local* Location

*In addition, the Grand Lodge �74! is located in Duluth and
Local 374-A  Licensed and Unlicensed Offices, both Deck and
Engine Departments! is located in Chicago.

Source: International Longshoremen's Association, Directo � 1975.

but the two unlicensed crewmen on tugs are organized by the Inland Boat-
men's Union  IBU! of the Seafarer's International Union-Atlantic, Gulf,
Lakes and Inland Waters District  SIU! . The SIU has recently absorbed
the IBU, although each maintain their own contracts and seniority rosters.

Tug crews have been victimized by the same forces that have reduced
longshore employment and pilots' work loads � the decline in transits by
vessels engaged in overseas general cargo traffic. In addition, they have
also suffered from reduced demand for their services resulting from the
declining number of vessels composing the Great Lakes bulk and tanker
fleet, and from the increasing number of bulk and tanker vessels that
have had bow thrusters installed. For instance, it has been estimated
that 90 percent of the overseas general cargo vessels that use Lake
Calumet Harbor in South Chicago employ tugs. In the last five years,42

due to the decline in the number of overseas vessel transits, as well as
the "Lake fleet effects," Great Lakes Towing Company has reduced IBU
employment by 25 percent, to 150, and the number of crews gployed by
Great Lakes Towing in Chicago has been reduced from 25 to 9. Total Great.

374-1

374-2

374-3

374-4

374-5

374-8

374-9

374-11

374-12

374-14

374-16

374-24

374-26

374-34

Duluth

Chicago

Ashtabula

Buffalo

Cleveland

Milwaukee

Toledo

Sault Ste. Marie
Erie

Sandusky
Detroit

Sturgeon Bay
Muskegon
Detroit



Lakes membership of LTPPA has also declined from approximately 475 in 1960
to a current membership of less than 300.45

Vessels are not legally required to use tugs to enter most Great Lakes
ports, but their use is at the discretion of the Master of the vessel.
Because some tugs have been inactivated and some fleets have been split
between sister ports, as a result of the decrease in the demand for towing
services, overseas vessels that use tugs face another potential delay If
no tug is available when the vessel wishes to enter the harbor, and if the
vessel waits till one becomes available, the overall transit time of the
vessel may be increased by a considerable amount. The Master of the vessel
has two choices:  a! he may decide to enter an unfamiliar harbor with a
vessel that is difficult to maneuver at low speeds and be a safety hazard,
or  b! he may wait for tug assistance. If he selects option  b! and has
to do so at several ports, with the result that the time-cost increases
preclude profitable operations, the vessel may be withdrawn from service
to the System.

C. Grain Handlers

Grain handlers have formed separate locals on the basis of craft
distinctions within the International Longshoremen's Association. The craft
structure of these ILA locals is indicated in Table III.6. Of the Great
Lakes region locals listed, only Local 153, Local 1037, and Local 1366 are
not devoted exclusively to the handling of grain. The other locals are
quite autonomous, both from the Great Lakes District of the ILA and from
other locals that represent grain handlers. The autonomous organizational
structure results in a fragmented structure of collective bargaining.
Agreements are signed on a port-by-port basis In individual ports, if
there are several grain craft locals, these locals bargain independently
with the employer or employers' association. For example, in the port of
Chicago, the elevator operators bargain jointly, but they negotiate a
separate contract with each local. In effect, two of the major elevator
operators establish the pattern which is followed by the other operators.
To further add to the fragmented structure is the fact that not all grain
elevators on the Great Lakes are organized by ILA locals.

In contrast to the port of Chicago situation, Locals 1366 and 1037 in
the ports of Duluth and Superior have bargained jointly with major elevator
operators in the two ports prior to 1963. A three gear contract is written
with the contract expiration date set for April l.

One of the results of the individual port-by-port agreements is that
handling charges differ significantly from port-to-port. For example, as
listed in Table III.7, grain shovelers in the port of Buffalo during 1975
received $25.68 per 1,000 bushels; whereas in the port of Chicago, they
received $11.50 per 1,000 bushels. Rates for shovelers and the number of
elevators are also given for other selected Great Lakes ports.
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Several different efforts have been made to equalize and improve
collective bargaining conditions for grain handlers. To increase the
bargaining power of the grain locals, the GLD-ILA has endorsed the merger
of the American Federation of Grain Millers with the ILA. Coupled with
this, the GLD-ILA is also seeking Lakes-wide bargaining for grain locals
with a Lakes-wide employers' group. One result of a Lakes-wile agree-
ment would undoubtedly be the equalization of rateS for a11 Great LakeS
ports.

TABLE III . 6

LocationLocal Name

Milwaukee

Oswego
Duluth

Oswego

Buffalo

Toledo

1326

1366
1570-A

1622

1955

Source: International Longshoremen's Association, Director � 1975.

43

101

109

153

418

421

1037

1286
1286-1

1295

GREAT LAKES AREA ILA GRAIN CRAFT LOCALS

Grain Trimmers

Loading and Unloading Grain
Grain and General Freight Handlers and Ship Fitting
Grain Elevator, Flour, Feed and Mill Workers
Weighmasters
General Cargo, Grain and Allied Workers

Grain Elevator Employees
Grain Car Cooper
Grain Trimming, Fitting, Sacking, Cleaning and

Related Work

Grain Workers

General Cargo and Allied Workers
Grain SCOOping and General LOngShOre WOrk
Grain Inspection, Sampling and. Weighing of Grain
Grain Elevator Employees

Chicago
Buffalo

Toledo

Chicago
Chicago
Superior
Buffalo

Buffalo
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FOOTNOTES

l
The many different crafts and skills included in the GLD-ILA are

probably best exemplified by several of the locals' titles. For instance,
the full name Of LOcal 815 iS "General CargO, AutOmObile, Grain and
Warehouse Workers, Checkers, Loaders and Unloaders of Railway Cars, and
Cement Plant Employees; General Longshoremen, All General Dock and Ware-
house Workers, Including, but not limited to, Crane Operators, Engineers,
Maintenance Men, Mechanical Workers, Fork Truck Operators, and the
apprentices of all degrees." Local 1279 has the following title, "Divers,
Salvage, Scrap Iron, Steel Handling, Wiping Cloth Workers and Miscellaneous
Employees." International Longshoremen's Association, Director � 1975.

2
Charles P. Larrowe, Maritime Labor Relations on the Great Lakes

 East Lansing, Michigan. Michigan State University Press, 1959!, p. 15,

3
Ibid.

4
Ibid., p. 19.

5
Ibid., p. 20.

6
This statement is somewhat of a tautology. Although general cargo

has usually been defined as high value per unit cargo, a more appropriate
definition may be, cargo that is packaged such that it requires labor
intensive handling techniques. For example, the economic impact of a
port is usually calculated through a multiplier. One of the chief com-
ponents of the original impact is wages paid to dock employees. If one
is simply concerned with increasing the economic impact of a port, one
could ship iron ore in bags. Comments made at the MARAD Round Table Dis-
cussion on Port Data Requirements, September 21-22, 1976, Chicago,
Illinois.

7
Conversation with John Brzek, Secretary-Treasurer, Local 1014,

GLD-ILA, Green Bay, Wisconsin, July 13, 1976.

8
Union. Contract Files, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor

statistics, Division of Industrial Relations, washington, D.c.



9 Letter from Nr. Don NcCarty, Vice-President, Detroit Marine Terminals,
Detroit, Michigan, January 19, 1977.

10� "Dockers Picket Five Lake Ports," The [Montreal] Gazette, May 18, 1960.
11

Ibid., and conversation with Patrick J. Sullivan, Secretary-Treasurer,
Great Lakes District-International Longshoremen's Association, Buffalo,
New York, May 19, 1976

12 Master Agreement Between Great Lakes Association of Stevedores and
the Great Lakes District of the International Longshoremen's Association.

13
The imbalance in cargo movements is discussed more thoroughly by

Eric Schenker, Harold N. Mayer and Harry C. Brockel, The Great Lakes
Trans ortation S stem  Madison: University of Wisconsin Sea Grant College
Program, 1976!, Chapter 3.

14 Speech by Nonsignor James A. Healy, 1971 Convention of the Great
Lakes District � International Longshoremen's Association, AFL-CIO,

15 Speech by Thomas Gleason, Jr., ibid., pp. 75-76.
16

Even in 1960, excessive time in port and the time required ta transit
the System were major complaints of vessel operators. James R. MacDonald,
"Struggling Seaway: It's Faced With Strike Threat, Traffic Lag, Increased
Competition," The Wall Street Journal, May 6, 1960.

17
E. R. Livernash, "The Relation of Power to the Structure and Process

of Collective Bargaining," The Journal of Law and Economics 6  October,
1963!; 18-19.

18
It has been argued that unions tend to win short strikes, managements

tend to win long strikes.  See Livernash, pp. 15-18! Therefore, a strike
at the opening of the shipping season should force management to a quick
settlement. However, this only holds if the union's desired solution falls
within the bargaining range. The 77 day strike by Local 815 in the port. of
Milwaukee in 1972 apparently desired a solution that did not fall within
management's view of the bargaining range.

19
Some of the remaining disparity between wages and fringe benefit

costs per employee in U.S. Great Lake ports was eliminated in 1963 when
some of the employers adopted a modified version of the Atlantic Coast
longshoremen's wage and fringe benefit package.

20
In 1963, the ILA locals of the major ports of the Great Lakes held

a wage policy meeting in Milwaukee. It was agreed at that meeting that
the contract offer received by Local 815 would be acceptable to the other
locals, if offered. However, the Duluth local doubted that they would
be able to obtain a similar offer as they were also attempting to change
the contract length. Minutes of the Wage Policy Committee, Great Lakes
District of the International Longshoremen's Association, March 23, 1963.



21 Livernash, ibid., pp. 24-28.

22 Monsignor Healy, ibid., p. 45. In addition, the port of Toledo was
handling general cargo as the United Mine Workers had organized some of
the longshoremen in this port.

23 St. Lawrence Seaway Authority and St. Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation, Traffic Re rt of the St. Lawrence Seawa  Annual Reports!.

24
Ibid.

25 Schenker, Mayer and Brockel, ibid.

26 Unpublished table available from Captain George Skuggen, Director,
Great Lakes Pilotage Staff, Ninth Coast Guard District, United States
Coast Guard.

27 St. Lawrence Seaway Authority, ibid.
28 To be underemployed has several meanings:  a! those who would prefer

to work more than labor market opportunities permit them,  b! those who
work full-time but who are unable to earn an income greater than the
poverty-level income, and  c! those who are employed in occupations that
require skills, training and education levels that are below that which they
possess. Richard Perlman, The Economics of Povert  New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1976!, pp. 139-140.

29 Hosseine Morewedge, The Economics of casual Labor: A stud of the
Lon shore Indus  Berne: Herbert Lang 8 Company, Ltd., 1970!, pp. 19-20.

30 Ibid., pp. 18-19.
31 These formulas were provided by John Brzek, Secretary-Treasurer,

Local 1014, ILA, Green Bay, Wisconsin. A slightly different formula that
provides the same results is that ninety longshoremen are needed to handle
1,200 tons of breakbulk cargo in an eight hour shift. K. M. Johnson and
H. C. Garnett, The Economics of Containerization  London: George Allen &
Unwin, Ltd., 1971!, p. 71.

32 The actual number of employment hours in a port is a function of the
negotiated gang size, their productivity and the distribution of types of
cargo handled in the port. As the proportion of palletized cargo increases,
the number of employment hours decreases. Again, these figures are not the
actual hours of employment, but are calculated simply for analytical pur-
poses However, these figures should be overestimates of the actual number
of hours worked.

33 Figures were provided by John Brzek, Secretary-Treasurer, Local 1014,
ILA, Green Bay, Wisconsin, April 14, 1976.
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34�"We understand up in the Great Lakes that there is some of your
membership that are only making from 34 to 36 hundred. That is not near
a living wage." Speech by Harry Hasselgren, Secretary-Treasurer, ILA.
1975 Convention of the Great Lakes District-International Longshoremen's

35
Charles P. Larrowe, Maritime Labor Relations on the Great Lakes

 East Lansing: Michigan State University, 1959!, p. 19. At that time
the union's official name was Licensed Tugmen's Protective Association.
It was changed to include Pilots between 1958-1960.

36

1975.

37 Larrowe, ibid., p. 19.

38 Conversation with Robert F. MacLaren, President, Local 374-8,
LTPPA, April 26, 1976.

39 Conversation with Captain Jack Bohl, LTPPA, Milwaukee, Wisconsin,
August 6, 1976.

40 Letter from Jack Bluit, Detroit Port Agent, Seafarers International
Union, Atlantic, Gulf, Lake and Inland Waters District, September 20, 1976.

Ibid.

42 Letter from Maxim M. Cohen, General Manager, Chicago Regional Port
District, June 22, 1976.

43 Bluit, ibid

Ibid.

45
1960 Convention of the Great Lakes District - International Long-

Captain Bohl, ibid.

46 Cohen, ibid.

Ibid.

48
Agreement �972-75! Between International Longshoremen's Association,

AFL-CIO, Locals 1366 and 1037 and the Duluth-Superior Marine Association.
In this agreement, the contract expiration date was moved from March 1 to
April l.
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IV. SEAMEN

Separate fram the movement of overseas general cargo is an equally
important sector of the marine cargo industry, the internal Great Lakes
movement of bulk cargo. Principal commodities moved in this industry are
iron ore, coal, sand, stone, cement, grain, paper bulk and petroleum.
Except for using the same navigation lanes and being subject to the same
physical constraints, the twa marine cargo industries seldom interact.
Whereas the overseas movement of general cargo is primarily handled by
"common carrier" vessels that will provide service to almost all shippers,
the movement of bulk cargo is primarily "private." Bulk cargo is generally
moved from raw material sites to production facilities in vessels operated
by the same firm that also operates the two other facilities, or by
chartered bulk carriers.

A. Descri tion of Labor Mana ement Relations

Five national unions and two independent unions represent seamen on the
internal Great Lakes fleet. Licensed deck personnel, when organized, are.2
represented by either the Masters, Mates and Pilots, Great Lakes and Rivers
District  MMP-GLD!; or the Associated Maritime Officers  AMO!, which is
affiliated with the Marine Engineer's Beneficial Association, District 2;
or the Licensed Tugmen's and Pilots' Protective Association  LTPPA!, which
is Local 374 of the International Longshoremen's Association  ILA!; or the
Great Lakes Licensed Officers' Organization  GLLO!. Almost all licensed
engineers are represented by the Marine Engineers' Beneficial Association,
District 2  MEBA!; but the LTPPA is recognized as the bargaining repre-
sentative for some engineers, while engineers on several fleets are not
unionized. Cooks and stewards, when unionized, have been organized by
either MEBA-AMO; or the Seafarers' International Union-Atlantic, Gulf,
Lakes and Inland Waters District  SIU!; or the National Maritime Union of
North America  NMU!; or the Great Lakes Seamen, Local SOOO of the United
Steelwarkers af America  GLS!. Unlicensed personnel are represented by
either the GLS, the SZU, ar the NMU. Of the unions listed, MEBA-AMO, LTPPA,
GLS, NMU, and SIU are all affiliates of the American Federation of Labor-
Congress of industrial Organizations  AFLKIO!.

 There are a number of small independent vessel operators on the Great
Lakes. It would be impossible to include all such fleets in the analysis.
Of necessity, the analyses and data presentations will be limited to major
vessel operators on the Great Lakes.�



Labor-management relations on the internal Great Lakes fleet are as
dissimilar to labor-management relations on the other East, West and Gulf
Coasts as is the nature of the cargo movements. There are three primary
differences.

l. GLS is the dominant union for unlicensed personnel, and their
contract settlement serves as the pattern for all settlements.
On the other coasts, the SIU and NMU are the usual repre-
sentatives of unlicensed personnel.

2. On the other coasts, the International Organization of
Masters, Mates and Pilots  MMP!, which is affiliated with
the ILA, is the main representative of licensed deck
officers. On the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes and Rivers
District of Nasters, Nates and Pilots is an independent
union and has organized only several fleets.4

3. Employers on the Great Lakes have been slow to formalize
employer's associations for the purpose of conducting
collective bargaining negotiations with the seamen's
unions. There is, however, a considerable amount of
joint bargaining. On the coasts, much of the
collective bargaining is handled by employer's
associations.

Table IV.L lists the major U.S. fleets on the Great Lakes, number of
vessels in the fleet, the unions that represent their licensed deck officers,
licensed engineers, cooks and stewards, unlicensed. personnel and whether the
fleet belongs to any formal bargaining group 5 This table reveals several
interesting relationships. Although the SIU represents the unlicensed per-
sonnel on ll fleets and the GLS represents them on 8 fleets, these 8 fleets
total 105 vessels, whereas the ll fleets organized by the SIU account for
45 vessels. Also of interest is the fact that licensed deck officers of
four fleets and licensed engineers of three fleets have not organized, but
have remained unrepresented.

For the iron ore trade, GLS representation of unlicensed personnel is
simply an extension of the concept of industrial unionism. Generally, the
same company that owns and operates the vessels is also an affiliate or sub-
ordinate of the same company that owns and operates the raw material process-
ing facilities and the production facilities where the finished product is
made. Work sites at both the origin and destination of the vessel journey
are organized by the United Steel Workers of America, and GLS representation
of fleet personnel just extends the degree of union organization within the
industry. The bargaining power of the union increases as its organization
of industry's work force increases. Organization along craft lines, even
though the entire Great Iakes fleet is so organized, does not produce the
same leverage as industrial unionism does in this instance. Two reasons
for this situation are:
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l. Two negotiations are necessary when workers are unionized
along craft lines; the bargain between the different crafts
to insure that they will negotiate as one body, and the
negotiations with the vessel operator. Much energy can be
expended during the first stage.

2. For the ore carriers, Great Lakes bulk shipping is not
really a separate industry. It can be viewed as another
input  joint factor of production!, and therefore, one
segment of the steel industry.

Because of this special leverage, the GLS negotiated increases serve as the
pattern for all other settlements.

For non-ore carriers, or those vessels not owned or chartered by the
same company that owns facilities at both ends of the voyage, the tradi-
tional craft organizational structure is probably as good as any. No
additional leverage would be attained by having the GLS serve as the
representatives of the unlicensed personnel.

B. Great Lakes Marine I abor Or anizations

1. United Steelworkers of America, Great Lakes Seamen � Local 5000.

The GLS represents the unlicensed personnel on eight fleets, as indicated
in Table IV.l. As stated earlier, the eight fleets account for 105 vessels
and support an active membership of 1520 seamen. The 105 vessel total is
the actual number of vessels owned by the eight fleets, but the number of
vessels operating during the season may be considerably less.

The eight fleets with which GLS negotiates have formed two multi-employer
bargaining groups, although neither group is formally organized as an associa-
tion. United States Steel Corporation � Great Lakes Fleet Division, Bethlehem
Steel Corporation � Steamship Division, Inland Steel Company and. Wisconsin
Steel Company  International Harvester! form the "Basic Group" which bargains
jointly. The "Independent Group," composed of Cleveland-Cliffs Iron Company,
Columbia Transportation Division of Oglebay Norton Company, Hanna Mining
Company and Znterlake Steamship Division of Pickands Mather 6 Company, also
bargains jointly.l0 Both sets of contracts are essentially the same for all
eight fleets. Wage scales and structures are identical, but some variations
in other provisions occur because of specialized machinery or conditions in
the three year contracts that expire August l.

The 1974 contract negotiations in the steel industry were the first.
conducted under the Experimental Negotiating Agreement  ENA! . This agreement
specified that no strike or lockout would occur during the 1974 negotiations.
One reason for the ENA was that both the companies and the union, in the long
run, were negatively affected by a strike or the threat of a strike. In the
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several previous contract negotiating years since the Seaway opened �962,
1965, 1968 and 1971!, iron and steel movements through the System increased
relative to the previous year's tonnage by 42 percent in 1962, 143 percent
in 1965, 61 percent in 1968 and 40 percent in 1971.12 Furthermore, these
increases became somewhat permanent as tonnages handled in the following
noncontract years nearly equalled that handled in the contract. year. In
1974, although there were certain extenuating circumstances, iron and steel
movements through the System declined by 17 percent. Thus, U.S. iron and
steel producers were losing a share of the domestic consumption and employ-
ment was declining or not increasing as rapidly as it should have been.

The ENA could have several favorable consequences. If the ENA results
in U S. steel and iron producers acquiring a greater share of the domestic
iron and steel customers, and perhaps, even increasing their exports,
employment opportunities for seamen could increase as some vessels are put
back into operation to meet the increased raw material requirements. Fur-
thermore, prior to ENA, with the threat of a strike, the steel campanies
increased the production of iron and steel products and stockpiled them
before the work stoppage. This also meant that iron ore movements were
increased prior to the work stoppage. With the ENA, these peaks of produc-
tion and iron ore movements may be eliminated Consequently, the size and
carrying capacity of the fleet may be decreased, although the remaining
vessels of the fleets would be activated more days of the navigation season.
If vessels are simply eLiminated fram the fleet, job loss will be propor-
tionate to the skill level composition of the fleet's labor force. On the
other hand, if the age and size composition of the fleet is altered, it
could result in a different distribution of job loss.

Unlicensed personnel will bear the severest burden of changing the age
and size composition of the fleets and of automating the vessels. Whereas
an old "maximum laker" tended to carry 27 unlicensed crewmen, newer conven-
tional vessels tend to carry between 18 and 20 unlicensed crewmen. One
particular vessel, the PRESQUZ ISLE, a I,OOO foot pusher barge, carries only
12 unlicensed crewmen. Even if the manning requirements do not change,
many positions normally filled by unlicensed personnel vill be lost. A
generally accepted rule is that one 1,000-foot vessel can retire from service
three to five old, smaller vessels. Thus, between 54 and 100 jobs could be
eliminated by construction of one new "maxinnan laker." However, this has not
occurred as yet because many of the loading and unloading facilities can
handle only the smaller vessels.l5

2. Seafarers' International Union � Atlantic, Gulf, Lakes and Inland
Waters District.

The SIU represents unlicensed personnel on ll major Great Lakes fleets
which total 45 vessels. Current ~rship in the SIU is approximately 2,000
members on the Great Lakes, although this figure includes ~rs fram the
recently absorbed Inland Boatmen's Union.16



Between 800 and 1,200 unlicensed seamen are needed to staff 45 vessels,
depending upon the age composition of the fleet. In 1975, the average number
of days worked was 139 days for skilled  but unlicensed! deck personnel and
96 days for unskilled deck personnel. Through job rotation, the 800 to
1,200 jobs could support a, membership of 2,000 persons. However, there is
a slight bias in using 1975 figures. The available opportunities for un1.i-
censed SIU members are probably overstated because in 1975 and 1976, some
licensed personnel were employed in positions not requiring a license because
no opportunities were available for their skill level.l The SIU also
represents the cooks and stewards on several fleets.

Ten of the 11 fleets with which the SIU negotiates are joined into a
formal employers association, Great Lakes Association of Marine Operators
 GLAMO!, for the purpose of collective bargaining with the SIU. GLAMO
members include American Steamship Company, Amersand Steamship Company,
Gartland Steamship Company, Reiss Steamship Company, Erie Navigation Company,
Erie Sand Steamship Company, Litton Great Lakes Corporation, Cement Transit
Company  Medusa Cement Company!, Huron Cement Division and Pringle Transit
Company. Kinsman Lines also negotiates with the SIU, but does not belong to
GLAMO, although the agreement it signs is almost identical to that negotiated
by GLAMO. The normal length of the contract is three years, and it expires
July 31 21

SIU membership has decreased significantly in the last ten years. Before
1965, SIU represented between 4,000 and 5,000 seamen on the Great Lakes.
Currently, they represent 2,000. In 1965, there were 214 bulk carriers  not
including tankers! in the Great Lakes fleet; in 1975, that same category of
vessels numbered only 142. The decrease in the number of vessels and the
reduction of crew sizes dave had a devastating effect on employment; but part
of the employment decline has been caused by the withdrawal of American flag
vessels from the overseas transport of grain.

3. National Maritime Union of North America  NMU!

The NMU is a relatively minor labor organization on the Great Lakes bulk
fleet. lt has organized the unlicensed personnel on three fleets, totalling
ten vessels, as is indicated on Table IV.1. In addition, it has organized
the cooks and stewards on these same three fleets and also represents the
unlicensed personnel on some of the car ferry fleets.

Initially the NMU had organizing jurisdiction over the unlicensed seamen
on the U.S. Great Lakes bulk fleet; but after several unsuccessful attempts,
it ceded jurisdiction to the United Steel Workers of America. Since that
timee, the role played by the NMU on the Great Lakes has not approached that
which it occupies on the Coasts, where it is the primary organizer of unlic-
ensed personnel on U.S. subsidized carriers.

As indicated in Table IV.l, the two principal U.S. Great Lakes tanker
fleets' unlicensed personnel are organized hy the NMU. Amoco Oil Company
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and Cleveland Tankers Inc., bargain simultaneously with the NMU. One
interesting difference between the two companies is that the Amoco Oil
Company vessels, being somewhat older, carry 15 unlicensed seamen and four
cooks � stewards per vessel, whereas Cleveland Tankers vessels carry eight
unlicensed seamen and one cook-steward per vessel.25

4. Marine Engineers' Beneficial Association, District 2 � Associated
Naritime Officers  MEBA-ANO!.

Probably the most pervasive labor organization on the U.S. Great Lakes
bulk fleet is the Marine Engineers' Beneficial Association, District 2, and
its affiliate, the Associated Maritime Officers. MEBA represents the licensed
engineers on 17 fleets and ANO represents the licensed deck officers on 14
fleets. Cooks and stewards on several fleets have also been organized by
NEBA-AMO. The total membership of MEBA-AND on the Great Lakes is approxi-
mately 1,000. When the rivers and offshore membership is included, the
total numbers 1,700

MEBA-ANO negotiates separately with each employer, although the employers
do join together in informal bargaining groups along similar lines as their
arrangement when negotiating with GLS. NEBA-ANO also negotiates with all
fleets, except the Huron Cement Division, which negotiates with the SIU. This
is an informal relationship and does not constitute joint bargaining.27 The
bargaining relationships are listed in Table IV.l.

In 1974, MEBA-ANO negotiated the Family Leave Plan  FLP! into its three
year contracts. This plan could have important ramifications for Great. Lakes
maritime manpower. Under this plan a licensed officer  including stewards!
may "earn leave days at the rate of twenty days of leave for each sixty days
of work aboard the vessel." Currently, taking the leave time is voluntary,
but if it were negotiated to be mandatory, it could increase the required
manpower pool to operate the present fleet by one-third. However, with the
trend toward altering the age and size composition of the fleet, and the
consequent decline in available positions, FLP may simply keep the current
manpower pool employed.

It does appear that the "jumboizing" and modernizing of the fleet has
reduced the number of available positions for licensed engineers. In 1970,
973 licensed engineers were employed in vessels greater than 1,000 gross
registered tons  grt! and worked an average of 197.3 days on the Great Lakes,
In 1974, the respective numbers had dropped to 934 engineers working an
average of 175.6 days; in 1975, the number of engineers had declined still
further to 891, while the average number of days worked had decreased to
156-4- In addition to the "jumboizing" and modernizing, part of the
downward movement may also have been due to the recession of 1975.

5. Masters, Mates and Pilots, Great Lakes and Rivers District  MNP-GLD! .

The Masters, Mates and Pilots, Great Lakes and Rivers District is
independent of the International Organization of Masters, Nates and Pilots
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having broken away from the NMP in 1973. The MMP-GLD represents licensed deck
officers on the Cleveland Tankers fleet and the straight deck fleet of United
States Steel, Great Lakes Fleet. These two fleets account for 24 vessels and
generate approximately 72 jobs, excluding that of the Master of the vessel.

The NMP-GLD plays a relatively minor role on the U.S. Great Lakes fleet,
although it was very active in the 1950's in the organizing efforts of licensed
deck personnel. The minor role played by the NMP-GLD is unlike that of the
International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots on the Atlantic, Gulf
and Pacific Coasts, where they represent the licensed deck officers on the
fleets composing the five major employers' groups.

As indicated in Table IV.I, the licensed deck personnel of the self-
unloader division of the United States Steel, Great Lakes Fleet, which numbers
six vessels, are organized by the Associated Maritime Officers. However,
according to the collective bargaining agreement, it appears that the AMO will
not increase its influence on this fleet. Included in the current contract
between the MMP-GLD and the Great Lakes Fleet of United States Steel is the
following clause:

The Company recognizes the Union as the exclusive bargaining
agency with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of work
and conditions of employment for all Licensed Mates employed
on straight-decker bulk freight vessels, vessels used to
transport steel products, and newly constructed vessels en-
gaged primarily in the transport of iron ore, operated by or
under bareboat charter to the Company's Great Lakes Fleet.

The current agreement is a three-year agreement and the contract expiration
date is August l.

One recent development is that the judicial maneuvers attempting to thwart
the affiliation of MNP-GLD with the International Longshoremen's Association
have been cleared away by the United States Supreme Court. The MMP-GLD has
been attempting to affiliate with the ILA since 1974,> This affiliation
would be a natural development as the International Organization of Masters,
Nates and Pilots affiliated with the ILA in l971, forming the ILA-Marine
Division.

6. Great Lakes Licensed Officers  GLLO!.

The Great Lakes Licensed Officers is an independent union that primarily
represents the licensed deck and engine room officers on several of the U.S.
Great Lakes car ferry fleets. The GLLO first appeared on the Great Lakes in
195l. Its current, membership is approximately 50 and its membership will
probably continue to decline.
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C. Great Lakes Maritime Manpower

As the Great Lakes fleet is modernized and employment opportunities for
unskilled seamen are declining, retraining and employing the excess labor
should be a central concern. On the other hand, for skilled manpower,
shortages may be imminent. The important aspect for policy consideration
is that these potential shortages are in those skill levels requiring the
most training.

Table IV.2 is a listing of the average age of each skill level employed
on the U.S. Great Lakes domestic fleet composed of vessels of greater than
1,000 gross registered tons. A quick inspection reveals that the average
age of each skill level has not changed significantly since 1970. The
average age of licensed deck officers in 1970 was 46.3 years; by 1975 it had
only increased to 47.6 years. Similar changes were experienced in the other
skill levels. An important consideration, though, is that in 1970, the age
group 45-49 years inclusive, constituted 20 percent of the licensed deck
officers and also accounted for 20 percent of the days worked. By 1975,
this same age group accounted for 23 percent of the licensed deck officers
but 26 percent of the days worked.3

From Table IV.3 it can be seen that the modal age group for the two
licensed skill groups, licensed deck and licensed engine, has been growing
older. In 1970 the modal age group for licensed deck officers was 40-44
years, inclusive, and for licensed engineers it was also 40-44 years. By
1975, the modal age group for both occupations was 45-49 years, inclusive.
This situation becomes even more critical because fully 46 percent of the
licensed deck officers and 47 percent of the licensed engineers aze older
than the modal age group. The only other skill group which faces a similar
problem is that of the skilled engine workers. In 1975, 34 percent of
their skill class was between the ages of 45 to 54 years.

Part of the concern caused by this development is because  a! the training
lag for the licensed occupations is quite long and  b! there are very few can-
didates in the pipeline. From the individual's viewpoint, it. is a very
rational response not to enter a career on the Lakes. It requires a long
training period and employment opportunities have declined steadily since the
mid-sixties. In 1965 there were 214 bulk cargo vessels, but by 1975 that
number had decreased to 142 vessels. This trend is expected to continue,
with the fleet eventually being composed of about 100 large vessels. Given
that the avezage vessel will normally carry four licensed deck officers and
between three and five licensed engineers, the number of available positions
for licensed deck officers has declined by slightly less than. 300 in the last
ten years. For licensed engineers the reduction has ranged from approximately
215 positions to 360 positions.

Not only must the licensed deck manpower pool supply the domestic bulk
fleet, it must also serve as the source for registered entrepreneur pilots.
As stated in Chapter I, these pilots are required on all overseas  registered!



TABLE IV.2

CL,"C" OT' GREAT L,,rÃ" SEAhti,:.

BY WCUPATICY I'OR SEIZC.:,' YEAR.,

C'ccunation lc� P 19751974

46.3Licensed Deck 45.3 47.  '

Licensed Engine 45.5 47.1

~killed Deck 303G."3ee3

killed Engine 43 h 47.1 45. j

Skilled Cook S Steward 45 46el 46.4

Unsk i 1 led D eck 30. 427.42q v

35.032.136.5Unskilled Engine

40. 343.7Unskilled Cook s Steward 41.E

ource: Calculations bases upon the ennea'r ~tlnplo ent
A i ~stem.
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vessels that transit the St. Lawrence Seaway and Great Lakes. The current
average age of the entrepreneur pilots is 55 years.37 Consequently, the Great
Lakes Pilotage Staff, to meet their staffing requirements, will be recruiting
from the paol of Great Lakes licensed deck personnel.

Another important aspect is the contract pravision, the Family Leave Plan,
negotiated by MEBA-AMO. Although all licensed deck and engine personnel are
nat presently covered under this or a similar plan, soon it will probably be
available to all licensed personnel. Such a plan will become uniform either
to forestall unionization of presently nonunion personnel or because of the
strong pattern in agreements between unions on the Great Lakes. Under the
present plan, covered personnel have the option af taking 20 days of leave
for every 60 days of shipboard service. This leave may be taken during the
shipping season ar it may be waived. One manifestation of the plan is that
average days worked by licensed deck officers and engine officers decreased
by 16 and 19 days, respectively, between the 1974 and 1975 seasons. This
plan was,newly negotiated in 1974 and first became operative during the 1975
shipping season.

Xf taking the leave becomes mandatory, it would increase the needed
number of licensed personnel by one-third. At present there does nat appear
to be a sufficient number of licensed personnel in the pipeline to accommodate

Unskilled deck and engine classes appear to constitute a sufficient man-
power pool to handle future needs. As indicated in Table ZV.3, the modal age
of both classes is 20-24 years. For a significant segment of unskilled per-
sonnel, their attachment to the U.S. Great Lakes bulk fleet labor force is
only marginal. They have not made a substantial investment in the occupation
and can easily switch to occupations and industries that offer relatively
better opportunities. Therefore, although the changing composition of the
fleet has probably taken its greatest employment toll on the unskilled
occupations, it has affected that group which has the least attachment to
the industry and occupation and which has the greatest relative mobility
and flexibility.

D. Chan in Com sition of the Great Lakes Bulk Fleet

As alluded. to several times in this chapter, the changing composition of
the Great Lakes bulk fleet has been the underlying factor in altering the
status of seamen on the Great Lakes. The first factor is that the number of
vessels has declined. In 1960, there were 286 bulk freighters, including self-
unloaders, in the Great Lakes fleet. By 1976 the number had decreased to 139.
Table ZV.4 contains the record of fleet size and capacity from 1960 � l976. As
indicated, the single-trip carrying capacity of the bulk freighter fleet has
declined by almost one million tons, although the actual tonnage carried is
greater. What has happened is that the average carrying capacity per vessel
has increased by almost six thousand tons and these new larger vessels are
faster, have quicker turnaround times and consequently, can handle more pay-
loads per shipping season.
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The decline in fleet size of bulk freighters and self-unloaders has been
most apparent since 1970, as has the increase in the average carrying capacity
per vessel. One reason for the increase in vessel size was the opening of the
Poe Lock at Sault Ste. Marie in 1969. The new lock permitted the increase of
the size of the "maximum laker" on the four upper Great Lakes to 1,000 feet.
Another reason was the passage of the Merchant Marine Act of 1970 that ex-
tended the program of construction subsidies to vessels built and operated in
the Great Lakes. The Merchant Marine Act is discussed in more detail in
Appendix D.

Even more of a decline was witnessed in the tanker fleet. Between 1960
and 1976 the number of tankers decreased from 55 to 10. Its overall one-time
carrying capacity declined by a factor of three, but its average carrying
capacity per vessel increased by nearly three thousand tons. The tanker fleet
also experienced a significant decline from 1971 to 1976, but this was
partially due to the completion of the interstate pipeline through several
of the Great Lakes states.

Another aspect of the new vessels is that they are more automated. Tasks
which had been performed manually are now done by machines. This may result
in the elimination of some positions from the necessary minimum crew.

Minimum crew sizes for domestic bulk vessels are determined by the United
States Coast Guard. Total crew size is at the discretion of the vessel opera-
tor but subject to negotiation with the union, if any. The basic starting
requirement in determining the minimum crew is the statutory mandate of three
watches  shifts! on vessels documented under the laws of the United States.
Each watch has the following complement of personnel on duty=

�! one licensed navigation officer.

�! one competent wheelsman at the wheel  able seaman minimum rank!.

�! one competent lookout  able seaman!.

�! one general duty seaman  ordinary seaman!.

�! one licensed engine officer.

 d> one rallied Qmdn lqnalidied men, ~en ine department! .

�! one non-rated engine room employee  wiper! .

In addition each vessel is managed by the Captain of the vessel and Chief
Engineer. The Coast Guard does not set minimums as to cooks, stewards and
porters; but their number is also subject to negotiation with the union,
if any.

The above listed personnel represent the manning requirements on
relatively old vessels. On newer vessels, which have a call bell system
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and several other compensating features, the fourth person  ordinary seaman!
has been eliminated from the deck watch. Similarly, on automated vessels,
the engine room watch, in some instances, has been reduced tc two persons.
The eliminated position is that of the wiper. Thus the full minimum crew
complement on an older vessel would include:

Captain
Chief Engineer
Deck � men X 3 watches!
Engine � men X 3 watches!

1 1
12

9

23

 plus cooks, stewards, porters and other unlicensed personnel as negotiated! .
Newer, more automated vessels would have the following manning requirement:

Captain
Chief Engineer
Deck � men x 3 watches!
Engine � men X 3 watches!

1 1
9 6

17

Still further reductions may take place in the engine room of fully automated
vessels. This reduction would require that only one person per watch be in
the engine room. The usual number of cooks and stewards that are carried is
two per vessel, although in newer vessels, there is a tendency to reduce that
number to one. As stated earlier, the normal number of unlicensed personnel
carried per vessel ranges from 18 to 20. That would indicate that between
four and six additional unlicensed personnel positions are added to the Coast
Guard minimum crew complement pursuant to the labor agreement.
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Similar reductions in minimum crew sizes have also occurred for tankers.
Minimum requirements for older tankers were 21 persons � licensed deck, 4
licensed engine and 13 distributed between skilled and unskilled deck and
engine personnel!. New tankers may sail with a crew of 15 persons � licensed
deck, 3 licensed engine and 8 skilled and unskilled deck and engine personnel!..



Of course, this last statement is a broad generalization as there are
bulk vessels owned by third parties that do move raw materia3.s, and also
there is a small amount of interlake traffic of general cargo.

2
Because two small vesselS operated by the Erie Sand Steamship Company

will not be included in the analysis, only seven unions wil3. be studied. If
these two vessels were included, it would raise the number of unions to eight
as the International Union of Operating Engineers represents the unlicensed
personnel on these two vessels. Correspondence with representatives of Erie
Sand Steamship Company.

3
Except for the case of the Erie Navigation Company, this will mean on3.y

fleets whose vessels are greater than 1,000 gross registered tons  grt! will
be included.

4
Most of the information contained in Table IV.1 was obtained through

communications vith the principal actors in the System, the union leaders
and the marine superintendents for the fleets. Of special assistance were
Ton Conway, MESA-AMO, Jack Bluit, SIU, C. T. Armstrong, GLS, and Riley O' Brien
of Inland Steel Company.

5
The fact that USWA worked both ends of the vessel journey was an

important reason for NMU to cede jurisdiction over the ore carriers to the
USWA. Charles P. Larrowe, Maritime Labor Relations on the Great Lakes
 East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State University, 1959!, pp. 76-77.

6
It must be remenbered that the GLS does represent a craft group. How-

ever, GLS is a union specific to one industry. Traditional maritime craft
unions represent different skill levels across industry, or instead, view
shipping as the industry.

7 Letter from C. T. Armstrong, Sub-District Director, District ¹4, United
Steel Workers of America, November 24, 1976.

8
During the 1976 shipping season, the United States Steel Corporation had

eighteen vessels idled. Great Lakes Red Book 1976, 73rd edition  St. Clair
Shores, Michigan: Fourth Seacoast Publishing Company, Inc , 1976!.
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9
Armstrong, ibid.

10

11 Calculations made on the basis of figures contained in the Traffic
Re rt of the St. Lawrence Seawa  annual series!, prepared by the St.
Lawrence Seaway Authority and the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corpora-
tion. Although the calculations include both import and export traffic of
iron and steel products, import tonnages have usually been much greater
than export tonnages.

12 Letter from Jack Bluit, Detroit Port Agent, Seafarers International
Union, September 20, 1976.

13 Correspondence with representatives of Litton Great Lakes Corporation.

14
Armstrong, ibid.

15
Bluit, ibid.

16 Department of Commerce, Maritime Administration, Office of Maritime
Manpower, Seamen's lo nt Anal sis S stem, 1975.  The SEAS is a computer
information retrieval system which provides aggregated information of all
seamen that sign Coast Guard Discharge slips, i.e., work on vessels of
greater weight than 1,000 gross registered tons.!

17
Bluit, ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

20
Ibid.

21
Ibid.

22

23 C. F. Horr, H. S. Marcus and E. G. Frankel, A Review of Maritime Labor
and A Stud of the Lon shore Indust , Report No. 72-8  Cambridge:
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Commodity Transportation and Economic
Development Laboratory, June 1972!, pp. 15-16.

24 Telephone conversation with Eugene Anderson, Assistant to J. N,
Windhauser, Manager, Marine Operations, Amoco Oil Company, November 12, 1976.

25 Letter from Tom Conway, Assistant to Melvin Pelfrey, Vice President,
Lakes, District 2, MEBA-AMO, July 27, 1976.

Ibid.

68



27 Agreement Between Inland Steel Company  Vessel Department! and District
2, Marine Engineers Beneficial Association, AFL-CIO, Covering Licensed
Engineers, August 1, 1976.

28 Department of Commerce, Maritime Administration, ibid.

29 U.S. Department of Commerce, Maritime Administration, Seafarin Guide
a Director of Labor � Mana ement Affiliations  Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1975!, pp. 1-2.

30 Agreement Between United States Steel Corporation and Masters, Mates
and Pilots, Great Lakes and. Rivers District, August 1, 1974, p. 5.

31 45 LW 3238, No. 75-1898 �976!, 532 F.2d 1074 �976!, and 388 Federal
ment 208 �975!.

32
Larrowe, ibid., pp. 73-74.

33

National Unions and Em lo ee Associations 1973  Washington, D AC.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, Supplement 3, January 1976!, p. 41.

34 Calculations based upon Seamen's Em lo nt Anal sis S stem, ibid.

35
Conway, ibid.

36 Conversation with Captain George Skuggen, Director, Great Lakes
Pilotage Staff, Cleveland, Ohio, May 17, 1976.

37
Inland Steel Company, ibid.

38 Xn 1975, there were only 95 licensed deck officers and 136 licensed
engineers between the ages of 18 and 39 that were employed on vessels greater
than 1,000 gross registered tons.

39 46CFR 157.01 � 157.30, and Memorandum between Mr. Harry BrOCkel and
Captain J. A. Wilson, Chief, Marine Safety Division, Ninth Coast Guard.
District, November 16, 1976.

40 An important caveat is that the Coast Guard establishes the minimum
crew requirement for each individual vessel. The requirements listed are
just rules of thumb.

41 Correspondence with representatives of Cleveland Tankers, Inc.
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V, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In 1959, prior to the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway, Professor
Larrowe used the phrase, "organizational chaos" to describe labor relations
on the Great Lakes. At that time he was primarily concerned with the
introduction of ocean � going seamen and their concepts of unionism and labor
relations upon labor-management relations on the Great Lakes. The success
of the System was assumed. No longer is the system of labor-management
relations characterized by fragmented, unstable relationships, although
conflicts do still arise. Instead, the current question is: Can the
system of labor relations on the Great. Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway assist
to counteract technological advances and physical limitations which have
reduced the competitiveness of the System?

Given this question, the first problem revolves around pilotage and
particularly on the level and method of compensation. Both United States
and Canadian legislation mandate that all registered vessels be navigated
by either a registered Canadian or U.S. pilot in designated waters and
that a registered pilot be on board the registered vessel as it transits
undesignated waters, except under certain circumstances. This legal re-
quirement places the responsibility upon the respective Canadian and U.S.
agencies to have a sufficient number of pilots available for service to
those vessels that are subject to the compulsory pilotage requirement.
The number of pilots must be sufficiently large to insure that vessels
transiting the System during peak periods, and peak periods are a result
of the seasonal limitations, are not subjected to unreasonable delays
awaiting the availability of a pilot.

To meet staffing requirements, the earnings potential of pilots must
be sufficient to retain present staff and to attract additional staff
members or replacements. Adequate staffing levels have not, been difficult
to maintain for the Great Lakes Pilotage Staff because alternative employ-
ment opportunities fox pilots have been diminishing as a result of the
reduction in the number of vessels in the U.S. Great Lakes bulk and miscel-
laneous fleet. However, the age composition of the U.S. Great Lakes
registered pilots and the licensed deck personnel of the U.S. Great Lakes
bulk fleet indicates that, if the present trend continues, a shortage of
either one group or the other is imminent Therefore, it is imperative
that the level of earnings for registered pilots be high enough, not only
 a! to attract pilots from the U.S. Great Lakes bulk fleet and from that
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pool of licensed deck officers that previously met the requirements for
registration, but  b! to attract young persons who have not chosen an
occupation and tc induce them to pursue a Great Lakes pilots license.

The level of earnings for U.S. registered pilots cannot be guaranteed
because they are entrepreneurs. Their level of earnings is directly related
to the number of transits by registered vessels. Canadian registered pilots
who operate from Lake Ontario to the Lakehead negotiate an annual salary with
the Great Lakes Pilotage Authority. As the number of transits by registered
vessels declines, the differences in the methods of compensation become a
source of conflict, especially when both country's pilots are sharing the
work but only U.S. pilotage income is decreasing. If the net earnings of
U.S. pilots continues to fall behind those of Canadian registered pilots,
the current parallel system of pilotage may become extremely unstable.

There are several possible methods to guarantee and to increase the
level of earnings. The first alternative is to reduce the number of regis-
tered pilots on the Great Lakes Pilotage Staff, thereby increasing the number
of trip assignments for each pilot. However, this method could increase the
delays experienced by registered vessels as they wait for a pilot to become
available and could result in the vessel being withdrawn from service in the
System.

The second alternative is to raise pilotage fees to a level that insures
adequate earnings. This method has its drawbacks as freight rates would have
to be increased, thereby further reducing the competitiveness of the System.

The third alternative is to change the employment status of U.S. regis-
tered pilots from entrepreneurs to federal civi3. service employees and to pay
them a wage equal to their "opportunity wage" out of general tax revenues.

On the other hand, if it is determined that  a! to guarantee and to
increase the level of earnings of U.S. registered pilots;  b! to reduce and
to eliminate delays experienced by regi.stered vessels transiting the System;
and  c! to maintain the relative money cost advantage of the Seaway are not
appropriate policy goals, some other solution will have to be found. One
other alternative would be to leave the Seaway system of pilotage as it is.

Any alternative that is selected must be satisfactory to both U.S, and
Canadian registered pilots. Any alternative that is detrimental to the
interests of the Canadian registered pilots will probably result in the
System being closed to overseas traffic. Canadian lock tenders in the St.
Lawrence River and in the Welland Canal are likely to close the locks, as
they had done in l974, if so doing is in the interests of the Canadian
registered pilots.

The International Longshoremen's Association possesses a near labor
monopoly over the movement of general cargo on the four Western Great Lakes.
The U.S. registered pilots in Districts 2 and 3 have formed 3.ocals of the
ILA; all major general cargo ports except Detroit and Ashtabula are organized
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by the ILA; licensed officers of the tugs that. serve these ports are organized
by the LTPPA, which is Local 374 of the ILA. The labor monopoly can be used
to extract certain concessions from vessel operators and stevedore contractors,
such as de facto compulsory port pilotage in undesignated waters, or use of a
tug if a registered pilot is not on board But the labor monopoly has limits
to its power--the vessel operator or the stevedoring contractor must make a
sufficient return on the investment so that investors do not withdraw their
capital. The other side of the labor monopoly is that it promotes stability
in the System by reducing fragmented collective bargaining agreements and
eliminates the interunion battles that can lead to total shutdowns of activity

The GLAs agreement, the result of declining general cargo tonnages in
1973 and 1974, established a new collective bargaining structure With the
new structure, only one contract negotiation is crucial and no longer can
the breakdown of any one of thirteen negotiations trap vessels. The Great
Lakes Association of Stevedores and the Great Lakes District of the Inter-
national Longshoremen's Association have demonstrated their intentions to
stabilize labor-management relations and to handle vessel cargo quickly and
efficiently. However, it is questionable whether the best efforts of these
two parties can counteract the other factors which have reduced the relative
competitive position of the U.S. Great Lakes ports.

The establishment of two load centers or regional ports for qeneral
cargo, including containerized cargo, could improve the competitive position
of the System, in addition to reducing the extent of casual employment. With
two load centers, the general cargo vessels would need to stop at only two
ports to achieve their load factors and therefore, would spend less time in
the System and would be able to increase the number of payloads. With two
load centers and an efficient feeder system, overseas vessel service may
become more frequent, thereby reducing the increased credit costs that the
shipper or buyer has generally faced when using the Seaway. With two load
centers and regular, frequent service, the demand for longshore services
would be fairly constant, and less of the longshore labor force would be
casually employed.

The U.S. Great Lakes bulk fleet, the internal Lakes shipping industry
and its labor-management relations faces different impediments than the
Great Lakes overseas shipping industry. The main difference is that its
survival is not at stake. Instead the increasing cost of fuels has probably
enhanced the competitive position of the internal Lakes bulk shipping industry.

Labor-management relations on the U.S. Great Lakes bulk fleet are
unlike those of the U.S. merchant marine, but the differences have not
appeared to convey special advantages or disadvantages to either management
or labor.

Recent developments such as the "jumboizing" and modernizing of the U.S.
bulk fleet have reduced employment opportunities for seamen and have probably
led to the inclusion of such provisions as the Family Leave Plan in some
agreements, and will probably induce the unions to bargain very hard for new
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job security provisions. Although employment opportunities have been reduced,
those hardest hit have been the unskilled, those with the least invested in

any specialized training but having the greatest remaininq time to pursue
other occupations. However, the industry itself may face a difficult staffing
problem in the future, even though the U.S. Great Lakes bulk fleet may consist
of only 100 large, fast ships, because few young licensed deck officers and
few licensed engine officers are in the pipeline.

Although Professor Larrowe's indictment is no longer applicable, both the
general cargo shipping industry and bulk cargo shipping industry face a diffi-
cult future, and labor is central to it. Will labor-management cooperation be
maintained, especially in the longshore industry? Will the financial incen-
tives and job security be there to induce new entrants to the licensed and
skilled marine trades? Will difference between U.S. and Canadian pilots be
eliminated so that vessel operators and shippers will not have to fear being
jeopardized by their disputes?
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1 Charles P. Larrowe
 East Lansing, Michigan:

2
Economists use the

individual could receive

conditions, the rational
or slightly greater than
employment.

Maritime Labor Relations on the Great Lakes
Michigan State University, l959!, p. 3.

term "opportunity wage" to refer to the wage the
in his next best opportunity. Given equal working
individual must always receive a wage equal to
his opportunity wage before he will accept the
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APPENDIX A: GREAT LAKES LABOR AND MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONS

FunctionOr anization Acron

I. LABOR ORGANIZATIONS

American Federation

of Government

Employees

AFGE

American Federation

of Grain Millers

Associated Maritime

Officers

Canadian Brotherhood CBRT

Of Railway, Tranaport
and General Workers

Corporation of Lower
St. Lawrence River

Pilots

Corporation of Mid-
St. Lawrence River

Pilots

77

American FederatiOn

of Labor-Congress of
Industrial Organiza-
tions

Union that represents lock operators
and related personnel at U.S. locks
in the St. Lawrence River and the

St. Mary's River.

Union which was subject of merger
proposals by International Long-
shoremen's Association grain craft
locals.

AFL-CIO Association of most major labor
organizations in the United
States.

Union that represents licensed
deck officers on some vessels of

the Great Lakes bulk vessel fleet,

an affiliate of Marine Engineers
Beneficial Association, District 2.

Union that represents lock crews,
traffic controllers, maintenance

engineers and clerical staff at
Canadian locks in the St. Lawrence

River, the Welland Canal and the

St. Mary's River.

Canadian pilots who operate from
the mouth of the St. Lawrence River

to Quebec.

Canadian pilots who operate f'rom
Quebec to Montreal on the St.
Lawrence River.



Organization Acron Function

Corporation of St.

Lawrence River and

Seaway Pilots

GLD-ILA

Great Lake s P i lo ts

Association

I BI,

Teamsters
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Corporation of Pro-
fessional Great Lakes

Pilots

Corporation of Upper
St. Lawrence Pilots

Great Lakes District,

International Long-
shoremen's Associa-

tion

Great LakeS Licensed

Officers' Organiza-
tion

Great Lakes Pilots,
District 2

Inland Boatmen's Union IBU

International Brother-

hood of Longshoremen

International Brother-

hood of Teamsters

International Long-
shoremen's Associa-

tion

Canadian pilots who operate from
the Welland Canal to the Lakehead.

Canadian pilots who operate from
St. Lambert Lock to Snell Lock.

Canadian entrepreneur pilots who
operate between the Snell Lock and
Cape Vincent.

ILA locals on the Great Lakes,
Ohia River and liiSSiSSippi River
north of Memphis

Union that represents licensed
deck and engine officers on some
car ferry fleets.

Name of ILA local representing U.S.
Great I akes registered pilots in
District 2.

First organizatiOn Of Canadian and
U.S. Great Lakes pilots and sailing
masters.

Union, recently merged with SIU,
that represents unlicensed personnel
on tugs operated by Great Lakes
Towing Company.

AFL sponsored longshore labor union
from 1953 to 1959.

Union that represents longshoremen
in the ports of Detroit, Ashtabula
and Bay City.

Union that representS longshoremen,
licensed tug personnel, grain
.handlers, warehousemen, pilots, some
cement workers and other non-marine

related workers in the Great Lakes

region as well as the Atlantic and
Gulf Coasts.



Or anization Acron Function

LTPPA

Licensed Tugmen's
Protective Asso-

ciation

LTPA

NLA

National Maritime

Union of North

America
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International Organiza- MMP
tion of Masters, Mates,

and Pilots

Lake Pilots Association,
Inc.

Lake Ontario Pilots

Licensed Tugmen and
Pilots' Protective

Association

Marine Engineers
Beneficial Asso-

ciation, District 2

Masters, Mates and

Pilots, Great Lakes
and Rivers District

Montreal Harbor Pilots

National Longshore-
men's Association

Public Service Alii-

ance of Canada

Affiliated with the ILA and the

union representing licensed deck
officers for five of the major
coastal-deep water agreements.

U.S. registered pilots who operate
from the Welland Canal to Lake

Huron  District 2!.

Canadian registered pilots who oper-
ate on Lake Ontario and in Kingston
Harbor.

Union that represents licensed
deck and engine officers on the
Great Lakes Towing Company tug
fleet, licensed deck and engine
officers of several U.S. Great

Lakes bulk fleets, and comprises
Local 374 of the ILA.

Union that preceded the Licensed
Tugmen and Pilots' Protective
Association.

Union that represents licensed
engine officers on seventeen of
the major Great Lakes bulk fleets.

Independent union that represents
licensed deck officers on two of

the major Great Lakes bulk fleets.

Canadian pilots who operate from
the Montreal harbor to the St.

Lambert Lock.

Earlier name for the International

Longshoremen's Association.

Union that represents unlicensed
personnel on three of the major
Great Lakes bulk fleets.

Union that represents the engineer-
ing support staff at the Canadian
locks and that also represents the
dispatchers of the Great Lakes
Pilotage Authority,



Or anization Acron Function

GLS

Upper Great Lakes
Pilots, Inc.

"Basic Group"

Independent Group

80

St. Lawrence Seaway

Pilots Association

Seafarers International SIU

Union � Atlantic, Gulf,

Lakes and Inland. Waters

District

United Steel Workers

of America, Local
5000 - Great Lakes

Seamen

Upper Lakes Pilots
Association

I I . MANAGEMENT GROUPS

Great Lakes Assoc-

iation of Marine

Operators

Great Lakes Assoc-

iation of Steve-

dores

Association of U.S. registered
pilots who operate from the Snell
Lock to Port Weller  District 1!.

Union that represents unlicensed
personnel on eleven of the major
U.S. Great Lakes hulk fleet.

Union that represents unlicensed
personnel on eight of the major
U.S. Great Lakes bulk fleet.

Corporation of U.S. registered
pilots who operate on Lakes Huron,
Michigan, Superior and the
connecting channels  District 3!.

Name of ILA local that represents
U.S. Great Lakes registered pilots
in District 3.

F leets f rom f our U. S steel com-

panies which bargain jointly with
GLS.

Name of association formed by ten

U.S. Great Lakes fleets for the
purpose of formally bargaining
jointly with the SIU.

Name of association of seventeen

terminal operators joined together
for the purpose of negotiating
jointly with thirteen locals of
the ILA in the Great Lakes region.

Also known as "Semi-Steel". Infor-
mal name given to four fleets that
bargain jointly on wage issues with
the GLS.



APPENDIX B: PILOTAGE STRIKE OF 1958

In 1958, the Great Lakes Pilots Association, which consisted of all
members of Local 92 and some members of Local 47 of the International
Organization of Masters, Nates and Pilots  MMP!, in the course of its
initial contract negotiations with the Shipping Federation of Canada, called
a strike against the "Federation."1 The Shipping Federation of Canada was
an association of various European steamship lines and tramp vessel operators
that served the Great Lakes ports, and one of the purposes of the "Federation"
was to negotiate labor agreements.

In 1957, the Shipping Federation of Canada had agreed to recognize the
Great Lakes Pilots Association and the International Organization of Masters,
Mates and Pilots as the bargaining representative for the Canadian and U.S.
Great Lakes pilots and sailing masters. A strike was called shortly after
the "Federation's" initial contract offer was rejected; and although not
explicitly stated, it appears that the underlying reason for the strike call
was that the "Federation" had not agreed to compulsory pilotage for its
member's vessels as they transited the Great Lakes.

The key to the strike, which lasted from April 24 to approximately May 5,
was the cooperation of the International Brotherhood of Longshoremen  IBL! in
the ports of Chicago, Cleveland and Milwaukee. The Great Lakes Pilots Assoc-
iation and the MMP set up picket lines against vessels operated by members of
the "Federation" in these ports, and members of the IBL refused to cross the
picket lines and. work the ships.

Charges of unfair labor practices were brought by the Shipping Federation
of Canada and by stevedore contractors in the ports of Chicago, Cleveland, and
Milwaukee. In the course of the proceedings before the National Labor Rela-
tions Board  NLRB!, it was initially determined that MNP was a labor organi-
zation within the meaning of the National Labor Relations Act.2 In a later
decision, the NLRB reaffirmed its position by concluding that "MMP's member-
ship included individuals in substantial numbers who were 'employees' and that
their participation in MMP was also substantial and meaningful." In a
supplemental decision� the NLRB concluded "that the pilot-members of Local
47 do not occupy the status of employees within the purview of ... the Act."4
This decision � pilot-members of Local 47 are not employees � was upheld by the
United States Court of Appeals.
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The result of this series of decisions is that although the entrepreneur
pilots have formed, in several instances, union locals and considered them-
selves to be employees of their respective corporations, they fail the test
of the law for employees according to the Labor-Management Reporting and
Disclosure Act of 1959. Thus, they are exempt from the requirements of
this law.
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FOOTNOTES

1
Many of the details concerning the strike are drawn from this case's

proceedings before the National Labor Relations Board. 125 NLRB 113 �959! .
2

Ibid.

3
144 NLRB 1172 �963!.

4
146 NLRB 116 �964!.

5
351 F.2d 771 �965!.
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APPENDIX C. STRIKES, CARGO DIVZRSION AND THE ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY

One commonly accepted argument is that a strike or the threat of strike
during contract negotiations by longshoremen on the Atlantic or Gulf Coasts
usually results in a good year for the Great Lakes and st. Lawrence seaway
ports. The reason given for this relationship is that with the threat of
strike, cargo destined to or originating from the Great Lakes region will be
transported through the Seaway rather than risking the possibility of it
heing tied up for an indefinite period at a struck Atlantic or Gulf Coast
port.

To analyze the relationship between general cargo tonnage on the St.
Lawrence Seaway and longshore labor relations on the Atlantic and Gulf
Coasts, the contract negotiation years of 1959, 1962, 1964i 1968. 1971 and
1974 are examined.

In 1959, the contract expired October 1 and the International Longshore-
men's Association locals on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts went out on strike.
The Taft-Hartley injunction was issued October 6, 1959, and the longshoremen
returned to work for the 80-day cooling-off period. A new contract was
signed in rnid-December, 1959, before the cooling-off period had ended. In
1962, the parties did not reach an agreement before the contract expired.
The longshoremen walked off the job October 2, but the Taft-Hartley injunc-
tion was granted October 3. After the 80-day cooling-off period, the strike
recommenced December 23 and lasted until January 27, 1963, when both parties
agreed upon a two-year contract. Contract negotiations again stalled in 1964,
and this time the Taft-Hartley injunction was issued the same day the long-
shoremen went out on strike. After the 80-day cooling-off period expired, the
strike resumed and lasted from December 20, 1964 to early March, 1965.

In 1968, contract negotiations again failed to reach an agreement before
the contract expired. The Taft-Hartley injunction was issued October 2, 1968,
one day after the contract had expired and the longshoremen had walked out.
Isolated work stoppages took place during the 80-day cooling-off period. The
strike reconnnenced December 20, 1968, and closed all ports on the Atlantic and
Gulf Coasts until February 13, 1969. In 1971, although the contract expired
October 1, the Taft-Hartley injunction was not used until late November 2 A
new contract was negotiated and signed during the cooling-off period.
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A new spirit of cooperation emerged in 1974 as the ILA abandoned its
previous stance of "no contract, no work." A new contract was signed between
the ILA and the employers' associations on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts with-
out a strike by the ILA.

Contract disputes between longshoremen and the employers on the Atlantic
and Gulf Coasts appear to have had a very favorable impact upon general carqo
movements through the Seaway. The two biggest years of general cargo traffic
on the Seaway were 1968 and 1971, years that negotiations failed to arrive at

a contract. without a strike. The uncertainty of the outcome of the negotia-
tions may have caused some traffic to switch to the Seaway. This reason
appears to be valid as in 1968 and 1971, general cargo tonnage in the Montreal
to Lake Ontario section was higher in the months of October, November and
December than it had been in previous shipping seasons. In addition, the 1962
and 1964 shipping seasons also experienced general cargo tonnage increases
over the previous season. Table C.l indicates the general cargo traffic and
the percentage increase over the previous year in the Montreal to Lake ontario
section of the Seaway.

However, an even more interesting figure is contained in Table C.l--the
iron and steel tonnage sub-total of general cargo tonnage, and the percentage
change relative to the previous season, The major steel agreement is nego-
tiated every three years: 1959, 1962, 1965, 1968, 1971 and 1974. In 1959,
the steel industry and the United Steel Workers of America  USWA! reached an
agreement only after a 116-day strike. Strikes dict not occur in the follow-
ing contract negotiation years, but it was obvious that customers of the major
steel companies were stockpiling foreign-produced steel and iron in case a
strike did occur. For instance, in 1965, although no work stoppage took
place, it took the USWA and steel companies three months to reach a settlement.
In that same year, iron and steel products  classified as general cargo! moved
through the Montreal to Lake Ontario section increased by 143 percent. That
same year, iron and steel product imports increased by 115 percent.

Both ILA contracts and USWA contracts expired in 1962, 1968 and 1971.

In 1968 and 1971, as indicated in Table C.2, iron and steel tonnage increased
significantly in the month of July--the last month of the "steel contract"--
as well as increasing in the months of October, November and December. In

1962, the steel contract was settled three months prior to its expiration
Although iron and steel tonnage increased by 42 percent, the increase was due
mainly to the overall increase in use of the System. General cargo tonnage
also increased during the months of October, November and December; but the
increase was also just part of the natural growth.

In 1974, several months prior to the contract expiration date, the steel
companies and the USWA announced the Experimental Negotiating Agreement, which
held that negotiations would continue beyond the contract expiration date,
without a lockout or strike, if no new agreement had been reached by that
time. This eliminated the need for steel company customers to stockpile iron
and steel products from foreign producers because the supply of domestically
produced items would not be interrupted by a work stoppage. General cargo
tonnage dropped 22 percent, and iron and steel tonnage dropped 17 percent.
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TABLE C.2

GENERAL CARGO TONNAGE THROUGH THE MONTREAL TO LAKE ONTARIO
SECTION OF THE SEAWAY SYSTEM BY MONTH BY YEAR �000 TONS!

Septee- Novem- Decee-
Octoberher ber herApril May June July August

267.0273.8287. 5 223.4210.0

380.7 3.6368.6255 2304. 1

2.4336.1306.5

395.9

466.6

574.1

266.2

281.0

373.6

410.9

239.6

408.1 40. 0298. 3

77.5470.8

556 2

624.0

347. 6

54. 2424.1

659.2

659.7

595.8

32.9660.2 921.3

51. 8797.6950.0653.7

77 3979.6689.0 1,013.1

887.3 1,042.1 1,155.8 1,164.1 126.1661.3 1,210.2

951.5 1,039.5 181.1834.1686.3 1,018.7837.6

781.9 1,139.9 1,165.9 142 1687.8650 ' 6680.2

1971 751 8 868 0 li028 2 li016 9 1 027 5 li069 3 li 251 7 li359 4 242 5

857.6 1,064.2 1,208.2 1,253,3 142.9881. 21972 593.9 788.9 1,042.4

956.1 179.9723.6675.9

387.0

379.9

731.2738.5673.8

511.7

354.3

490.4

1973 362. 8 782. 6

1974 185.7 422.2

1975 230.7 466.1

1976 168.8 649.8

61. 8599. 3

390.9

486.8

787.1 1,083.8481.3

294.8

437. 6

770.9 141 2

890.9 112.9

851.5

689.5610.0

Source: Traffic Re rt of the St. Lawrence Seawa  annual!
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1959 123.1. 187.6

1960 134.2 253.4

1961 127.0 295.2

1962 150 1 228.8

1963 173.8 350.6

1964 279.0 450.9

1965 466.7 746.1

1966 387.3 693.4

1967 563.3 712.4

1968 788.9 966.3

1969 530.7 974.4

1970 438.6 837.3

230.6

339.7

306.6

347.6

457.8

754.7

639.7

670.4

256.3

312.5

260.7

307.7

331.5

468.3

713.5

654.6

659.9



Thus, the good years and the bad years for general cargo traffic appear
to be quite sensitive to labor-management relations in different regions and
sectors. Work stoppages by longshoremen on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts and
difficult negotiations far the industry-wide steel agreement, plus the legacy
of the 116-day strike of 1959 have all contributed to some of the variations
in general cargo movements through the St. Lawrence Seaway System.

89



FOOTNOTES

l
Vernon Jensen, Strife on the Waterfront- The Port of New York Since

1945  Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1974!, Professor Jensen describes
the contract negotiations for these years, except for 1974.

2
United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, The

Monthl Labor Review. Details of the steel industry negotiations are
contained in the regular series, "Current Developments in Industrial
Relations."
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APPENDIX D: THE MERCHANT MARINE ACT OF 1970

The steady decline in the number of bulk vessels in the U.S. Great Lakes
bulk fleet and the change in the size composition was discussed in Chapter IV
Whereas in 1960 there were 286 bulk freighters and self-unloaders in the U.S.
Great Lakes fleet, that number had decreased to 192 by 1969 and had declined
to 142 in 1975. Construction of the Poe Lock, which increased the size of the
"maximum laker" on the four upper Great Lakes, and the Merchant Marine Act of
1970, which extended several federal programs to the Great Lakes, were given
as the main reasons for continual changes in the number and size composition
of the fleet.

The Merchant Marine Act of 1970 extended four benefit program to vessel
operators in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway System: Construction
Differential Subsidies, Title XI Loan Guarantees, Tax-Deferral Privileges and
Operating Differential Subsidies. Of these four areas, Title XI Loan Guaran-
tees and Tax-Deferral Privileges are relevant for the U.S. Great Lakes bulk
fleet,

The Title XI Loan Guarantee program provides loan guarantees up to
87-1/2 percent of cost for vessels that meet certain criteria. The effect
of the loan guarantee is to reduce money market costs of raising the necessary
financing. Between 1973 and 1976, ll bulk vessels and 10 deck barges were
constructed with loans guaranteed by this program for use on the Great Lakes.

Tax-Deferred Privileges permit Great Lakes vessel operators to establish
funds in which tax-deferred revenues may be deposited. The purpose of the
program is to enable vessel operators to accumulate the capital necessary for
replacement or modernization of their fleets. Between 1970 and 1976, 24 Great
Lakes vessel operators have established such funds.4

The net result of these two programs is that the relative prices of
alternate investments have been altered. In so doing, they have made the
new construction, acquisition or modernization of vessels for service on
the Great Lakes a relatively more attractive investment possibility.

The net long-run effect of these two programs on the employment of
seamen in the Great Lakes bulk fleet is uncertain. If shoreside production
facilities had switched to different transportation modes without these
programs and without the construction of the Poe Lock, the programs probably
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would have increased relative employment
hand, if other transportation modes were
either by relative cost or technological
reduced the relative long-run employment
fleet.

levels in the long run. On the other
not feasible long-run alternatives,
criteria, these programs may have
of seamen in the Great Lakes bulk



FOOTNOTES

1
Although commonly known as the Merchant Marine Act of l970, it techni-

cally is the l970 Amendments to the Merchant Marine Act of l936.

2

 Winter l976! 2: l9-28.

3
Ibid.

4
Ibic,.
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