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This study attempts to isolate and examine the degree to
which the impact and implications of technological change
through the Devlin modernisation programme and the related
subsequent comprehensive productivity agreement influenced
sequential developments in industrial relations in
Southampton Docks, and spans a period of twelve years from
1970 to 1982.

The extent of trade union training and education to cope
with productivity bargaining is examined. Secondly, how
managerial style and control responded in divergent
industrial relations settings is analysed. This area is
further examined in the extent to which the exclusion of
non-dock worker grades from the initial productivity
package laid foundation for subsequent industrial relations
problems. Thirdly, the change in trade union attitudes
towards productivity bargaining is assessed, which
differentiates the initial trade union support with
subsequent criticism as the implications of technological
change unfolded. Furthermore, a policy list of
recommendations for trade union shop stewards involved in

negotiations surrounding new technology is given.
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PART I



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Aim of the Study

The origin of this dissertation took place nearly
ten years ago when I was studying for a Certificate
in Industrial Relations in the Department of Adult
Education at the University of Southampton. Students
had to devote the final year of the three year
course by completing a dissertation connected

with their work. I later went on to study for

a Diploma in Personnel Management at the Southampton
College of Higher Education, and likewise this
course entailed producing a workplace related
dissertation. I have been working in Southampton
Docks for a container handling company since 1972
and have been active in the trade union movement
from 1973 onwards. The early 1970's in the docks
was a period involving vast technological change,
requiring radical alterations to work practices

and industrial relations more generally. The

two short dissertations mentioned above provided
the preliminary work which led me to apply for

a part-time Master of Philosophy in the Department
of Sociology and Social Administration at the

University of Southampton.

The principal aim of this dissertation is to examine
the degree to which the implications and impact

of technological change through the Devlin
modernisation programme and the related subsequent
comprehensive productivity agreement, influenced
sequential developments in industrial relations

in Southampton Docks. From the experience of

the past twenty years the dissertation also aims

to develop some policy conclusions for trade unions.

The main participants of the modernisation programme

were 'registered dock workers', therefore the



first major topic to be explored will be to examine
how far productivity bargaining altered their

terms and conditions; and how managerial control

and style responded to divergent industrial relations
settings. The second area to be examined is the
extent to which the exclusion of 'non-dockworker'
grades from the original productivity package

laid foundation for subsequent industrial relation
problems. Thirdly, changes in trade union attitudes
towards productivity bargaining will be examined.
This will differentiate the initial trade union
support with subsequent criticisms as the impact

of technological change and implications of industrial
relations unfolded. Finally, I will view trade
union education relating to productivity bargaining,
focussing on its inadequacies in the light of the

Southampton docks experience.

Structure

The dissertation contains two main parts. The
setting and direction of the research is presented
in Part I and contains two chapters. The first
chapter of Part I (Chapter 2) examines the change
in direction of collective bargaining on a broad
macro level and provides background material to
the concept of productivity bargaining. 1In addition,
reference will be made to the evolutionary phases
of productivity bargaining which establishes a
sub-division of the total span of interest thus
providing a basis for the subsequent analysis.
Chapter 3 examines the principal areas of debate
about productivity bargaining in the British port
transport industry leading up to the publication
of the Devlin Report in 1965, with particular
reference to Southampton Docks. Devlin advocated

a two-stage programme of reform, involving firstly



the abolition of the casual system and secondly

the introduction of modernised handling methods
through locally established productivity bargains.
This chapter will therefore examine the operation

of the casual system and discuss the problems

the Devlin Commission had to overcome. In addition,
the commitment for changing work practices 1is
examined and concludes with a summary of the reasons

behind Devlin's programme for reform.

Part II of the dissertation examines three important
series of negotiations that occurred in Southampton
Docks in the twenty years following the publication
of the Devlin Report. Chapter 4 details the
negotiations in Southampton which eventually led

to decasualisation and the agreed acceptance of
modernised methods which included containerisation.
In addition it examines the related agreements

that put the principle of containerisation into
practice. This meant radically reshaping agreements
involving mannings and hours of work. Chapter 5

then discusses the negotiations which took place
between 1976 and 1978 on manning levels and rates

of pay connected with the South African container
trade. These negotiations involved an extension

of modernisation as this trade was previously

handled by conventional break-bulk methods. A
different form of bargaining was adopted by management
which was vastly distinct from that which had
prevailed in the late 1960's. Chapter 6 examines

the disputes of 1981/82 which occurred in Southampton
Docks that focussed upon disagreements between
different grades of workers relating to 'comparabilities'
of pay and manning levels. The origin of these
disagreements are traced back to the initial

productivity agreement established in 1970.



Chapter 7 analyses the perceptions and attitudes

of dockworker shop stewards towards the 1970
productivity package; the South African Container
trade negotiations between 1976-1978, and finally,

the comparability disputes of 1981-1982. Furthermore,
a.comparison is made with the findings of the
comprehensive investigation of productivity bargaining
by McKersie and Hunter (1973). They deemed that

both management and labour could expect to gain

from an agreed productivity package. They equated
the respective terms of improved management control
and operating effectiveness on the one hand, and
increased pay and benefits on the other. 1In a

final chapter, the findings of the dissertation

are summarised, and a 'policy checklist' is given
which makes recommendations for changes in union

policy and priorities.

Research Design and Methods

The time scale of the study covers a twelve year
period from 1970 to 1982. To limit the number

of variable factors, a period was chosen when

the Port of Southampton was managed by the same
employer. The British Transport Docks Board (BTDB)
was set up by the 1962 Transport Act. In December
1982 the BTDB was wound up when its nineteen ports
were privatised and the newly formed company became
the Associated British Ports (ABP). During the
period studied three benchmarks of vast industrial

relations importance took place at the port. Firstly,

in 1970 the implementation of the Devlin recommendations

occurred and introduced radical changes to agreements
and work practices. Secondly, in 1976 negotiations
commenced to expand containerisation at the port.
This caused much concern to the workforce, with

particular reference to manpower needs. Finally,



a series of 'comparability' disputes occurred
involving both pay and mannings, covering a fifteen
month period from early 1981 to mid 1982. The
foundations of these disputes went back to the
initial 1970 Devlin modernisation agreement.

These three benchmarks are examined in isolation
and form three separate case studies. To establish
a cross reference to the conclusions of the case
studies a questionnaire was constructed and interviews
conducted involving the negotiating shop stewards.
The information obtained by this method was used

to make a graphical analysis of the periods examined.

Data for social research can be obtained in a
number of ways, each of which is subject to limitations.
The various methods used in this study are as
follows. The research of Chapters 2 and 3 is
based on secondary information through documentary
sources of existing literature. Chapters 4, 5

and 6 form three separate case studies from primary
sources based on interviews, reviewing agreements
and minutes of meetings between management and
trade unions, Government Reports, statutes and
regulations. These primary sources are supported
by secondary information. Chapter 7 gives an
analysis of the questionnaire and interview of
dockworkers shop stewards involved in either all
or some of the series of negotiations examined.
The comments noted during the interviews proved

to be rich in information. Furthermore, I have
been employed at the container berths since 1972
and have had personal experience of the impact

of technological change at the place of work and
its implications. I have drawn on this throughout
the study.

There was however,one difficulty which was not

overcome. Since pay was a central feature of



all the periods examined, I attempted to obtain
information regarding wage rates and the amounts

of overtime worked of the grades covered in the
research. This information was to be used to
isolate and quantify the wage impact of productivity
bargaining within an intra-plant labour market.
However, due to the delicate industrial relations
situation of the time, management declined to

provide this information.

In the absence of the pay data, the study has
taken the form of an historical account of the
circumstances and consequences of the development
of productivity bargaining in Southampton docks
between 1970 and 1982. Given the significance

of historical factors in industrial relations

in the port industry generally, this would in

any case be an essential feature of any study.

It is hoped that this description and analysis

of an important series of events will be seen

as a useful contribution to knowledge.



CHAPTER 2
THE EVOLUTION OF
PRODUCTIVITY BARGAINING

2.1 Introduction

In 1968, after several years of research, the
Donovan Commission produced an analysis of the
industrial relations system in Britain. The Report
called for more formal bargaining leading to written
plant or company agreements. During this period

the deliberate encouragement of productivity
bargaining had become a major feature of Government
policy. This encouragement was given through

the establishment of a rigid and relatively low

pay increase norm via Incomes Policy legislation.
The important point regarding this research is

that, in the main, it was only possible to exceed
this norm by 'criteria' which would promote increased

productivity.

Since the early 1960's, increasingly concerned

by the relatively poor comparitive productivity
records of some of their British plants, a number

of multi~-nationals including Esso, Mobil, Alcan

and ICI implemented productivity agreements enshrined
in 'investment' patterns. The form in the port
transport industry which productivity bargaining

was established,was the Devlin modernisation
programme, and involved two phases; decasualisation
of labour and the modernisation of working practices.
An earlier model used by port employers was the
Mechanisation and Modernisation (M & M) agreement

on the West Coast of the U.S. in 1960. 1In return

for 'flexibility' dockers were guaranteed work

and substantial retirement benefits.

The examples of both Devlin and the U.S. M & M
agreement contained all the standard elements

of productivity bargaining, including the promise



of large wage increases and benefits, and in the
early stages,the offer to remedy some longstanding
grievance. In the case of the dock industry the
longstanding grievance was casual labour. It

is the aim of this chapter to explore the change
in industrial relations that led to support productivity
bargaining. The change in direction of collective
bargaining is examined in broad terms rather than
local labour market level, so as to provide a
backcloth to the concept of productivity bargaining

and establishes a basis for the subsequent analysis.

The Fawley Experience

The Fawley agreements of 1960 provide a generally
agreed starting point of productivity bargaining.
They were unique at that time in that the agreement
covered all the workers in the plant and encompassed
a complexity of changes at a single step. The
direct relationship between these changes was
through collective bargaining (1), According

to another observer (2) Fawley was extremely radical
in that the negotiations were conducted together
with workshop representatives of all the unions

concerned throughout the plant. (See footnote).

Flanders himself said of the agreements in his
comprehensive study of Fawley that: 'The agreements
were without precedent or even proximate parallel

in the history of collective bargaining in Great
Britain' (3). The outstanding feature of the

Fawley experience was the use of collective bargaining

Footnote: It is worth noting at this point that the productivity
bargaining experience at Southampton docks seven years later did

not conform to this pattern at all. The closest liaison was the

establishment of a working party of dock foremen and dock workers
representatives. The scope of the working party in the main was

to review handling methods and manning levels; therefore several

other grades were outside the field of interest.



to revise inefficient work practices (4). Flanders'
own interpretation of productivity bargaining

was clear on this point: 'The principle common

to all productivity bargaining is the furnishing
cf an economic inducement for an acceptance of
change' (5). rThis opinion closely suited the
situation which arose later in Southampton docks,
because the 'fair exchange' or 'quid pro quo’

of money for conditions, brought into focus the
complex nature of the 'responsibilities' of trade
union representatives. According to this approach,
productivity bargaining presented an opportunity
for advancing a company along the road of renewed
increased flexibility and efficiency of labour.

It provided management with an occasion to change
working practices in order to increase the control

of labour.

To understand the development of productivity
bargaining we now consider:- why was it necessary
in the first place? What effect did it have on
workplace collective bargaining and what were

the wider issues that surrounded it?

The Process of Bargaining

The purpose of an industrial relations system
is to establish rules of employment. These may
be written, oral or custom-and-practice. The
influential work of John Dunlop (see footnote)

classified these rules as substantive or procedural.

Footnote: 1In 1958 Dunlop published Industrial Relations Systems.
The rules of industrial relations, according to Dunlop, have to
be explained by the 'dependent' variables of an industrial
relations system. There are three sets of dependent variables:
the 'actors', the 'contexts' and the 'ideaology'. The actors
comprise of a hierarchy of managers, a hierarchy of non-
managerial employees and their spokesmen, and specialised third
party agencies.




The purpose of Dunlop's study was to present a
general theory of industrial relations and to

gain an understanding of the widest possible range
of industrial relations facts and practices. The
systems model has, however, been criticised on
certain grounds. For example, Dunlop failed to
define the term 'system', whilst he concentrated

on the structural aspects of industrial relations

rather than its processes. Furthermore, Marxists
considered that systems thinking is too protective
of the status quo, and that it stresses the consensus
nature of society and industrial relations rather

than its conflict aspects. (see footnote)

This would suggest there are vitally important
differences between bargaining situations. For

example a sole shop steward may negotiate collectively

with a sole manager. Bargaining may, however,

also be collective in another sense, where a negotiating
committee of shop stewards faces a negotiating

committee of managers. This instance adds another
dimension to the bargaining process in that the
committee have continuously to reach decisions
themselves before these decisions can serve a

basis for negotiation.

Relative to this study there is another difference
between bargaining situations which is more subtle.
This is the very important distinction between
'distributive' and 'integrative' bargaining. There
are of course many possible stages between completely

distributive and completely integrative bargaining.

Footnote: Farnham and Pimlott argue in Understanding
Industrial Relations (1979) pp.62-70, that the Marxist
approach is overshadowed by a wider pluralist concept
of conducting industrial relations.
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Distributive bargaining occurs in situations where
the opposing sides (actors) are in basic conflict
over the way something should be divided or
distributed (6}, 1In simple terms an issue divides
the contestants and one side's gain is the other's
loss. 1In such cases agreement has to be reached
over how to divide limited resources. An analogous
situation arises where the cake is to be shared

so that a larger slice for one contestant means

a smaller size for the other (see footnote).

Conversely, integrative bargaining is more difficult
to describe. 1In a sense it involves negotiators
trying to increase the size of the cake without
necessarily arguing about how it should be divided.
The vital notion is that integrative bargaining

aims to increase the size of the cake, whereas
distributive bargaining aims only to divide it,

does suggest a major difference between them.
Integrative bargaining occurs when both sides
recognise that they have one (or more) common
problem. The solution of these problems is to
everyone's advantage so that a common problem-solving
approach is needed. Situations responsive to
integrative bargaining arose with the development

and negotiations of 'pay and productivity' agreements.

Footnote: An example of distributive bargaining includes
negotiations over piecework rates which were prevalent in the
dock industry. The analogy of 'sharing-the-cake' is explained
by Mary McDougall in Personnel Management, August 1970, in an
article entitled 'Sharing the Productivity Cake'. She describes
how the emphasis on productivity and the attempt to use
improvements in productivity as a criterion for wage increases
had created a paradoxical result, as the situation of determining
wage levels lacked any really viable quantification. Her major
question raised was how to determine the workers share of the
surplus created by : finance for capital costs, reductions of
consumer prices, and increases in wages?




Productivity bargaining therefore became synonymous
with integrative bargaining and was a vehicle

to overcome the problems that involved radical
work place arrangements. In these circumstances
negotiators may have to wrestle with several major
items at the same time, needing an element of
mutual trust, frankness and wider communication.
Therefore, integrative bargaining is a much more
exploratory affair demanding longer time limits,
informailty and in some cases 'working party'’
meetings. In short, the main contrast between
integrative and distributive bargaining is that
they have different aims (see footnote). The
central issue surrounding productivity bargaining
was that it dramatically reformed the collective
bargaining process (7), which was the main method

of conducting industrial relations in Britain.

Concerns for Government and Industry

Bargaining levels became increasingly wider at

shop floor level which was brought about by the
increase in growth and power of the shop steward
movement. Employers not only had to recognise

shop steward work place bargaining but many encouraged
this method. They did so in order to retain labour

in a period of high employment and in order to
motivate workers to reach required production

levels.

Footnote: Productivity bargaining, however, was further
complicated in that much of the bargaining is 'mixed',

i.e. it is partly distributive and partly integrative

This is to say that at some stage a price had to be
recognised for the acceptance of a multiplicity of changes.



Conversely, the trade unions became affected by
the forms of wage controls since Sir Stafford
Cripp's successful pay freeze in 1948-50. The

key factor for the trade unions to recognise was
the relationship between "stop-go' policy and
mounting unemployment. In addition, during the
1950's an area of major concern for the unions

was created by a government commitment to increase
automation (8). The TUC supported automation

and in a 1956 statement concluded that trade unionists
had more to fear from too little automation than

from too much (9).

Furthermore, they approved a statement of the

term of automation as interpreted by the Department
of Scientific and Industrial Research publication
of 1955. Thus automation was described as .....
'the confluence of three systems of development
culminating in automatic machinery, automatic

control and automatic processing of data'. (10)

This view, however, was not intended to imply

that the TUC General Council were indifferent

to the problems that could arise for trade union
members. For this reason the 1956 statement laid
down general safeguards as minimum requirements

for trade union 'co-operation' and subsequently
suggested a number of recommendations. Two major
recommendations were tabled relevant to the modernisation
programme of the docks which was in its initial
stages during 1965. They were that the TUC advocated
that workers should be consulted and informed

in advance about specific developments; and secondly
the benefits of technolgical progress should be
shared by all on an equitable basis. (11)The latter
suggestion was similarly advocated in the National
Board of Prices and Incomes (NBPI) productivity

bargaining guidelines. However, the TUC were



critical of managements in remodernising industry,
stating that 'in the past technological change
has taken place without much attention being given

to the interests of the workers'. (12)

It is worth noting here that between 1956 and
1965 the term 'automation' had been rephrased

as 'technological change' (see footnote). 1In
addition, the 1965 TUC publication indicated a
change in direction of attitudes towards
productivity bargaining, advocating that 'the
benefits of technological change should be shared
by all on an equitable basis'. This suggests

a shift towards a 'sharing of the cake' style

of bargaining; namely integrative bargaining.

'In short ..... integrative bargaining is more

of a problem-solving process and a positive=-sum
game with benefits for both parties. It takes
place, for example, in the development and negotiation

of pay and productivity agreements' (13),

The campaign supporting productivity bargaining
during this period, it could be suggested, took
the shape of a propaganda programme. Two major
publications disseminated the publicity of productivity
bargaining. Expert opinion was greatly influenced
by a second publication of Flanders' 'The Fawley
Productivity Agreements'. Flanders persuasively
argued that the principles underlying the Fawley
agreements could potentially be applied to the
rest of British industry. The plausibility of
this application was focussed in a much publicised

and influential newspaper article written by William

Footnote: Whether this happened by design or otherwise is
not known, but 'automation' became a word synonymous with
job losses and redundancy. Any trade unionist would oppose
such situations but would they oppose so fervently or stand
in the way of 'technological progress'?



Allen in 1964. He portrayed the country as 'half-
time Britain', suffering the symptoms of gross
over-manning in many industries and working excessive

amounts of overtime (14).

Allen (who was responsible for the structure of

the Fawley Blue Book proposals) blamed industry-wide
bargaining for poor productivity performances.

The introduction of plant bargaining would have

made possible improvements of up to 30 per cent

in the efficiency of labour utilisation. According
to a comparison with Rotterdam docks the level

of productivity in British ports reached about
two-thirds its potential (15) (see footnote). The
advice of McKersie and Hunter was that 'once
management recognises that all customs and practices
serve a social purpose, they are on the threshold

of being able to alter these arrangements by dealing
with their underlying causes' (16) ., 7o achieve

this aim the entire structure of collective bargaining

required reforming.

The Reform of Collective Bargaining Structure

The Royal Commission on Trade Unions and Employers
Associations was set up in 1965 under the chairman-
ship of Lord Devlin, partly because of increasing
public criticism of the British industrial relations
system during the 1960's. The Donovan Commission,
after three years of study, produced in June 1968

what was a most comprehensive study of trade unions

Footnote: However, the Devlin Committee criticised management
for failing to monitor any systematic study of time wasting
practices, after having so bitterly complained of them.
Management had no idea how much malpractice cost in terms of
money, nor did they draw any distinction between practices
deliberately created as protective measures and bad habits
which firmer discipline could have cured. Final Report of the
Committee of Inquiry (Port Transport) P.1l.



and employers associations. The report consisted
of over 300 pages of detailed information, which
was supplemented by separate research papers(l7).
These papers analysed in greater detail information
regarding the role of the shop steward, disputes
procedures, restrictive practices as well as

productivity bargaining.

Donovan's now famous description of industrial
relations was a two tier system each being at

odds with each other. 'One is the formal system
embodied in the official institutions. The other

is the informal system created by the actual behaviour
of trade unions and employers associations, of
managers, shop stewards and workers' (18), 1n

broad terms, the report suggested four basic changes
to existing arrangements. Firstly, there should

be a change in the relative importance of different
levels of negotiations; secondly, changes in the

form of agreements; thirdly, a shift in bargaining
structure affecting the scope or content of agreement.
Finally, an extension and widening of the bargaining
unit (i.e. the group of workers to which a given
agreement applied) should occur (19). oOne observer
criticised companies having been too complacent

for far too long within the scope of industry-wide

agreements (20),

The crux of Donovan's recommendations in relation

to productivity bargaining was that by experience

it 'shows what can be accomplished by the conclusion
of company and factory agreements. The proposals
made for reform of the collective bargaining system
are therefore fundamental to the improved use

of manpower' (21),

In summary form, the need for collective bargaining

reform came about by the increased power of shop



stewards at plant level on the one hand, and the
need for government to keep pace with growing
technology which increases the efficient use of
manpower (productivity) on the other. The tool
tc such ends, it was suggested, was productivity
bargaining; to be advocated and implemented by
management, thus shifting from a traditional
'distributive bargaining' method to a problem-

solving 'integrative' style (22) |

It is worthy of note here that productivity bargaining
was fundamentally one of an approach to a problem
involving industrial change. The prime-mover

in this situation was management and together

with the trade unions tackled the problem areas

with a joint approach. Thus, unions were encouraged
to be responsive rather than reactive to arrangements

involving sweeping changes.

The issues which surrounded the development of

productivity bargaining were both social, economic

and political. It is intended, therefore, to

describe the change of direction in collective
bargaining practice of the 1960-1970 period. Attention
will be drawn to the development of productivity
bargaining and the wider issues that surrounded

it. McKersie and Hunter's study (23) categorised

the development of productivity bargaining as

periods between 1960-66 and 1967-70 (24), 1n

effect, during the period of 1960-1963, only the

Fawley agreement existed as a comprehensive productivity

package (25),

To offer a wider definition to the impact of productivity
bargaining, the subject appears to have fallen into

five main areas of development, namely:-



1 - The period preceding 1960, i.e. the

history of productivity bargaining.

2 - The period 1960-63, when Esso were

the principal participants.

3 - The period 1963-1966 (July), during
which some 30 comprehensive deals

were struck.

4 - The period July 1966 - August 1969,
representing the main growth and

incidence.
5 - The period from 1969 to the implementation

of the Southampton Dock Blue Book 1970.

1 The Pre 1960 Period

|

Flanders' description of the Fawley Blue Book

as being 'without precedent or proximate parallel’
may recelve justification, as no other agreement
had been established in the Fawley form, or had
the extent and depth of change as did the Fawley
Agreement. Flexibility had been an issue since

1945, when a national agreement in the dyeing

industry allowed transfers of manning from one
machine to another and between workshops in return
for the closed shop (26) ,

A similar experience to the Fawley agreement was
finalised in 1948 between Standard Triumph
International and the Coventry District Committee

of the Confederation of Shipbuilding and Engineering
Unions that took two years to negotiate (27),
Although the agreement was not based on estimated

savings and did not include control systems, the



detailed negotiations did however identify with

. a single negotiating body that covered the plant
and led to a revised wage structure and reorganis-
ation of the labour force. The aim of the Company
was tt simplify the introduction of new models

by erasing the problems of industrial piece-work
revision and by establishing a work group incentive.
This was achieved by revising the division of

the manual labour force into a number of large
gangs and the introduction of production bonuses
payable to each gang in proportion to the estimated
output achievement. In addition, output bonuses
were also formulated for those not included in

the groups.

Companies such as Joseph Lucas and the British

Motor Corporation frequently carried out small-
scale productivity deals through reorganisation

on the evidence of the work study department.

The extent of the reallocation of tasks, the degree
of flexibility accepted and the consequent savings
in manpower may have been as extensive as in several

comprehensive productivity agreements.

The introduction of such agreements were mainly

tacit rather than the 'enshrined formal' productivity
agreement. It was the prevalence of undesirable

and unrecognised informal arrangements within

the plant that was analysed as a function of the
national bargaining system by E.H. Phelps Brown

in 1960 (28), The main obstacle to wage bargaining
within the firm was the relationship between national

bargaining and the role of the shop stewards.

The trade unions were encouraged to make: ' .... more
explicit provision for the bargaining function

of shop stewards' (29),



2.7

2 - The Period 1960-63

The Esso Fawley agreements were signed in July

1960. Although there were limited and informal
productivity packages among Esso's near neighbours
in the Fawley complex, it was over three years
before the second major productivity! deai\wgs
struck. However, during this period, and especially
téwards the end of it, negotiations were taking

place in a number of areas.

It was a period set against al backcloth of proposals
urging change and productivity, but at the same
time providing a platform of legislation to provide
increased security for workers. These measures
included a survey of redundancy schemes by the
Ministry of Labour (23.1.63); secondly, the
implementation of the Contract of Employment Act
(31.7.63). Thirdly, the Industrial Training Bill
was published on 14.11.63, and finally the Office,
Shops and Railway Premises Act was established
(19.12.63) (30),

An area of major concern during this period was

the impact of increasing redundancy. The consequences
of automated systems reduced job opportunities

which resulted in mounting trade union opposition.
With this in mind and a government striving to

achieve higher production performances for its

labour, a means needed to be implemented to reduce
union fears and opposition. To this end the Redundancy
Payment Act was established in 1965 which gave

workers a 'property right' value on their jobs.

Should a 'job disappear' a worker would, in certain
instances, receive a redundancy payment in an

attempt to increase the mobility of labour. The
effect of this legislation improved the means

of re-equipping many outdated industries.



Between 1961-62 discussions took place between

the Shipbuilding Employers' Federation and the

unions, under the chairmanship of a senior official

of the Ministry of Labour. The focus of attention

was the inefficient utilisation of labour in British
shipyards. Although the discussions did not come

to fruition immediately, they proved to be instrumental
in the longer term for the successful conclusion

of flexibility and inter- changeability agreements

at district and yard levels some years later.

It is of particular interest that these negotiations
were suggestive of a different type of productivity
bargaining unrelated to the Esso negotiations.

The important issue to establish here is that

productivity is not the same thing as efficiency.

'"The measure of efficiency is profit - .....
productivity is a quantative measure - how much
is produced per unit of capital or per unit of
labour' (31),

Early in 1962 the two sides of the electricity

supply industry considered the question of productivity
as a means of improving the status of industrial

staff. Most discussions took place confidentially
within a Sub-Committee of the National Joint Industrial
Council, and it was not until February 1963 that

a three year conventional agreement became effective.
The second stage of the 'staff-status' negotiations

was agreed in principle in November 1964 and ratified
in January 1965 (32) . The results of the agreement
were that: ' ..... overtime was sharply reduced.

The workers received cushioning payments to ease

the transition to much lower levels of overtime' (33),

Similarly, a series of discussions had commenced
with progressive firms by the end of 1963 that

included British Hydrocarbon Chemicals, Alcan
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Industries (Rogerstone), Shell Petrochemicals
(Carrington) and the Spencer Steel Works of Richard
Thomas and Baldwin; who after analysing the Fawley
experience realised the potential benefits that

could accrue from productivity bargaining.

The development of thinking during this period

is particularly noteworthy. Not only did details

of the Fawley experience attract public attention

by 1962, but also at that time, another radical
agreement had been reported in the docks industry

on the West Coast of the United States. 1In October
1960, agreements were concluded between the Pacific
Maritime Association and the International
Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's Union (34),

The heart of the package centred around the need

to reduce restrictive practices. 'Buying the

Book' was first given expression by this deal.

Ending restrictive practices through the establishment
of a trust fund ($29m during the first 5% years

of the agreement), to ease early retirement, appeared
safer than 'buying out' restrictive practices

by means of a straight wage increase.

The 'buying-out' analysis did not conform to Esso
management's view of the nature or general principle
of productivity bargaining (35) .  The Fawley Blue
Book had bought out only some restrictive practices
leaving others to be dealt with at a later date (36),
There were, however, obvious links between the
American experience and the Fawley agreement as

both involved the process of technological change
and both set up revised wage-payments systems.
Management thinking was focussed on the development
of the approaches to sharing the benefits of improved
productivity. In the U.S. and Great Britain,

the broad wage/productivity relationship became

a central feature of government policy and was



achieved by three approaches. These were the
'buy out' method; a gain sharing/bonus payments

scheme; or manpower policies (37),

The potential value of productivity bargaining

was established in the Government's White Paper
'Incomes Policy : The Next Step' in 1962. 1In

order to contain inflation, arguments deriving

from profits and productivity in specific industries
could not be regarded as a sound basis for a wage
increase, but: 'There may however be cases in

which an increase could be justified as part of

an agreement under which those concerned make

a direct contribution, by accepting more exacting
work, or more onerous conditions, or by a renunciation
of restrictive practices, to an increase of

productivity and a reduction of costs' (38),

3 - The Period 1963-1966 (July)

Seventy-two industry agreements were established

in this period (39) . rour were negotiated in 1963,
thirteen in 1964, twenty-eight in 1965 and twenty-
seven in 1966. 'This shows the increasing number

of agreements in each year, the marginal decline
between 1965 and 1966 being due to the July 1966
'freeze' ....... Without that, there would almost
certainly have been a greater number in 1966' (40)
The signs of greatest activity were in industries
such as chemicals, passenger transport, shipbuilding,

metal manufacture and distribution.

In the chemical and allied industries, agreements
included those at Esso Milford Haven, Mobil 0il

at Coryton, Shell at Ardrossan, Shell Haven and

Stanlow refineries, B.P. at the Isle of Grain,

Shell Petrochemicals at Carrington, British Hydrocarbon

Chemicals, British Oxygen and ICI. In the metal



manufacture industry agreements included Richard
Thomas and Baldwin at the Spencer Works, the Steel
Company of Wales (SCOW) and Stanton and Staverly;
in the food and drink group of industries, Rank
Hovis & McDougal and Tate and Lyle (41) | The
shipbuilding industry represented a second major
category. Between 1965 and 1966 a number of craft
flexibility agreements were concluded on Tyneside
and Clydeside. A third group consisted of the
various branches of transport. In road passenger
transport agreements were concluded for the
introduction of one man buses; on the railways

an agreement involving single manning of diesel
locomotives; in air transport agreements by BOAC
and BEA regarding maintenance crews; and in road
transport agreements featuring more efficient

use of vehicles by Esso, Mobil 0il, Shell-Mex,

B.P. and Scottish and Newcastle Breweries.

Certain similarities of the 1963-66 comprehensive
productivity package deals can be made with Fawley
in that it was recognised that, in the main,
management took the initiative in the areas of
labour efficiency and labour relations. Secondly,
the unions were more willing to experiment with
new approaches. Thirdly, the notion of 'job rights'
and the obligation of employers to provide a quid-
pro-quo for changes in work practices had become
an important strand in the fabric of industrial
relations (42), cCentral to all the agreements,
was the shift in the role of the 'actors' of
industrial relations towards a 'joint problem-~

solving' approach (43) (see Footnote).

Footnote: 1In his study of technological change in the coal-
mining industry Eric Trist discussed the cultural alterations
being best reached away from the pressure of the bargaining
room.



Two further characteristics of these agreements
deserve further mention. Firstly, there was a
predominance of agreements in the process industries;
. and secondly, the importance in which international
comparison and competition played was significant.
'Most employees, deep down, realise that working
arrangements have fallen behind the rest of the
world. The problem is to overcome the fear and
insecurity associated with moving to new arrangements® (44).
The background to the Fawley, BOAC/BEA and ICI
agreements were all party to the influence of
international comparison together with the increase

in the number and size of international companies (45),

'Economies of large-scale production are one of
the main reasons why industrial production in
Britain has become increasingly concentrated in

the hands of a small number of giant firms' (46) |

However, during the 1963-66 period, a number of
conclusions were made relating to productivity _
bargaining and the Fawley experience. For example,
the Esso Blue Book was drawn up by management

before it approached the Shop Stewards, and was

in the main a list of proposed institutional changes
presented to the men on an 'all or nothing' basis (47) .
One area common to most deals established in this
period was the inclusion of a 'no redundancy' clause.
Such was the case at Fawley, but management had to
establish a special redundancy scheme when it sought
to reduce its labour force. This was achieved through

negotiating a subsequent Orange Book agreement.

It was further appreciated that certain advantages
resulted from involving the union negotiators

in a joint problem-solving approach (48)by realising
that productivity deals were not a once-and-for-all

operation, but are developing situations (49),



Another solution was implemented on a plant-by-plant
basis; namely the 'pilot-approach' as tried by
ICI and the Post Office (50),

Two influential events occurred during the 1963-66
period, namely; the establishmeni-of the Royal
Commission on Trade Unions and Employers Associations
(Donovan Report) in 1965 and the government's

Joint Statement of Intent of Productivity, Prices

and Incomes in December 1964. Both proved to

be a major stimulant to the growth of productivity
bargaining. Under Donovan, both written and oral
evidence was submitted (51)., get against a background
of evolving productivity bargaining, the institutions
involved in collective bargaining were required

to crystallise their views on the problems surrounding

the subject (see Footnote).

The views of the Confederation of British Industry
(CBI) and of the Trades Union Congress (TUC) were

of particular interest in this respect. The CBI's
view in its evidence published in November 1965 (52)
expressed a fear that although individual agreements
might yield benefits to the participants, there

was a very real danger of plant-exported inflation(53),
It was therefore submitted that: ' ..... plant
bargains should, as far as possible, be co-ordinated
with, and brought within the framework of industry

level agreements' (54),

Footnote: The Commission determined the scope on their
subject-matter thus: "Our task requires us to examine
the relationships beiween management &ud employees, and
the work of trade unions and employers' associations.
This inevitably involves us also in an investigation of
collective bargaining and the part played in industrial
relations by the State' (Cmnd. 3623, p.6).



On the other hand, the TUC's view (55) was to
broadly favour the new bargaining form on the
condition that it was additional to, and a
substitute for, conventional collective bargaining.
In fact the TUC rejected the joint problem-solving
approach, and instead subscribed to a 'watch-dog’
role of union officials in determining management's

proposals.

The second major stimulant of productivity bargaining
activity within this period was the growing influence
of Government Incomes Policy. On December 16th,

1964 a Joint Statement of Intent on Productivity
Prices and Incomes was signed by the TUC and employers
associations (56) having as a major national objective
policy: ' ..... to raise productivity, and efficiency
so that real national output can increase and

to keep wages, salaries and other forms of income

in line with this increase'. To this end they
undertook to co-operate with the Government in
establishing the National Board for Prices and

Income (37). The Board was established in April

1965 and instructed to examine cases referred

to it with regard to a further White Paper entitled
Prices and Income Policy (58). The Board saw

its task as to use the particular pay or price
increase referred to it as a basis for implementing
corrective action. To this end its recommendations
consisted of specific proposals regarding

the form the agreement should take. Inbits first
general report published in August 1966 (59) the

Board stated that its recommendations for improving
output per head fell into two categories. Firstly,

it suggested there was the need to adapt manning

and demarcation practices to current technology;

and secondly, many industries should reform their



existing earnings structure. Consequently, the
Board played an important role in convincing opinion
that increases in pay should, and could, be matched

by offsetting increases in productivity.

4 - The Period July 1966 - August 1969

On 29th July 1966 the government published a White
Paper -~ 'Prices and Incomes Standstill' (Cmnd.3073)
- setting out the details of the prices and incomes
standstill and restraint policy, including amendments
to strengthen the Prices and Incomes Bill. The
concern in this section is firstly to examine

how incomes policy provided an impetus to the

growth of productivity bargaining, and secondly,

to consider the nature and efficiency of the control
over productivity bargaining exerted by the prices
and incomes policy. The reason for an incomes
policy was deemed by the policy makers necessary:
Y. for the maintenance of full employment

and sought to deal with the wage-inflation problem
by means of an incomes policy designed to keep

the rate of increase of wages and salaries in

line with the growth of productivity' (60) .

This criteria was clearly expressed when the government
published, in December 1966, 'Productivity and

Pay during the period of Severe Restraint' (Cmnd.3167).
This report suggested guidelines in which higher

pay in return for higher productivity could be
justified during the period of severe restraint.

These were:

'(1) It must be shown that the workers are
making a direct contribution towards
increasing productivity by accepting
more exacting work or a major change
in working practices.



(2) Forecasts of increased productivity
must be derived by application of
proper work standards.

(3) An accurate calculation of the gains
and costs must show that the total cost
per unit of output, taking into account
the effect on capital, will be reduced.

(4) The scheme should contain effective
' controls, to ensure that the projected
increase in productivity is achieved
and that payment is made only as
productivity increases or as changes
in working practices take place.

(5) There should be clear benefit to the
consumer in lower prices or in improved
quality. In some instances 'lower prices'
may mean prices lower than they would
have been if the undertaking can prove
that factors outside its control would
otherwise have led to higher prices.

(6) An agreement covering part of a plant
must bear the cost of consequential
increase elsewhere in the plant, if
any have to be granted.

(7) In all cases negotiators must beware
of setting extravagant levels of pay
which would provoke resentment
outside'. (61) (see Footnote).

Footnote: 1In fact the last clause was viewed with due caution
and seriousness by union negotiators. I know of one shop
steward at Fawley who personally knew the original negotiating
team. He commented in private that management's offer was
greater than the sum agreed. It was the union side that
expressed concern at the size of the pay increase, the 'creaming
off' effect and inherent problems it would have locally. A
similar situation was personally experienced when I negotiated a
pay and productivity package in 1976 which was required to adhere
to the pay policy criteria at that time. Again, the full-time
official expressed concern at the size of the pay award, and

the impact it may have as setting a trend.



Thus it became abundantly clear that a productivity
deal represented the only permissible means by

which workers could secure a sizeable wage increase
in 1967. This radically altered trade union thinking
and became an activity pursued throughout industry.
Although being welcomed by the CBI, the TUC response
was that over-stringent guidelines and standards
would discourage further involvement of productivity

bargaining (see Footnote).

On 13th July 1967 the NBPI published Productivity
Agreements Cmnd.3311, in which the report examined
productivity agreements with particular reference

to seven major comprehensive agreements including
Fawley. The report modified the guidelines published
in December because the NBPI found that agreements
could not necessarily be expected to show an immediate
reduction in unit costs and that the benefit to

the consumer might accrue gradually. On the basis

of its study, the Board considered that: ' e there
is a strong case for encouraging the spread of
productivity bargaining agreements which conform

with the requirements of a prices and incomes

policy' (62)

It was in Productivity Agreeements : Report Number

36 that the board extensively examined the areas

of costs and controls (work measurement), the
inter-relationship of plant and industry wide
collective bargaining, and the division of productivity
agreements into categories of 'comprehensive'

and 'partial' (63), All these factors came under
scrutiny in the Devlin Commission's review and

will be examined in detail in Chapters 4, 5 and 6,
because 'partial' agreements had an immense impact

years later.

Footnote: The views of the CBI and TUC were analysed in an
article in The Times, December 23rd, 1966 edition.



In the NBPI subsequent report, it continued to
refine its policy on productivity bargaining,

and placed increasing emphasis on the part the
revision of wages structures should play in
comprehensive bargaining. During March 1968

the Royal Commission (Donovan) Research Paper

9 - 'Overtime Working in Great Britain' was
published. . The following month a White Paper

- 'Productivity, Prices and Incomes Policy 1968

and 1969' Cmnd.3590 was printed. A new feature

of the policy was a 'ceiling' of 3% per cent a

year for all wage and salary increases. Increases
above the norm would only be allowed where justified
by genuine productivity agreements. Wage structures
were a key factor of government thinking as the
White Paper stated: ' ..... it is important in

the interests of economic efficiency that there
should be a proper development of new salary structures

to provide incentives to improve performance'.

The question of pay was also given prominence

in the Board's later report on Payment By Results
Systems published in May 1968 (64). The board
drew attention to a major weakness in government
incomes policy and lack of control over payment

by results systems with particular reference to
'wage drift'. Therefore, it can be assumed that
the revision of wage structures, which was a
logically separate issue, had become for practical
purposes related to it. 1In a booklet published

in September 1968 by the Economic Research Council,
the President of the E.E.F.* noted that the need

for wage rises to be tied to productivity was
becoming increasingly evident. Further encouragement
of 'integrative bargaining' was given in November

1968 when the CBI announced it was to establish

* Engineering Employers Federation
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a study group on worker participation in industry.

This period represents one of major growth of
productivity bargaining. McKersie and Hunter
recorded some 371% agreements between January

1967 to December 1969 (85). The rapid upsurge

in the number of agreements led to a major increase
in the number of employees involved in productivity
bargaining. 1In December 1966 the NBPI estimated
the spread of productivity agreements thus: 'Over
the last six years (1960-66) productivity agreements
..... have probably affected no more than half

a million workers' (66) During 1967 the number

of productivity deals registered at the Department
of Employment and Productivity averaged about

60 per month. For the first five months of 1968
the number of deals registered rose to 75 per
month, and in June that year rose to a level of
about 200 per month (67)

'"In February 1969, this register recorded

some 2,500 cases, covering around 4% million
workers, or 20 per cent of all employed workers
..... at the end of June 1969 the register
recorded some 3,000 cases covering approximately
6 million workers, or 25 per cent of all
employed workers'. (68)

T. Cliff pointed out that: 'It took about a hundred
years for the piecework payments system to spread
until it encompassed two fifths of the British
working class. Productivity deals engulfed some

25 per cent in a few years. What fantastic speed!' (69)

5 - The Period from 1969 to the Implementation

0of the Southampton Blue Book 1970

In December 1969 the government issued a White
Paper - 'Productivity and Incomes Policy after

1969' (Cmnd.4237) explaining the form of policy



after 1969. 1Income restraint and statutory policy
would remain, and there would be a norm of 2%-4%%

for income increases. Earlier in August 1969

the NBPI published its second productivity bargaining

reference in Report Number 123 (70),
The NBPI gave particular attention to:

1 - productivity framework agreements at industry

and company level.

2 - the application of productivity measurement
and agreements to clerical and other non-

manual workers.

3 - 'partial' agreements covering only certain

workers.

4 - the renewal and development of productivity

bargaining.

The report's main significance lay in the revision

of the productivity agreement guidelines as set

out in the earlier Report No. 36. 'The early
productivity agreements centred on changes in

working practice and increased effort, and this

was the aspect that the Board and the White Papers

on incomes policy had in mind in advocating
productivity bargaining'(71). However, the viewpoint
of the unions was that productivity improvement

from whatever source constitutes a valid argument

for wage increases. The most significant change

between the 1966 and 1969 guidelines was the

introduction of the term 'efficiency' in the later

statement, in place of the emphasis on 'productivity' (72)

The Board commented that: 'Experience does however
show that it is necessary to revise and broaden

our guidelines. It is desirable in particular

to give added emphasis to the aim of achieving

constantly rising levels of efficiency' (73)



This broader interpretation emphasised what the

Board referred to as 'efficiency agreements',

a concept intended to encompass productivity agreements
in the conventional sense, but also to include
agreements where it was not appropriate to specify
proposed working changes in a narrow sense (74),

The change of definition had little effect when

the go-ahead for efficiency agreements was given.
Incomes policy was rapidly losing effect and the
attention of those involved in collective bargaining

turned elsewhere.

In July 1970 the new Conservative government said

it did not intend to keep the 'early warning system'
under which firms gave advance warning of pay

and price increases. In October 1970 the government
issued a consultative document proposing the first
comprehensive Industrial Relations Act(75) in
British history, and further announced on the

2nd November 1970 that the NBPI was to be wound

up (see Footnote).

Three weeks later, the Southampton Blue Book
Productivity agreement was finalised after three
years of extensive negotiations. The development
and application of productivity bargaining, which
has been described in this chapter, was widely
used in the collective bargaining framework. An
attempt to explore the impact of such an agreement
on subsequent industrial relations, which is the
objective of this dissertation, is complicated

by a variety of issues involved. For example,

Footnote: The NBPI was finally wound up on 3lst March 1971.

It had been established in 1965 and put on a statutory basis

in 1966. During its six years existence it produced 170 reports
covering a wide range of industries. Its most significant
expansion came in 1967 when the Government decided that all major
price increases in nationalised industries be referred to it.



what were the main areas of concern in the local
area brought about by productivity bargaining?
What problems would any productivity programme
have to overcome in introducing radical cargo
handling methods in the port transport industry?
To answer these questions it has been necessary
to explore the debates surrounding productivity
bargaining in the Southampton area and identify
the major defects in industrial relations in the
docks.



CHAPTER 3
TOPICS SURROUNDING PRODUCTIVITY
BARGAINING AND A COMMITMENT
TO ACTION IN THE DOCKS

The previous chapter broadly describes the development
of productivity bargaining. A vital role was played

by the NBPI and placed increasing emphasis on the part
which the revision of wage structures should play in
comprehensive bargaining. However, the foregoing
account in developing the productivity bargaining theme
suggested the new bargaining form had not been without
criticism. The broad mass of pro-productivity bargaining
literature which supported the new orthodoxy failed

to take account of the domino effect it would create

on inter-plant or intra-plant markets. It is the aim
of this chapter to identify the principal areas of
debate and its implications in the Southampton area;
and in addition, draw attention to the problems Devlin

had to overcome.

3.1 Implications of Productivity Bargaining

in the Southampton Area

An argument surrounding productivity bargaining

was the effect it had on starting a domino or
repercussive effect within a plant or locality.

The impact of local wage settlements brought about

by productivity deals was criticised by the CBI

in evidence given to the Donovan Commission. 1In
giving oral evidence the CBI made a direct accusation
of the repercussions caused by productivity bargaining,

namely:

'The Fawley agreement has received a certain
amount of praise in certain quarters but it

is by no means universal praise. Fawley is

Just across the water from Southampton and

its repercussions on the ship repairing industry
in Southampton were quite appalling. Fawley



dealt with this by looking after their own
spot in this island. They were not worried
about what happended to anyone else .....
Fawley had some appalling reactions in
Southampton. The ship repairing workers
demanded the same amount of pay they were
getting in Fawley' (1).

In answer the Vice-Chairman of Esso commented

that:

'The position was no worse for them than
ourselves ..... We know our own marketing
people next door to the plant at Fawley
asked us for a rise. We explained we could
not give them a rise as they were not
associated with the Blue Book - it was an
entirely different operation' (2).

Regarding the specific impact the Fawley agreement
had on wage rates of fitters engaged in ship repair
work, the refinery manager of Milford Haven pointed

out that:

'We did a recent survey in the Southampton
area in the oil industry, chemicals, ship-
building, heavy electrical, light engineering,
a nationalised industry and a contracting
industry. We found in these eight industries
on basic hourly rates the oil industry came
second, but on hours worked in the week, it
was the lowest, and on total weekly earnings
it came sixth of the eight, which, I think,
gives a better indication of how we stand

on hourly rates versus the total earnings
basis' (3).

It is worthy to note here that reference was made

to hourly rates and earnings potential. It was

this issue that created serious industrial relations
problems in Southampton docks ten years after

a comprehensive productivity deal had been agreed.
The crux of the dispute was over earnings potential
and hourly rates. In evidence to the Donovan
Commission the base rate/earnings level issue

was raised by the Engineering Employers Federation



who clearly explained the realities of collective

bargaining. The Federation pointed out that:

'The unions will naturally claim parity in
base rates, but if they do, this to me is

an opportunity for the firm approached to

make its own case for concessions in return
..... It is earnings and not rates that really
count in the eyes of the employee, and these
presumably are still comparable' (4).

Not only displaying a close grasp of grass roots
industrial relations, the above commentator went

further regarding inter and intra plant markets:

'One of the most sacred cows that needs
slaughter in this country is the convention
that wage relationships between firm and firm
and industry and industry must always remain
as they are and as they have been. Only
employers can challenge this convention and
prod?cyivity bargaining is a way of doing

it (5).

Concerned with criticism levelled at productivity
bargaining that alleged it detrimentally affected
local labour market conditions, the NBPI examined
productivity deals made in the areas of Shropshire,
Cheltenham and Gloucester. Its conclusions included
reference to 'comparability' and supported the

new orthodoxy, concluding that:

'We found in both areas that although
comparability was still an important factor

in initiating wage claims and in the way

wages were determined by companies, managements
had not in general raised rates to match those
negotiated in the course of productivity
agreements without themselves securing
productivity gains' (6).

To support their surveys the NBPI further observed
that:



' ..... studies of the working of local labour
markets show that very wide ranges of pay
apply to workers with similar skills working
in various plants within a quite restricted
area and that the links between movements

in pay in different plants may not be so
strong as it is sometimes assumed' (7).

(see Footnote)

The view of 'comparability' held by Dewdney supported
the NBPI's conclusion, but was more specific.

'It is earnings and not rates that really count

in the eyes of the employee ..... It is when men
change their jobs that they are really serious

about comparability, and many settlements are

made on grounds of comparability which fall far

short of that' (8),

This view, it could be suggested, can be upheld

as an accurate assessment, as it took eleven years
after the establishment of the Southampton Blue
Book, for dockworkers to take action involving,

in their view, unjust differentials. It would
appear that differentials are tacitly recognised
until a gap exists which is no longer acceptable.
The result is a massive catching up exercise which
could possibly involve severe strains on industrial

relations.

In the initial stages of implementing a productivity
deal, however, the NBPI retained criteria which
read: 'In all cases negotiators should be aware
of setting extravagant levels of pay which would

provoke resentment outside' (9). The NBPI concluded

Footnote: The lack of attention regarding the links between
movements in pay within various plants would appear an accurate
observation. A colleague conducted a small study regarding
this issue and found that several respondents did not in fact
know their own rate of pay accurately.



that: 'Where a straight pay claim is put forward
only on the grounds that workers elsewhere have
benefited from productivity agreements the company

has good precedent for resisting it' (10},

However, the extent of actual empirical investigation
into the domino effects generated by productivity
bargaining is extremely limited. For example,

the two studies conducted by the NBPI in Southampton
and Rogerstone virtually omitted wage or earnings
data. In addition, at no time did the Board investigate
wage relationships involving 'second-generation’
agreements. Finally, the NBPI at no time examined

the reasons why firms arrived at the wage settlements
that they did. Productivity bargaining was involved
with wage design and development, of rationalising
wage structures, job design and the introduction

of technology. Above all, it was about attitudes(11),
and those of shop stewards were of particular
interest. This raises the question of how well
equipped shop stewards were in coping with the

new bargaining form? How successful were the

unions in assimilating the necessary information

to bargain effectively under integrative bargaining

circumstances?

The Trade Union Response Towards

Productivity Bargaining

In December 1966 Incomes Data Services Ltd. (IDS)
published a paper entitled 'Three Years of Productivity
Bargaining', and concluded 'that new encouraging
attitudes were developing in a few active centres,

but the trade union as a whole was neither shaped

nor geared to produce the kind of productivity
bargaining and the drive which could radically

change the industrial scene' (12), 1n addition,



according to IDS, productivity bargaining seemed
to produce a new context for participation between
workers and employers that called for the production

of information about the company's activities.

In January 1970 IDS published a second review
which was a ' ..... follow-up to IDS study in
December 1966 and reviews the attitudes of the
major trade unions to productivity bargaining,

and describes what they have done about it' (13),
IDS found that the TGWU favoured productivity
bargaining in principle, and except for nationally
negotiated agreements it left the decision to

the men on the spot at local level. This policy
coincided with the setting up of local modernisation
committees (LMC's) which were advocated by the

Devlin Commission.

The report's main findings were that 'in 1966

very few unions had the tools to do the job, neither
had they the resources nor the structure to take

the initiatives themselves to promote productivity
bargains. This is still largely true'(14) . rThe
TGWU, it was reported, did not run courses specifically
on productivity bargaining, but it formed a major
part of most courses. With 470 full-time officials
spread through 200 district offices, the TGWU

felt they had sufficient expertise and knowledge

of local conditions to be able to negotiate plant
productivity deals without too much central

assistance (15)

However, during the Devlin modernisation negotiations
there is evidence of limited union advice or assistance
given to negotiators at shop steward level. For
example, the 1970 IDS Review-Study on Unions and

and Productivity Bargaining, posed a number of



wide-ranging questions to find out the general
opinions of particular unions and discover how
they were coming to terms with productivity
bargaining. Some of the issues raised by the

IDS relevant to this study were whether the unions
had a philosophy on the division of the spoils,
were they calling in consultants to advise on
productivity bargaining, or prodding management

to do so, or did the unions provide courses for
officials and officers on productivity bargaining

and work study based schemes?

One of the more influential shop stewards attested
that during the Southampton modernisation programme,
none of these points had been either pursued or
achieved. 1In fact this negotiator received the

TGWU pamphlets on 'Plant and Productivity Bargaining'
after the Blue Book agreement was signed. Furthermore,
the same full-time official who had negotiated

the Fawley Agreements on behalf of the TGWU was

also to negotiate the Devlin programme. At no

time during the Southampton Devlin talks was any
reference made to the experience of the Fawley

talks. 1In short, no guidance was given to the
negotiating shop stewards committee from central
office, nor was any advice given on the past local
experience. This is hard to comprehend because
significant experience of productivity bargaining

in the Southampton area was enshrined in the Fawley
negotiations. Furthermore, the regional secretary

who was responsible for the Fawley Agreements

was to be the senior official of the Devlin negotiations

at Southampton. (see Footnote)

Footnote: The Regional Secretary of the TGWU, Mr. Ernie Allen,
informed a seminar group at Southampton University that the
Fawley Agreements were the most important of his career. He
also supported the method of integrative bargaining.



The IDS recognised the lack of trade union training
and subscribed that more shop stewards should

be involved in negotiations. However, to assist
the final agreement being acceptable to their
membership, certain principles should apply. A
'principle' of major concern to this dissertation
was that 'the long term effect of the (productivity)
agreement should be found out ..... v (16) ., rThis
would suggest that the IDS was urging negotiators
to anticipate the impact or consequences of a
productivity package. The central issue for those
involved in the docks was how to reconcile the
inherent problems of a volatile past with the
future needs of the container. To overcome that
issue , the problems of the past had firstly to

be identified.

Important Events Leading to Devlin

It was noted that since the 19th century the problem
of dock labour was not in any sense new (17), %

In the early 1900's registration, maintenance

and the casual nature of work were cardinal factors
governing industrial relations in the docks. During
the Second World War moves were made which finally
led to the establishment of statutory schemes

of registration and maintenance for dock workers
through the 1947 Scheme. It was noted that the

1947 Order: ' ..... marks the end of casual
employment in dockland and the end of a 50 year's
fight' (18). However, despite such claims, dockworkers
remained casual employees because: 'When they

went to work in the morning few workers could

ever be certain which employer they would work

for, nor for that matter whether there would be

any work for them at all' (19)_ The 1947 Order

did not represent decasualisation and the nature

* See Appendix for historical background.



of employment through the casual system and piece-

rates were to remain a contentious issue. Indeed:

'The casual system of hiring created a
competitive situation from the dock workers'
point of view: the workings of supply and
demand meant that all dock workers were in
a state of potential competition with each
other, either for work at all during slack
times or for the best paying jobs during
times of full employment'. (20) *

During this period the casual system was the main
feature that led to the structure of control of

the industry and was the root cause of the restrictive
practices prevailing at that time. It also brought

a stigma to the docks and 'cast a paralysing shadow
over employers and unions alike, blighting successive
attempts to introduce a system of employment more

in keeping with the practices of other industries' (21),
The Devlin programme cannot be understood outside

its historical context and so the early background

of the docks to explain the chosen path of reform

is focussed upon.

The Continuity Rule

The continuity rule (22) was the main form of
regulation and protective device that prevented
men leaving before a job was completed, thereby
picking the best work and then moving to another
Job. Basically the rule meant that a dock worker
had to complete a job once he had started it,

and was referred to the hatch or hold worked as
opposed to the ship or quay as a whole. A job
could not commence in the middle of a 'turn' which,
to a degree, controlled the exploitation of the
casual system as it helped to spread the work

more evenly through the labour force by restricting

the use of the 'blue eyes'. The continuity rule

* See table overleaf which highlights the massive fluctuations
in pay caused by the casual system.
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came about because: 'That hiring system, it was
a terrible system ..... it was more like animals
at times. You was just fighting for work and

struggling, especially if you were running round

the docks looking for work' (23),

Under the continuity rule: ' ..... non preference
men were protected from constant under-employment
and from being allocated only poor-earning cargoes

when they were given work' (24),

Joint Control

After the end of World wWar II, the Government
introduced the Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment)
Act 1946 which extended the period of operation

of the wartime schemes in the hope that the industry
could solve its own problems. No agreement came

to fruition and, as a result, the Forster Inquiry |
examined the industry and recommended terms for

a new scheme. The report recognised that the
question of the control of the Scheme was an important
one, and largely accepted the unions view. It
recommended the scheme be administered by a central
joint committee, supported by a series of local

joint committees. This was endorsed in the 1947
Scheme that followed the principal recommendations

of Forster, and imposed:

'..... joint control against the wishes of
employers, and the employers in the next
few years raised this issue again and
again, blaming many of the industry's ills
on this factor ..... '"Joint control' meant
joint control, not only of the register but
also of discipline' (25),

Nevertheless, it was noted by Devlin in view of
joint control: ' ..... that the post-war record
of unrest in the docks (had) been much worse than
its pre-war record and worse than in industry

generally' (26),



Devlin Committee 1956

The shop steward movement in the docks grew in
organisation and power, as it did throughout industry
in general in this period. Between the 1940's

and 1950's there were several inquiries and reports
on the docks industry. For example, the terms

of reference of the 1956 Devlin Committee were:
... to inquire into the working of the Dock
Workers (Regulation of Employment) Scheme, 1947,
and to advise what alterations, if any, should

be made in the terms of the scheme' (27)., The

main issue of consideration was of 'joint control'
of the scheme, of which the employers considered
should be abandoned. As a result, the inquiry
accepted the unions case and no major change in

the provisions for the joint control of the scheme

took place.

The Rochdale Report

A key-note in the growth and development of the

Port of Southampton was initiated in the findings

of the Report of the Committee of Inquiry into

the Major Ports of Great Britain 1962, Cmnd.1824,
under the chairmanship of Viscount Rochdale (referred
to as the Rochdale Report). The Report included

in its recommendations that: ' ..... in view

of its great natural and geographical advantages
Southampton should be developed as one of the

country's principal cargo ports' (28),

The change to containerisation and the development

of Southampton were strongly recommended:



'The studies of the British Standards
Institution's committee on freight containers
should be pressed forward as a matter of urgency
in conjunction with the studies of the
International Standards Organisation. The
National Ports Authority, in c¢lose consultation
with the proposed Port Industry Research
Association, individual port authorities and
trade and transport interests should promote

the study of all the problems ..... which
the container system presents' (29).
In addition: '..... there is a strong case for

extensive development of Southampton as a cargo

port ..... here is a convenient site in the Southern

part of Britain where deep water berths can be

constructed without the need for expensive impounding'(30).
The BTDB were well aware of Southampton's advantages

as a container port. The absence of large tides,

and locks, and the unique second high-water

phenomenon meant that the rapid turn-round times

needed for a container ship could be met.

The McKinsey Reports on Containerisation

The BTDB commissioned McKinsey & Co. to examine
and provide as clear a picture as possible of
the massive techological development and its
foreseeable consequences. This would serve as

a framework for shaping the future policies of
the Docks Board. In so doing, McKinsey & Co.
produced in July 1966 and June 1967 respectively:

'Containerisation : Its Trends, Significance
and Implications', and

'Containerisation : The Key to Low-Cost
Transport'.

In their preliminary report McKinsey concluded
that: '"Containerisation has emerged as the most
important and far-reaching single factor in the

movement of general cargo through the U.K. ports' (31),



The use of 'standardised' containers in a systematic
way was suggested because the non-standard
characteristics of general cargo transportaticn

were the main causes of the wasteful use of resources
in the port industry. This ultimately led to

the employment of a large labour force that was

poorly utilised (32),

The attractions for employers were that by using
standardised methods: ' ..... labour productivity
could increase by more than a factor of 20 to

600 freight tons per man week ..... Productivity
of general cargo berths can feasibly increase

from the present average of 100,000 - 150,000

tons per year to 2,000,000 tons' (33), Financially:
... the total savings that could result from
concentrating containerised cargoes in fewer,
larger ships on trans-oceanic routes can exceed
£100,000,000 per yvear ..... v (34)

An issue for consideration by the labour force
towards standardisation was that: ‘'..... in the
port transport industry the reduction in dock
workers handling general cargo could be as high
as 90 per cent of the total employed using break-
bulk methods' (33) (see Footnote).

In summary, McKinsey & Co. pointed out the potential

in transportation costs (36), i e. containerisation(37),
the most significant change being the economies

of scale that could be achieved with large container
ships. As a consequence, the changing economics

of transportation would radically alter the organisation

Footnote: During the modernisation negotiations the employers
condemned this figure as exaggerated in the hope of reconciling

the dockers. Albeit, in 1968 the NAPE stated that it had

predicted a reduction in the register from 56,500 to 40,000 by 1970 -
a reduction of some 307.



and structure of the industry itself. Although the
McKinsey reports represented the clearest indication
the impact of containerisation would bring to

the industry, their roles were of minor significance
during negotiations, as the Southampton national

and local negotiators were unaware of its publication.

The American 'Mechanisation and Modernisation'

Agreement 1960

The process of technological change ultimately

led to the alteration of work rules, and the institution
of other changes in customary employment practices.
Through the advocacy of productivity bargaining

three broad approaches were developed, being the

buy-out approach, gain-sharing and manpower policy (38),

Where a situation required illiminating clearly
outdated work rules and arrangements, the buy~out
approach of productivity bargaining was considered
to be the most appropriate. 'The idea of '"buying-
the-book' was given dramatic expression in the
Mechanisation and Modernisation Agreement, made

on 18th October 1960, between the International
Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's Union and the

Pacific and Maritime Association of employers' (39),

The buy-out on the West Coast docks started in

1959 and concluded in October 1960 as the result

of trade union initiative. It was recognised

by the PMA as a means of eliminating 'restrictive
practices', i.e.: 'What will it cost us to have

a free hand to do away with these practices?' (40) .

The degree and number of changes were extremely
extensive and included two major areas of importance.
Firstly, when new methods of operation were introduced
the employers would have the right to put their

manning into effect, subject to final resolution



through the agreement grievance machinery, and
secondly, where operations had changed or where
new commodities or operations had developed, loads
would be built and handled as directed by the
employer (41),

The price for the workforce's contribution to

these sweeping changes was:

' $10M to be paid in five annual instalments

.....

into a fund. The fund was to be used as security
for a wage guarantee, the guarantee being

that the hours of work would not fall below

35 a week ..... It was agreed that the employers
should also pay $15M in five annual instalments
into a pension fund. This represented the

price of the men's 'share of the machine',

i.e. the profit to be made from the increased
productivity due to mechanisation' (42).

The employers financial benefit was in the long-term.
It was observed: 'In the short term, containerisation
is not expected to attract a big increase in revenue
to shipowners ..... The benefits of containerisation
are long-term; a quicker transportation method

with more intensive, and thus economical, use

of capital equipment' (43) ., This was the case
regarding the Mechanisation and Modernisation
Agreement because: '..... when the contract's

5% years were up, they (the employers) had paid

$29 million for Mechanisation and Modernisation

and they had saved $200 million' (44),

In 1972 the U.S. Pay Board made public a report

on the Mechanisation and Modernisation Agreement

and concluded that between 1961 and 1971, productivity
in West Coast longshoring had risen 140% compared

with 30% in the economy as a whole. Conseqguently,

the employers had saved $900 million in labour

costs while they had paid out $62 million in

Mechanisation and Modernisation benefits' (45),



Comparisons of the M & M agreement were not forth-
coming at national or local level during the Southampton
negotiations. Although notice was drawn to the M & M
agreement in the Devlin Main Report, no comparability
regarding terms and conditions emanated in the course

of the Devlin programme.

The Devlin Inquiry 1965/66

A dock dispute occurred in 1964, and on 7th October
1964 a dock workers' delegate conference rejected
their leaders' suggestion of acceptance as an interim
measure. As a result of the failure of this move:

' ... the unions gave four weeks notice of their
intention to terminate their national agreement,
followed by a further two week's notice of intention
to strike. The decision to reject the employers'’
offer ... finally forced the Minister of Labour to
intervene. On 29th October, he appointed a committee
of inquiry to look into the dispute, under the

chairmanship of Lord Devlin' (46),
The Devlin Committee were:

' ... to make three reports in all. The first,
produced in three weeks, examined the national

wages dispute and provided a compromise settlement
which was widely regarded as a sweetener for the

more important task of mapping the route to
decasualisation. The main report was issued on 5th
August 1965, and was expected to end the Committee's
work. But in April 1966 the committee was reconvened
to put a price to modernisation and the third report
was published six months later' (47).

The terms of reference of the committee were:
' ... to inquire into -

1. the causes and circumstances of the present
dispute between the two sides of the National
Joint Council for the Port Industry;

2. decasualisation;

3. causes of dissension in the industry and
other matters affecting efficiency of working;

and to report' (48) ,



The scope of inquiry under Devlin was:-

1. the concern caused by labour and not

transport problems.

2. to view 'decasualisation' and

(a) to state the extent to which the port
transport industry has already been
decasualised as a result of the Dock
Labour Scheme of 1947;

{b) to report on the extent to which the
industry has been affected by labour

troubles since 1947;

(c) to examine the causes of dissension
and inefficiency with special attention
to the question whether a further measure

of decasualisation would be remedial (49) .

According to Devlin, the main causes of dissension
and inefficiency had not altered since 1947 and

were identified as:-
(a) the dockers' lack of security;

(b) the preferential treatment given to
'blue~eyed boys' ;

(c) the dockers' lack of responsibility;
(d) defects in management;

(e) time-wasting practices;

(£) piecework;

(g) overtime;



(h) welfare amenities and working conditions;
and
(1) trade union organisational difficulties. (50)

Devlin found it necessary, firstly to examine

the history of negotiations that led to the failure
of the 1961 National Directive (51) (see Footnote),
secondly, to set out the essentials of any new
scheme for the reform of the industry and consider
various solutions, and finally, to offer ideas

upon the steps to be taken to achieve the reform

of the industry.

The report examined in a more detailed manner,

the main causes of dissension and inefficiency.

The theme was that most of the above problems

were linked to the casual system, while bearing

in mind: 'the function of the Dock Labour Scheme

is to give some sort of security and permanence

to this large casual labour force. Its introduction

was thus a measure of decasualisation' (52),

(a) The dockers' lack of security

Under the terms of the 1947 Scheme a dock

worker was given a measure of security as

he could not be removed from the register

except as a result of joint action by the

trade unions and employers. Yet most dockers
could never be sure of availability of work,

with a consequence of fluctuating earnings

between different dockers. Devlin pointed

out that dockers, like most people, had financial
committments and that instability of work and

earnings led to causes of dissension.

Footnote: This Directive became known as the 'Crichton-Cousins
Accord' and formed the basis of a 'pilot study' of decasualisation.
The employers price for more regular employment was considered
toohigh and the Directive was duly rejected. D. Wilson stated

the employers asked for too much for too little.



(b)

(c)

Preferential treatment

The report stated that generally dockers could
be placed in one of three categories:

(1) the regular weekly workers; (2) the
'"blue-eyed boys' (favourites of employers)
and (3) 'floaters' or 'drifters', who were
men who did not want or were unable to find
employment. The report estimated that more
than half of all dock workers fell into the
third category, and argued that the men in
the first two groups would have a greater
stability of employment thus being a major
cause of jealousy and dissension. The only
way to overcome this problem was to overcome

the casual system of employment.

The dockers' lack of responsibility

The report suggested two causes of lack of
responsibility and: 'that there is an
irresponsibility peculiar on the docks' (53),
Furthermore: 'Casual labour produces a casual
attitude. If the employer does not provide
work unless he wants to, why should the
employee go to work unless he wants to?' (54)
The second cause was, the report argqued, an
exaggerated sense of union loyalty or
solidarity: 'As casual labourers in constant
fear of underemployment, dockers learnt that
solidarity was even more vital to them than
it was to the ordinary worker ..... in the
docks solidarity - 'one out, all out' - often
follows on a minority decision accepted on
the principle that the man who wants to strike

is always right’ (55),



(d) Defects in management

Since 1947 all dock employers had to be registered;
the only qualification for registration was
the wish to employ dock labour. By July 1964
there were 1,514 employers and the report
criticised many of them, for they failed to
invest sufficiently in machinery, to provide
necessary amenities for their workers, and
failed to enforce discipline to a necessary
extent. The main weakness was that many dock
employers operated on a casual basis, and
their only concern was to get the job in hand
completed, and viewed long~term planning and

investment as an unnecessary luxury.

(e) Time-wasting practice

The report drew attention to a variety of
time-wasting practices such as the 'continuity
rule' (where a man is entitled to complete

any job that he has begun), bad time-keeping
and excessive manning. These were seen by
dockers as 'protective devices' designed to
ensure the maximum amount of employment for
the maximum number of dockers, which had grown

up because of lack of job security.

(f) Piece-work

The report estimated that about 70 per cent

of dockers were paid on a piece-work basis

which could often lead to disputes. Every

port has a schedule of agreed piece rates

for different jobs (56), but if jobs arose

that did not correspond to the schedule the
procedure was to continue the job while the

rate was fixed by a joint committee of employers

and union representatives. Due to distrust,



(9)

(h)

this rarely happened. The report argued that
piece~work was more frequent on the docks
because of the peculiar nature of employment.
Devlin noted ' ..... it affords a good example
of the sort of dispute in which it is much
easier to expect restraint from regular workers

than from casuals' (57),

Overtime

The Dock Labour Scheme, clause 8, states that
a dock worker shall work for such periods

as are reasonable in his particular case.

The ambiguity of the terms led to several
serious disputes. Devlin suggested a number

of factors affected the willingness of a group
of men to work overtime, such as the average
wage of the men, the distance they had to
travel to work , and the amenities provided

for working overtime.

The Report suggested dockers were detrimentally
treated on all the issues examined, although

it only showed why dockers were unwilling

to work overtime and not why overtime should

be the cause of dissension. Once again the
report referred to the nature of employment

and suggested that dissension would be less

likely under normal employment conditions.

Welfare amenities and working conditions

Devlin stated that welfare amenities fell

far short of what they ought to be, and again
he leant heavily on the casual system.
'Prolonged difficulties over the provision

of simple amenities has been bad for labour
relations ..... We conclude also that a further
measure of decasualisaion should contribute

to the solution of the problem' (58),



(1) Trade Union difficulties

The report dealt with three main issues.
Firstly, an outline and criticism was made

of the dispute between the TGWU and the National
Amalgamated Stevedores and Dockers (NASDS)(59),
as it greatly weakened unionism in the docks.
Secondly, the report made a scathing attack

on the unofficial movements and branded them

as 'wreckers'. Thirdly, criticism was made

of the internal organisation of the TGWU in
particular. The reason for 'divide and simplify'
was the extent of the changes envisaged. 'The
employers needed time to reorganise and the
unions to assert their authority. This could
not happen overnight, nor could the ordinary
docker understand the need for discarding

the protective cloak of casual attitudes without
a considerable time to adjust to the aims

of full permanency' (60)

The Committee's central train of thought was abundantly
clear; namely that the 'king-pin' on which all

other gquestions concerning labour relations hung,

was the casual system of employment (61), rThe

report recommended a detailed 'plan for action' (62),
Wilson observed, the most important recommendation

was that modernisation should be split into two
phases:~- Firstly, giving full permanency; eliminating
the casual employer; strengthening union leadership
and buying out only those wasteful practices which
could be associated with casualism. Secondly,

to review the wages structure, buying out remaining
restrictive practices and introducing mechanisation
and shiftwork (63). Furthermore, the Final Report
concluded that the fundamental guarantees given

to dock workers by the Scheme be maintained, including

the principle of joint control over the size of
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the register(64). The report carried 'a final
sting' as one observer noted (65), that: ' .....
perhaps the most unusual aspect of the Devlin
report is that it requires a readiness on the
part of the Government to force a solution on

the parties - if they cannot agree among themselves' (66)

On 2nd September 1965, the National Joint Council
for the Port Transport Industry issued a national
policy directive on the modernisation of the docks
industry based on the conclusions of the 1965
Report. The essence of the directive was that

all restrictive practices which were essentially

a feature of the casual method of employment should

be abolished. The directive established a national

negotiating committee, to be known as the National

Modernisation Committee, to settle the principles

of a new plan of reform and modernisation of the
dock indstry (67),

Because of the various differences at individual

ports in establishing decasualisation and modernisation,
Local Modernisation Committees (LMC's) were set

up to implement the deals at local level. In
Southampton the LMC comprised of a working party

of docker representatives and foreman, whose function
was to review mannings levels. An additional

committee was set up, the mech-aid committee,

which reviewed the problems likely to emanate

from new forms of cargo handling methods.

The Productivity Concept and the Devlin Report

With all the pressures and unknowns involved with
a productivity package, 'integrative bargaining'

was not feasible in an atmosphere of insecurity.



In a position of vulnerability workers striving
to achieve financially secure arrangements and
adequate weekly guarantees would, in such conditions,

be forced intoc a 'pressure-bargaining' situation.
P

The 1965 Devlin Committee report effectively lifted
insecurities and provided a climate responsive

to form radical change, but at the same time being
reasonable enough and open-ended enough to encourage
local and plant level negotiations. As Devlin
commented: 'We have put the case in the following
pages and now we say : over to you'(68). The
Government in its acceptance of the 1966 Devlin
Report on wage structures and levels of pay, stated
that: ' ..... implementation of the pay
changes recommended in the Devlin Report must

be conditional upon specific agreement for the

elimination of restrictive working practices' (69),

In their report to the Ministry of Labour in June
1967, the National Modernisation Committee claimed
that the Phase I of Devlin was consistent with

the productivity guidelines and criteria of the
Government's pay policy. The smaller and less

well known of Devlin's reports, issued in October
1966, proved instrumental in the 'quid-pro~quo'

of restrictive practices and regular employment.

It initially produced the necessary discussion
required by the Government's guidelines, and assessed
the additional costs inherited by 'decasualisation'.
The notion of a 'buy-out' was realistically recorded
in the 1966 Report as it stated that:

'Another, and perhaps more realistic, way

of putting it is that the choice lies between
modernisation and leaving the industry as

it is. Most employers share the views of

the trade union leaders about 'the facts of
industrial life' and agree that the leaders'
task, if there is no sweetener offered, would

be a hopeless one' (70)



As one leading employer put it: 'We are committed
to implementing the recommendations in the 1965
Report. They will never be implemented unless
this sort of payment is made. It is just as
straightforward as that' (71), According to the
Independent Members of the National Modernisation
Committee for the Port Transport Industry (72),
the employers costs caused by decasualisation
would be offset in a short period of time by the

reduction in manpower requirements.

'The 1966 Devlin Report estimated that its
recommendations would increase the industry's
wage bill by 16%. Mathematically, to offset
this a reduction of 14% in the register would
be required. Over the past eight years the
national wastage from the industry has averaged
approximately 8% each. On these figures the
cost of the settlement would therefore be
offset in two years' (73).

Therefore the productivity criteria of the Government
assisted the employers in implementing their programme
and restoring their position of profits. Phase

I was implemented on 18th September 1967. The
acceptance of the 'integrative' bargaining form

was supported by the NMC on 18th February 1969,

and pointed towards a specific approach in that,

'it will be necessary for local modernisation
committees to agree carefully formulated productivity
plans providing for continuing improvements in
output. These plans must be accurately costed

and constructively negotiated' (74),

Summary and Conclusions of Part I

The emergence of widespread productivity bargaining
was a major phenomena in British industrial relations

during the 1960's. The Fawley agreements of 1960



provide a generally agreed starting point of this
form of bargaining. During the 1960's the British
system of industrial relations was subjected to
increasing public criticism because of the growth
of unofficial strikes and the failure of existing
methods of collective bargaining to prevent the
growth of restrictive practices. Britain, it

was claimed, was not making the best use of its
labour resources and suffered from overmanning

in many firms and industries.

Criticism of this nature was brought to the public's
attention by the Royal Commission on Trade Unions

and Employers Associations 1965-68. The method

to rectify the inadequacies of collective bargaining,
according to the Commission, was the notion that
existing arrangements could be altered in a planned
and purposeful manner. Such a change would be
mainly due to the growth of productivity bargaining.
This concept had been greatly stimulated by the
endeavours of the National Board for Prices and
Incomes, which was established in 1965 to assist
implement the Labour Government's prices and incomes
policy. The Commission's main conclusion was

that productivity bargaining would put in managments'’
hands, the factory agreement, which properly used,

could contribute to much higher productivity.

However, the central issue during this period

in the docks was how to reconcile a conservative
and volatile industry to the technical advances
necessary for the economic running of the ports.
Earlier reports on the docks all stressed the

need to abolish the casual system of labour, and
since 1961 the two sides had attempted to negotiate
a form of decasualisation. It was the Devlin
Committee which crystalised the inherent problems
in the port industry.



The Devlin Committee decided that good industrial

relations and the efficient use of labour required

job security, wage stability, decent working

arrangements and effective trade union representation.
This meant the end of the casual system because

Devlin accepted the general argument for decasualisation,

and went on to prove three points beyond doubt:-

1 - the close relationship between unofficial
strikes, restrictive practices and the casual

system of hiring labour;

2 - why it was that earlier attempts to negotiate

decasualisation were bound to fail;

3 - how it was possible to start negotiations

moving again with more chance of success.

Devlin ruthlessly exposed the inadequacies in

the port industry of both employer and employee
alike. The salient point of the inquiry was that
modernisation became synonymous with post-Devlin
reforms in the field of labour. To implement

a modernisation programme Devlin suggested what
was essentially a form of productivity agreement
because imminent containerisation was implicit

in the timing of the inguiry. Had there not been
such a major technological change in the offing
things could have remained largely as they were,
but the casual system with its casual attitudes

could not have coped with the container.

However, according to the conclusions of the IDS
study of 1966, encouraging attitudes had developed
in a few active centres, but on the whole trade
unions were neither geared nor shaped to produce

the kind of productivity bargaining and drive



which would radically change the industrial scene.
That assessment was repeated in a later IDS study
carried out in 1970, stressing that very few unions
had the tools to effectively promote productivity
bargains. This would also be the case of the

local shop stewards involved in the Devlin programme
at Southampton. Having received no formal training
or trade union information on the new bargaining
concept, they were completely ignorant of the
wherewithall surrounding productivity bargaining.

On the other hand, the relationship between Devlin's
recommendations and productivity bargaining was
supported by D.F. Wilson who indicated that the
concept of productivity bargaining was not a totally
inexact science since the port employer negotiators
were aided by Government services and management
consultants. This disparity of information and
preparation by the opposing sides of a productivity
package, would, it can be argued, have put the

union side at a disadvantage at the outset.

Nevertheless, during the 1960's and early 1970's
productivity bargaining spread rapidly throughout
industry, recommended by Donovan, supported by
Government, and blessed by Devlin. Productivity
bargaining grew more mature through increasing
application and publicity, and displayed an ability
to cope with problems, such as:-

1 - the introduction of work measurement schemes:
2 - the reform of disorderly pay structures;
3 - the implementation of new technology.

Because of its identification with incomes policy,
productivity bargaining began to meet growing
criticism and declined with incomes policy from
the middle of 1969 onwards.



Some conclusions of the relationship between productivity

bargaining and the docks were:-

1 - It was necessary to reorganise the Port Transport
Industry as a result of technological
advancements in cargo handling. This ultimately

led to the Devlin programme.

2 - The long term aim of the unions, i.e. 'regular
employment', coincided with some employers'

objectives.

3 - The chosen approach of productivity bargaining

was approved as a 'tool' because of:
(a) It was part of a Government policy.

(b) It was seen as effective in changing
attitudes, particularly against a

volatile work force.

(c) '"Integrative bargaining' was accepted
by union representatives nationally

and locally.

4 - At National level, the TGWU supported productivity
bargaining as part of Incomes Policy.

5 - At local elvel the TGWU encouraged productivity

bargaining because:-

(a) The previous experience of the Fawley
Agreement had made them supporters of
the 'new' bargaining form. The local
Regional Secretary sought to extend

this approach to the docks.

(b) The responsibility for the commercial
performance of Southampton Docks was

compatible with the Fawley experience.



6 - Local employers in the Southampton region
had, since the Fawley Agreements, become aware
of the coercive or repercussive effect
productivity bargaining caused in either an

inter-plant or intra-plant situation.

7 - The trade unions failed to embark on any form
of training that focussed on productivity

bargaining.



PART II



CHAPTER 4

THE SOUTHAMPTON DECASUALISATION
AND MODERNISATION NEGOTIATIONS : 1967-70

Introduction

Part I examined the change in direction of collective
bargaining which was brought about by the impact

of productivity bargaining. Furthermore, the

main areas of debate about productivity bargaining

in the port industry prior to the publication

of the Devlin Report were examined. In conclusion,

a summary of reasons behind the Devlin programme

for reform was given.

In the field of labour relations, the central

feature of the Devlin Inquiry was that modernisation
became identified with post-Devlin reforms. An
objective of Part II of the study is to examine

the impact and implications of the Devlin modernisation
programme. To achieve this aim the subsequent
developments in industrial relations in Southampton

Docks are looked at, spanning a twelve year period.

This time duration is examined and analysed by
three detailed case-studies, all of which have
varying time scales. These extended case-studies
indicate by 'social dramas' (see Footnote) the
operation of certain basic principles of social
organisation. By selecting a strategic series

of events it is intended to analyse the actions
of the 'actors' and reflect their position in

the social structure.

Footnote: The expression 'social drama' was used by Turner
in 1957, when describing his extended case studies of one
African people. He stated that: 'Through the social drama
we are able to observe the crucial principles of the social
structure in operation and their relative dominance at
successive points in time'. V.W. Turner's Schism and
Continuity in an African Society (University Press).



This approach could be deemed necessary having
considered the observations of P.C. Stubbs (et

al) when examining the economics of containerisation
in the port industry. Stubbs clearly noted the
importance of industrial relations within the
economic framework stating, ' ..... that
technological change brings a host of consequernces
of which the impact on labour is one of the most

critical’. (see Footnote).

The aim of this chapter (Chapter 4) is to examine
the Devlin modernisation programme negotiations.

The parallel talks which introduced the working
arrangements the former negotiations had established
in principle are also discussed. Therefore, the
changes required to cope with modernisation and
their impact on working practices and arrangements

are reviewed in detail.

Early Attempts at the 'Productivity

Package' Commitment

As a result of Government and large employer pressure
the NJC for the Port Transport Industry established

a 'pilot-study' on decasualisation. In October

1961 a working party issued the 'Crichton-Cousins
manifesto' (1), The pirective attacked the casual
system of employment as the root of the industry's
problems. 'The real obstacle to more effective
decasualisation has been the lack of flexibility

in the deployment of labour in the most effective

manner' (2).

Footnote: An analysis of the economic and technological impact
containerisation made within the port transport industry is
given by P.C, Stubbs, W.J. Tyson and M.Q. Dalvi in Transport
Economics. (George Allen and Unwin, 1984). The author's
statistical and economic analysis takes account of the
important role industrial relations plays in adopting
technological change. P.184.



The remedy, it was suggested, was for both sides

of the industry to agree to mechanisation, rationalising
the employment structure and flexible mannings.

The 'Accord' recommended a seven-point programme

which local joint councils were asked to implement

within three months. They were:-

1 - The preservation of the Dock Labour Scheme.

2 - The engagement of a 'substantial majority'

of the men on the register on a weekly basis.

3 - All workers would be able to expect weekly
engagement after a period of service, but
no worker should be compelled to be so employed,
and no individual employer should be compelled

to engage a particular dockworker.

4 - The provision for 'allocation by rotation'
of those workers not employed on a weekly

basis.

5 - The abolition of restrictive practices including

all practices inhibiting the mobility of labour.
6 - The fullest possible use of mechanical aids.

7 - Where possible, the adoption of shift-work. (3)

The union leadership sanctioned scrapping all
such practices and introducing shift work where
appropriate. In return, the employers would keep
the Dock Labour Scheme and hire most men on a
weekly basis, without the compulsion on men or
management to accept the offer of permanency or

recruit all new entrants as permanent men.

The item of contention was the commitment to abolish

all restrictive practices: item 5 of the manifest.



The union argued that working arrangements would
create change as a direct result of decasualisation
which was vastly different from the prior removal

of all obstacles to full efficiency.

As a consequence of ' ..... growing attacks from
the rank-and-file, who labelled the manifesto

a charter for 'industrial Dartmoor' ..... local
discussion of the manifesto was painfully slow.
In Southampton it was rejected outright by the
men ..... (4)

The proposals of the Directive were not accepted
in principle, however the TGWU was officially
committed and a joint committee was established
to consider decasualisation at National level.

No real progress was made until after the 1964
pay dispute. The 1965 Devlin report stated guite
clearly that the employers were trying to buy

too much for too little and not surprisingly the
men feared their leaders were committing them

further than they wanted to go.

The 1961 National Directive indicated the intention

of embarking on the lines of a 'productivity package'

and the influence of the American M & M agreement

is apparent as employers hoped they could buy

out the rule book on a promise of partial decasualisation.
The industrial sparring of the early 1960s clarified

the issues of importance for the Devlin Committee

and signalled to the employers that any scheme

which did not give 100 per cent permanency stood

little chance of success: but the seed of the

'productivity package' had been sown.



Negotiations leading to Decasualisation

and the Implementation of Devlin

The negotiations which led to the final implementation
of the Devlin programme were divided into two
'phases' - I and II, which carried the industry

from casual employment, low basic pay supplemented

by a variety of extra payments and 'restrictive
practices' into a situation of a high weekly basic
wage, the permanent attachement of dockers to

a smaller number of larger employers, and a much
greater flexibility of labour. At this time,

the basic agreement covering dock work in Southampton
was the 'Blue Book' of 1951, which replaced the
wartime 'Buff Book'.

The agreement provided for a basic 44 hour week
(Monday to Friday, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., plus 4 hours
Saturday morning). There were two main calls

at 7.45 a.m. and 12.45 p.m. Manning scales were
fixed and flexibility and mobility were limited
by the 'continuity rule'. It was a condition
that men should complete their engagement with
the same employer before accepting other employment.
The continuity rule was seen as protecting the
casual men: before the rule was enforced there
was a possibility that the best paid Jjobs would
go to the 'perms' at the morning call. 1In the
afternoon the 'casuals' could be paid off, and
their work given to the 'perms' who had finished;
hence the rule was 'first to finish, first to
transfer'. The agreement was viewed by the shop
stewards as a bad one; the sources of conflict

were the 'stress of weather' clause and overtime.

An important issue at this time was the problem
of the number of employers in Southampton, of

which there were five major ones.



1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

British Transport Docks Board;

South Coast Stevedoring Company Limited;

A.E. Smith Coggins (Southampton) Limited;
Southampton Harbour Board;

International Cold Storage and Ice Company Limited.

There were also three 'specialist' firms.

1)
2)
3)

E. Soper & Co. (a checking firm);
Corrals (fuels):;

British Road Services (road haulage).

By tradition BTDB men were employed on the quay

while South Coast Stevedores employed shipside

men and the Harbour Board controlled the Town Quay

and several wharves. On lst January 1968 the

Southampton Cargo Handling Company was established

under BTDB control , when they and South Coast

Stevedores merged. 1In 1964 the National Ports

Council recommended the BTDB have the sole Estuarial

authority over the Southampton Harbour Board.

The Southampton Chamber of Commerce opposed the

recommendation while TGWU shop stewards favoured

it on the grounds that the multiplicity of employers

had been the crux of London's problems. In July

1966 the Ministry of Transport issued a statement

on transport policy with the purpose of bringing

about a large scale reduction in the number of

licensed employers. A.E. Coggins was refused

a licence and following an inquiry in 1968 the

BTDB finally got authority over Southampton Harbour

Board, which meant that Southampton Dockers were

to enter Devlin Phase I in September 1967 with

officially only two employers; but because of

a later merger,effectively only one employer.

This was to play a vital role in the attitudes

of the dockers to 'decasualisation' in 1967 and

'modernisation' in 1970.



The Southampton Devlin Phase I Agreement

In the main, Phase I negotiations were dealt
with nationally and on the 30th June 1967 the

independent members ¢f the National Modernisation

Committee sent a report tuv the Minister of Transport

stating that in their view enough changes had

been negotiated to allow the introduction of Phase
I by the 15th September.

They listed the primary restrictive practices as:

1) Mobility of dockers from job to job;

2) Welting and spelling (i.e. dividing a gang

in half and working turn-about) (see Footnote)

3) Restrictions on overtime.

The abolition of these practices, they contended,

qualified for a 'Productivity Deal' on the grounds
that they would:

Footnote:

later)
system
system
on the
was so

Enable weekend work to start in the London
Enclosed Docks;

Eliminate 'spelling' in Glasgow and 'welting'
in Liverpool;

Enable ships which would otherwise have
been idle for periods to be worked
continuously;

Speed the turn-round of ships generally;

Facilitate the introduction of further

measures of modernisation of cargo handling

such as roll on/roll off, containerisation

and mechanisation;

'"Welting' and 'Spelling' was (and will be discussed

termed by the Devlin Commission as a highly organised
of bad time-keeping. It was a symptom of the casual

on one hand and the imposition of restrictive practices
other. However, the practice of welting and spelling
deep-seated that it remains in effect today, and has

been referred to as 'ghosting' in other industries.



f) In the major ports, both employers and
men will operate in particular sections
of the ports and will therefore become
experienced in particular types of cargo;

g) The greater stability of employment will
assist the unions to develop a system
of shop stewards and thus to keep in

closer contact with their members. This
should help to reduce further the incidence
of industrial unrest.' (5)

The report was accepted by the Minister and published
an order on the 22nd August to introduce Phase

I on the 18th September 1967. It was further

noted that 41 ports had agreed to eliminate restrictive
practices, while 7 ports had not reached agreement;
Southampton being one of them. Since the rejection
of the employers' proposals of the 16th January

1967 the principal arguments were over mobility.

The negotiations centred around the principle

of "first to finish, first to transfer', as the
employers wanted complete mobility and to end
transfer payments, while the shop stewards wanted

to maintain them, and would only agree to transfer

in times of labour shortage. After pressure had

been placed on the employers by the NMC, a basis

for an agreement was established on 10th July

1967 and represented a much limited advance of

the earlier employers' proposals and they agreed

that to institute decasualisation in Southampton

only minimal changes would be necessary. An important
factor of the success of the trade union side

was the unwillingness of the Southampton shop
stewards and dockers to join the 'Anti-Devlin'

strikes in other ports in September and October.

The Phase I agreement was as follows:-



1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

The employers' offer of 10s 0d per man per
week was final (the Southampton employers
had to pay this as a 'mobility payment' in
order to seek mobility from job-to-job, and
was the maintenance »f the 'transfer payment'
to be paid whether a docker was required to

transfer or not).

It was agreed that: one Port Labour Officer
(P.L.0.) and two Transfer Officers who would
be available on the 15th September, should

be taken on to the staff of the Port Employers'
Association for the future allocation of work.
(This clause was altered so that by the 18th
September there were 4 PLO's, whose function

was the allocation of work).

It was also agreed that the Local Modernisation
Committee should continue to supervise all
stages of decasualisation, including allocation

problems.

Regarding present permanent men, it was agreed
that they would have no unfair advantage over

pool men who would become permanent.

There would be a merger between BTDB and South
Coast Stevedores whatever the licensing position

turned out to be.

The present system of allocation of night
work should remain unchanged.
(There was at this time between 150-200 voluntary

and continuous night-men, which was sufficient).

It was agreed that the work people should

be given new numbers in consecutive form according



to the groups in which they worked. The gang
structure would remain. (What this meant
in practice was that the manning-scales were

not altered).

8) It was agreed that there was no necessity
to change the allocation procedure for Saturday
morning work.

(This was a roster system of allocation).

9) It was also proposed that equality of earnings
would be considered by a J.C.C., but this

proposal was not carried out in practice.

10) It was stated by the employers that so far
as mobility was concerned, it was most difficult
to write a 'reasonable' clause into a document.
The employers stated that full use would be
made of their labour force at all times and
this being so, any transfers by the employers
must be on a reasonable basis. In any case,
this aspect would be scrutinised by the Work
Peoples' representatives who would always
point out any difficulties. The employers
agreed that first-to-finish, first to transfer

would be the principle.

At national level a Phase I 'Provisional Agreement'’
was effective from 18th September 1967, and provided

for:

1) A minimum daily wage of 44s 4d for a dock
worker available for eight full hours of work.

2) A modernisation payment of 1ls 0d per hour
as a flat rate.

3) A guarantee of £15 per week for five days'
availability for work.



The unions agreed that the National Policy Directive
of 2nd September 1965 be observed, which called

for the abolition on restrictions of mobility,
flexibility and overtime working. Therefore,
Southampton dockers improved on the National Agreement

of Devlin Phase I by:

1) A 10s 0d per week 'mobility payment'.

2) The maintenance of the PLO function.

3}  Only 'reasonable' and not complete mobility
could be demanded.

4) The maintenance of manning scales.

5) The retention of the practice of 'first

to finish, first to transfer'.

Welfare Schemes

Another aspect of Devlin Phase I was the introduction
of a sick-pay scheme which gave £6 per week to

a docker on sick entitlement. The TGWU also sought

a pension ranging from 25s 0d to £5 per week,

but the employers maintained that pension arrangements
were contingent upon agreements being reached

on the reduction of the compulsory age of retirement
from 68 to 65. On the 26th July 1967 the employers
proposed:

1)  That on the date of decasualisation there
should be an immediate reduction of the
compulsory retirement age to 65.

2) Lump sum payments to men retiring on that

date should be as follows:

Men aged 65 £600
Men aged 66 £350
Men aged 67 £200



3) That men aged 64 on that date should
receive £200 on reaching 65 and men aged

63 should receive £150 on reaching 65.

The TGWU would only accept these terms on the
condition that the severence scheme would be
'voluntary'. The proposals were later rejected
by the NJC and the employers had to accept a
voluntary severence scheme based on the above
payments. In Southampton 62 dockers accepted

voluntary severence under the new scheme.

The TGWU continued to press for three weeks annual

leave which was resisted by the employers.

The negotiations then turned from Phase I of Devlin
- decasualisation - to Phase II - the 'modernisation’
of the industry. Phase I had involved the exchange
of certain limited alterations in working practices
in return for the attachment of dock workers to

a permanent employer; but more important was the
union committment to productivity bargaining,

the reorganisation of the employer structure in

the industry, and the decline of the small employer.

The Southampton Devlin Phase II Agreement

Phase II was to be far more wide-ranging in its

scope of bargaining. The principal of local productivity
bargaining was established by the newly constituted
National Modernisation Committee. Local committees
considered a series of 'restrictive practices'

which hindered the adaptation of new cargo handling
techniques in the industry. 1In return for radical
changes in working practices and the acceptance

of redundancy through 'natural wastage' and severence,
the employers offered a high weekly basic wage

and an end to the insecurity of piecework and

'supplementary' payments.



After encouragement from the NMC for local
representatives to participate in the local

negctiations of Phase II, two options arose.

1) To give prioritv to the linking-up between
dockers in Southamptc. arnd those in other
ports in order to prevent 'under~-cutting'

and inter=-union competition.

2) To offer a better service in Southampton in
order to attract trade, and investment in
mechanised cargo-handling techniques, if

necessary from other ports.

The Southampton officals and stewards chose the
latter course to take as they were aware that
transatlantic flights were biting into passenger
liner traffic. Passenger ships at this time were
labour intensive, therefore any reduction in
passenger trade would require replacing, and that
included containerisation. They began Phase II
negotiations in November 1967 by sending a letter
from the TGWU to the employers making it clear
that progress should not be impeded by the backward
thinking of other ports. The first important

event in the negotiations was the writing, in

June 1968, of the 'Southampton Dockers' Charter'

by the TGWU Regional Secretary. This document

set out the general aims of the union as follows:

1) 24 hour-7 day week operation.

2) A 4-day week of 35 hours.

3) The abolition of the Temporary Register.

4) An apprenticeship scheme of three years,
starting at 17.

5) 3 week's holiday.



6) An approved sick pay scheme.

7) A supplementary pension to boost the national
scheme.

8) Adequate severence pay for those leaving the

industry.

In November 1968 a joint Working Party was set

up, which consisted of four foremen and four shop
stewards. The object was to examine a wide range
of jobs so as to determine if and how it was possible
to reduce manning scales. The Working Party covered

such areas as:

1) Passenger traffic manning.

2) Allocation of customs men.

3) Use of composite gangs on the quay.

4) Use of composite gangs receiving baggage.

5) Use of mobile loading and striking gangs for
minor operations.

6) Mobility of station men.

7) Changes in store gang manning.

8) Ferry terminals and compounds.

9) Dinner hour working on passenger vessels.

In a way the Working Party performed the function

of a management consultant and its report, accepted
in the Spring of 1969, formed the basis of 'Stage 1°'
of the Phase II negotiations. The employers proposed
in their 'Statement of Intent' of 7th March 1969

to implement Devlin Phase II in 3 stages.

'Stage 1'was the payment of a £25 per week holiday
bonus (for 2 weeks) with a possible further £25

at Christmas in return for the implementation

of the Working Party's suggestions regarding the
cutting of manning scales. In fact the main change

accepted by the men was in passenger-ship time-work,



and as this was not economically important to the
employers it could be said that the significance
of 'Stage 1' was the establishment of the main
principle of productivity bargaining, i.e. money
in exchange for changes in working practices.

Stage 1 was implemented on 9th June 1969.

'Stage 2'was to consist of a pay structure made
up of:

1) a basic daily wage,
2) a productivity bonus,

which was to be in return for flexibility of working,

i.e. the abandonment of traditional manning scales.

'Stage 3'was provisionally set for September 1970

and was to consist of a move over to a daily wage
with no bonus system, but in actual fact 'Stage

2 & 3' were amalgamated together during negotiations

and Southampton moved straight over to time-work.

At the same time the Employers set out their detailed

'Requirements under Phase II of Devlin' :-

1) Working hours

a) The abolition of late starts and early
finishes.

b) The abolition of extended tea breaks.

¢) The reintroduction of the 7 a.m. start
on passenger ships.

d) Necessary overtime to complete a ship
to sail.

e) 24 hour working, 7 days a week at
specialised berths, i.e. containers, ferries.

f) Weekend working on a roster system.



2) Manning

a) Flexibility in manning, e.g. varying the
size of gangs, movement from ship to ship
and task to task.

b) Abolition of the system of 'first to finish,
first to transfer', (i.e. an end to the
'continuity rule').

c) Abolition of separate work forces for

the Eastern and Western Docks.

3) Industrial Relations

a) Full acceptance of agreements negotiated
and an adherence to proper negotiating
machinery, i.e. no stoppages of work or
mass meetings in working hours.

b) Bearing in mind the intention to mechanise
the industry, the employers would expect
the trade union's full co-operation in
recruiting suitable men. It is agreed
there should be an acceptable apprenticeship

scheme.

The employers stated that they would expect no
redundancy to result from the implementation of
these proposals. At this time, the employers
were proposing a wage scale of £25 per week, i.e.

£5 per day whether work was performed or not (see

Footnote). This was to be supplemented by a tonnage
bonus with a guaranteed minimum of £1 per day.

They were also prepared to introduce a third week's
holiday in the winter of 1969.

Footnote: This would suggest that the problems posed by welting
and spelling as defined by Devlin were of smaller significance

in the Southampton negotiations. Therefore management chose

not to tackle this problem at this point but sought to achieve
gﬁ*acceptance of containerisation before getting involved in

the probable contentious area of 'highly organised bad time-
keeping'.



At the Local Modernisation Committee meeting of
1l6th June, 1969, the trade union side presented

their counter proposals.

1) £40 per week within two years. This to be
made up to £30 per week basic pay plus £10
per week productivity bonus.

2) A 35 hour week.

3) A retirement gratuity of £1,000.

4) A third week's holiday beginning winter 1969.

5) An improved sick pay scheme.

6) An apprenticeship scheme.

7) A differential payment between shipside and

quayside men.

During the summer of 1969 the union changed its
mind to a flat basic wage with no productivity
bonus. The employers were divided on this issue,
but at the LMC meeting of 13th November 1969,

both sides agreed that 'piecework would have to

be eliminated sooner or later' and it was proposed
that each side recommend the following to their

constituents:-

a) That there would be a complete elimination
of piecework.

b) There should be a two-tier system of pay with
a differential based on different jobs (i.e.
less for 'light duty' men).

(It was also agreed at this meeting to enlarge
the LMC by four on each side to form a working
party to speed up negotiations and deal with detailed

problems in need of clarification).

The proposals were accepted by both sides and
on 4th December 1969 the employers issued a revised



statement of intent. It was rejected by the men
at a mass meeting on 1llth December on the grounds
that:

a) The employers offer of £32-10s for 'A' men
and £25 for 'B' men was not sufficient.

b) The proposed shift system of 8 a.m.- 5 p.m.
and 5 p.m.- 1 a.m. plus 5 p.m.- 9 p.m.

(passenger) and 8 p.m.- 6 a.m. was not acceptable.

At the meeting of 8th January 1970 the union side

' gave its counter proposals:

1) Not to have a 5 p.m.- 9 p.m. shift.

2) Longer notice to be given to men required
for work.

3) A long term end to the Seasonal Register.

4) A long term end to the 40 hour week.

5) £40 per week.

6) A better rotation for night work.

7) Overtime payments of time + 1/4 on weekdays
and time + % on Saturday and Sunday was not

acceptable.

The employers replied on the 12th January with

an offer of £33 10s (£32 10s + £1 bonus) and £27 10s
plus 3 weeks holidays at £32 10s per week. This was
also not acceptable to the union side. After
further negotiations the employers made their
"final' offer on 21st January. This consisted

of:

1) £36 per week for 'A' men.

2) £28 10s for 'B' men.

3) Overtime to remain time + 1/4 weekday and
time + % Saturday and Sunday.

4) The Agreement to be implemented as soon as
possible (given as 1lst April).



The

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

union side countered:~

£37 10s for 'A' men.

£30 for 'B' men.

Implementation to be lst March, not lst April.
Full holiday bonus to be paid to men who retire
in 1970.

Overtime to be time + % weekdays, double time

Sundays.

At this point negotiations were interrupted by

developments in London as Press reports disclosed

proposals of 311/4 hour week in the London Enclosed

Docks with the effect of reinforcing the dockers'
demands for the 35 hour week. At the LMC meeting

of 3rd February 1970 the union introduced the
demand for £33 10s but now for five 61/4 hour
shifts.

In return, the employers forwarded:

1)
2)

3)

The

1)

2)
3)

4)

£36 'final offer'.

An acceptance of time + % on weekdays but
offered £12 for 8 hours work on Sunday.

A rejection of the union's demand to reduce
to proposed 5 p.m.- 1 a.m. shift to 5 p.m.-
midnight.

union further proposed:

The Workday day to be 8 a.m.- 5 p.m. with

a 7 a.m. start for baggage operations when
required.

The evening shift to be 5 p.m. to midnight.
Overtime to be time + % weekdays and double
time Sundays.

No 9 p.m.- 6 a.m. shift, but if the employers
insisted this should be on a basis of a fixed

night force for a week at a time.



5) There should be no 5 p.m.- 9 p.m. shift.

6) All this was proposed pending the employers'
committment to introduce a 35 hour week from
the 1lst October 1970.

On the basis of this a revised document containing
the employers' requirements for Phase II of Devlin
was prepared on 23rd February 1970. The report
accepted the first two of the union proposals,

but included a 9 p.m.- 6 a.m. and a 5 p.m.- 9 p.m.
shift. The employers also wanted to apply flexibility
on Sundays as well as weekdays, whilst the union

side sought to maintain manning scales for Sunday
work. Finally, the employers maintained their
earlier offer of £36 and £28 10s for 40 hours.

These proposals were discussed during March but
rejected on the 24th on the grounds that the £36

was inadequate and that the weekend manning proposals
were unsatisfactory. At this stage, the union

side attempted to resolve the deadlock on the

basis of a reduction in hours. At the LMC of

8th April, the union proposed 3 points for further

discussion.

1) The basic pay of £36.
2) Hours of work (i.e. the 35 hour week).

3) Weekend manning.

This was rejected by the employers and at this

stage the parties registered a 'failure to agree'

with the NMC. The union established an overtime

ban and a ban on recruitment to the Temporary Register.
The employers requirements were re-written during
this period (13th April 1970) and the document

in the main formed the basis of the final agreement.
The NMC suggested that the employers offer should

be accepted for a period of 6 or 9 months and

then renegotiated but was rejected by the union side.



On 21st May 1970 the LMC met to discuss the NMC
proposals which was to be the principal meeting

of the negotiations. The employers stated that
they were prepared to offer £36 for a 35 hour
week, which was rejected by the Regional Secretary
on the grounds that the 35 hour week was imminent

on a national basis.

At this point the Union side said they would recommend
£37 10s for 40 hours and a firm date (e.g. lst
September 1970) for the introduction of the 35
hour week. This latter part was recognised as

'flexible' and 'subject to negotiation'.

This was the hub of the negotiations and the reason
the union retreated from its demand for £40 per
week was that key members believed that the 35

hour week was about to be introduced nationally
through the NJC for the Port Transport Industry.

In a private meeting they calculated that £37 10s
for 35 hours would give a higher rate per hour

than £40 for 40 hours (21s 64 as opposed to 20s).
This would multiply through over-time payments

etc. Actually, the 35 hour week was not due to

be introduced and has still not been introduced

by 1987. Furthermore some key shop stewards feared
that shipping lines would leave Southampton for

London if there were deadlock.

The demand of £37 10s and £28 10s for 'B' men
was accepted by the employers, and it became the
employers offer when some of the trade union side

tried to get a committment to a 35 hour week.

Negotiations then moved on to clearing up detailed
parts of the proposed agreement through the working

parties. The principal outstanding problems were:



1) Weekend manning.
2) The number of stewards to be employed full

time to supervise the agreement.

The situation was interrupted by the 20 day national
dock strike of July-August 1970. As a result

of the Pearson Report (which brought an end to

the strike) a further £1 was added to the wage
offer, making £38 10s and £29 10s. Following

the strike a mass meeting was held with a result
that several new demands were made which were
intially rejected by the employers except an offer
from £6 to £7 per week as an improved sick pay

scheme was made.

After further negotiations the employers introduced
a formula for maintaining manning scales on Sundays
whilst having flexibility during the remainder

of the week. They also undertook to maintain

the size of the Register during the term of the
Agreement. Sick pay was increased to £9 per week

for the first two weeks and £8 afterward.

The draft agreement was issued to all main registered
dock workers on 9th October and was signed on

the 27th November 1970, and became operative from
30th November 1970.

The final agreement consisted of:-

a) A basic working day of two shifts from Monday
- Friday of 8 a.m.- 5 p.m. and 5 p.m.- midnight.

b) Additional shifts for passenger ships (voluntary)
of 5 p.m.- 9 p.m. and 9 p.m.- 6 a.m.

¢) It was accepted in principal that 24 hour
working would be necessary on 'specialised
berths' (container berths).



d)

e)

3)

k)

Allocations for the 5 p.m.- midnight shift
and for weekend working were to be made on

a roster system.

The wage payment was £38 10s for Group 1 men
and £29 10s for Group 2 men (for 40 hours).
It was accepted that the 'first to finish,
first to transfer' should end, and there was
to be complete flexibility and mobility of
working from ship to ship, from ship to quay
or quay to ship, and from task to task. Sunday
manning was to be maintained at the original

level of operation.

Works council was provided for (but not instituted)

and a disputes procedure was instituted.

A local sick pay scheme was instituted and

an apprenticeship scheme was provided for

(but not implemented). Training in mechanised
aids were provided for.

The labour force was one unit and was not

to be divided between Eastern and Western
Docks.

The eventual object should be the division

of the dock into zones, each being self-
contained and having a labour force attached

to it. (see Footnote).

The Agreement was to run for one year.

(Source: The Port of Southampton Productivity
Agreement between the Southampton Port Employers
Association and the Transport & General Workers
Union covering the Rates of Pay and Working
Conditions of Dock Workers at the Port of

Southampton) .

Footnote: This objective was strongly opposed by the dockers

once containerisation got under way on the grounds that an elite
container berth labour force would bring about a return to the
despised 'blue-eyed' system. Therefore men were allocated between
the container berths and rest of port on a roster system. A
separate work force to the container berths was not achieved

by management until 3rd January 1987.



Local opposition to the Devlin Programme

The Devlin programme was introduced into Southampton
without a major dispute (although there was an
overtime ban and a refusal to increase the temporary
register in April and May 1970), whilst some other
ports had a high level of localised conflict during
negotiations. The terms of the Southampton agreement
were seen by some commentators as the 'key to

sucess' of Devlin and Southampton was hailed the

'success story' of Devlin.

Five months after the introduction of Phase 11,
David Wilson wrote in the Financial Times:

'In Southampton, modernistaion has proved itself,
in London it has been a disaster ..... It is a
success which vindicates the Devlin philosophy
of how ports should be modernised ..... It gives

text book examples of new co-operation, not conflict'(6),

The response of the TGWU towards Devlin did not
challenge the employers' or Governments' power

or policies in any but marginal areas, and this

was indeed the principal factor in the successful
application of the Devlin programme. Due to this
success, the position of both the employers and
Government was strengthened, because dockers entered
a period of severance, intra-union conflict and

an inability to act nationally against containerisation.

For its part, the non-political opposition was
overwhelmed by the complexity of productivity
bargaining, which was able to attract dockers

with money and welfare improvements, whilst 'buying
out' and limiting future bargaining power. But
there was opposition to the Devlin programme that
offered an alternative response to the problems
posed by Devlin. Their principal aim was to present

an alternative to Devlin, either in the way the



industry was to be organised, or in the terms

given to the dockers. The opposition did not

come from within dock workers belonging to the
Communist Party (CP) due to a lack of organisation,
and were therefore unable to construct an independent

local CP policy.

It came instead from the International Socialists
(IS) and was at source not within the union at

all. The theme of opposition the IS adopted was

a general campaign of propaganda which attempted

to win support from those dockers who felt they

were being inadequately represented by trade union
officials and from those shop stewards who had
become suspicious of Devlin. The prime instrument
of the IS campaign was a leaflet entitled the
'Southampton Port Bulletin'. It attempted to

analyse the employers requirements and increase

the militancy of the rank and file, hoping to
convince them of the dangers of the Devlin programme.
The IS did not influence the mainstream of negotiations,
nor did it obtain any long-term members. However,

in its way, it represented an 'alternative' approach

to the problems of Devlin. (see Footnote)

The first publication of the Southampton Port
Bulletin was issued on 7th November 1969, which
was well into the Phase II negotiations. 1Issues
such as nationalisation, national wage claims
and the controversial 'dockers sons' issue were
commented upon. Containerisation was a central
theme to the SPB. The first bulletin viewed with
trepidation the impact of containerisation:-

' ..... at the present time it is on the cards
that containerisation will bring huge profits
for the employers, much harder work for the port
workers and redundancy' (7).

Footnote: See J. Fisher's Ph.D. 'Decasualisation and Modernisation
in the Port Transport Industry 1976' for detailed analysis.



Having described the international impact of
modernistaion the SPB made firm demands that:
'The only final answer is to get rid altogether
of a system which makes dockers jobs the price

to technical improvements. This can only happen
through a political movement of the werking class

on an international scale' (8).
The 'Bulletin' proposed:-

'l. Shop stewards' control of manning-scales.

2. A cast iron, WRITTEN guarantee of no
redundancy.

3. Opening the books - how much profit are
the bosses making out of the deal?

4. A wage settlement relating to work performed
- not a measly £5 or £6 a day for moving
thousands of tons of cargo.

5. Linking up with other ports to prevent
the employers playing Southampton dockers
off against other dockers. Joint action
against the employers' (9).

If any successful campaign against Devlin was

to be mounted, then item 5 was a necessity. Of

the other demands the employers could not have
granted without undermining the whole of their
position under Devlin. The IS hoped to gain ground

by management's refusal towards them.

The Bulletin maintained a similar stance throughout

Phase II, although the IS had no opportunity to

put its demands through organisational channels.

Tony Cliff's 'Employers Offensive - Productivity

Bargains and How to Fight Them' had been published

by the fourth Bulletin (16.01.70) and it sought

to identify the Devlin programme as a productivity

deal. 'Southampton dockers are faced with a productivity
deal, as over six million other workers in the

country have been. In return for a wage increase,

the workers sign away for more 'productivity',



'efficiency' or 'flexibility' which means: harder
work' (10) | The publication of Cliff's book had
an impact on some of the Southampton shop stewards
who maintained that negotiations would have been
better if approached from a different tack. At
the time of realising this, negotiations were

in such an advanced stage it was felt impossible

to reverse it. (11)

Not only were counter-~demands made regarding the
'quid pro quo' but 'parity' with other major ports
were constantly emphasised. This was a realistic
counter-demand and the value of it was realised
too late by the militant section within the TGWU.
The figure of £54 per week for container working
at Tilbury was used as a comparison to the Southampton
offer of £37 10s 0d. 'Bulletin' No. 3 highlighted
the pitfalls of accepting a low offer. It was
pointed out in 'Parity - The Only Answer' :- 'By
accepting lower pay than other ports, Southampton
dockers will force a lowering of conditions in
other ports. By demanding parity with London

and Liverpool, Southampton dockers will help force
the employers to give decent conditions to all
British ports' (12) | 1t was further recognised
that:- 'By the employer offering different rates
and conditions, they will always be able to play

one section of workers against another' (13),

Another ring of truth the IS predicted in the

'Bulletin' was pointed out as:

'The biggest card in the employers' hand is

to say to Southampton dockers ..."If you
don't agree to our terms, the shippers will
take their ships to other ports". But this
is what they are also saying to the dockers
in Tilbury and in Liverpool ..... The only
answer is to meet the employers as a united
front. The time has gone when those speaking
for Southampton dockers could say ..."To hell
with London, we'll look after ourselves".

The bosses know this. Do you?' (14)



The IS, although questioning the impact containerisation
would have on the dock industry deeper than the
'official' negotiating group, did not significantly
alter the pattern of the Devlin programme either

at local or national level. The principal reason

for this was due firstly to the perspective of

the majority of shop stewards being confined by

'"trade union' demands, and secondly, because their
political experience was limited they adopted

a similar view on Devlin to that held by the TGWU
officials; namely the belief in the 'self sufficiency'
of their own trade union activity. Only the outcome
of the future would support or deny the IS held

view of concern and suspicion.

The way to an acceptance of change

The Devlin programme was the vehicle which enabled

the modernisation of the British dock industry.

It finally erased the casual system and piece-work

for permanent employment offering a high basic

wage and ostensibly 'bought the book', as did

the American Mechanisation and Modernisation Agreement
of 1960. Although the Southampton Devlin negotiations
involved the Local Modernisation Committee, agreements
and working arrangements involving containerisation
were dealt with by a Joint Negotiating Sub-Committee
which was established on the 24th November 1969.

The transitional period until the separate agreements
for separate berths involving container work had

been reached was in the main, by both sides, one

of trial and error and appears in retrospect
hap-hazard. Therefore to record all events would

be beyond the scope of this project as agreements

were amended with the build-up of container trade.
From its inception containerisation brought a

new array of machinery involving radical changes

in working practices and job functions. The Blue



Book established a set of principles which focussed
on the needs of containerisation. How each port

was to achieve this commitment was a matter for
local discussion,; and was, it could be suggested,

of more importance than the Devlin negotiations.

The following is how the management and TGWU tackled
the problem of the physical change to a new
technology.

Impact of Containerisation on Working Practices

A glance at the annual National register of permanent
dock workers reflects instantly all the reasons

why protective measures regarding job security

were so prevalent on the docks. (See Appendix 1 ).

In 1956 there were 78,722 men on the main register
which had reduced to 57,505 by 1967 at the time

of Devlin. Although the labour intensive requirements
for the big passenger ships would no longer be
required due to the down turn in passenger trade,

a firm intention of transforming Southampton to

a major container terminal was made known to the

dock worker in 1969 when management pointed out

«.... 'we could become the major container port

in 10 years, and having obtained the Far Eastern
Trade, it was hoped that other trade would follow' (15) .

The New Container Depot

On 29th January 1968 the British Rail Freightliners
Terminal and the Container Depot at Millbrook
opened, which facilitated the internal 'stuffing
and unstuffing' of containers. 1In the early

days there was a reluctance to work in the depot,
and some men asked to be transferred elsewhere

because a separate agreement was needed in this



area, which was not tied

to the piece-work systems

of the other parts of the port. There were also

cases of men who had the
but refused, while those
tested by an independent
on allocations were made

labour reqguirement was 2

opportunity to be trained
who were trained were

board, and from then

from the pool. The original

Drott drivers, 2 fork

lift drivers and 4 stevedores who worked on a

day shift basis. Experience had shown that any

unsatisfactory work, in particular the stuffing

of containers, was attributed to periods when

the labour force had been changed. At the beginning

it was normal practice in the container world for

shippers and representatives of Lloyds to visit

depots to see work in progress and assess the

competency of the depot.

'"In this depot, LloYds,

other shipping agencies and the shippers association

had found a very satisfactory standard which was

partly due to the men having been together for

some time.' (16)

Due to the depot being in competition with others,

management sought a permanent labour force and

made arrangements for pay to depot men of:-

(a) £5-4-0d per day as per the original agreement.
(b) £1-6-0d per day differential (Note: not paid

at weekends).

(c}) £1-17-44d for the two hours 5-7 p.m. (Container

berth).

(d) No work on Saturdays.

(e) Normal overtime rates for Sundays.

The additional 26/~ per day was not to be always

made but was conditioned by results.



Lashers (Labour to secure containers on deck)

Container ships demanded a regquirement to lash
deck cargo to which both the TGWU and Boilermakers
and Shipwrights Urion laid claim to the job. Some
ships used contractors for lashing and those so
employed were shipwrights but ... 'the Dock Labour
Board had already set up a sub-committee to decide
whether lashing was port transport work or not!!'
(see Footnote). The definition was later declared
to be dock work by the NDLB and lashing was seen
to be & specialist job requiring training. The
original manning was 8 lashers, 3 stevedores and

1 lander. The shop stewards expressed the view
that these men should not be integrated, as lashers
were trained men and the stevedores sent from

the pool were not, but agreement was found that
they assist one another and the P.L.O. should

see that the right type of man should be sent.

For a while lashing gave rise to problems as ship
operators alleged that it was not being performed
properly. 'There was a question of whether they
were 'all in' or not. There was a question of
payment when going from job to job. There was

a problem of extended meal breaks, and there was

a refusal to lash or unlash cargo loaded in other
ports' (17), The allocation had been half trained
lashers and half untrained lashers. Furthermore
the dockers complained of lack of supervision

and it was pointed out by management that additional

foremen were being sent to this type of work.

Footnote: A Joint Modernisation Working Party of workpeople
and management was set up to discuss locally the scope of dock
work created by containerisation (IJMWP 24.11.60).



The system of 'on job training' proved satisfactory
providing dilution between fully trained and part

trained men was not too great.

During Devlin Phase II of the container berth
negotiations, management expressed a wish for
permanent trained lashers to be at the berth but
shop stewards pointed out that insufficient lashers
had been trained. It was agreed that lashers

be allocated from trained lashers, or men who

had gained lashing experience, together with men
expressing a willingness to perform lashing duties.
The union side asked whether a basic weekly lashing
gang would be retained which was considered desirable
by management from Monday to Friday. Regarding
allocation if men were allocated on Sunday, then
such men as required for the weekly gang would

be taken from those who had been engaged on Sunday.

Van Carriers (Machines used for moving containers)

From the beginning of container berth operations

it was decided to keep van carrier drivers separate
from the ship operation. The original manning

was four van carrier drivers for three vehicles,

who were to be flexible between ship work and
"striking' (loading or unloading road vehicles),
although management expressed there was a preference
not to do so. Flexibility was agreed upon by

both sides and the union side suggested .... 'that

for purposes of relief there should be:

1 relief for up to 3 van carriers

2 reliefs over 3 van carriers.' (18)

Two days later the union side put forward proposals

to increase the number of spare van carrier drivers



due to increased pressure on men operating them.
Management agreed that one spare driver per two
machines in operation would be provided as an
interim measure until such time as radio aids

were available.

Training in van carrier driving was 'top priority'
and the BTDB investigated the possibility of
providing a machine during normal hours with NDLB
instructors. If this method failed, then training
outside of normal hours would be carried out if
instructors could be found. By October 1970,

30 trained van carrier drivers were operational
over a two shift period of 8 a.m.- 5 p.m. and

5 p.m.- midnight.

The recognised meal breaks should be taken and

reliefs operating on the following ratios:-

Machines Men

A Y W N
L 3 o U1 W

(19)

Therefore producing an increased requirement of

1% men per machine.

With an increasing requirement of a night shift
coverage extending a continuous operational work
flow and to exclude stoppages for meal breaks,

the union requested an increase in the van carrier
drivers to two per machine on the 3rd December

1970. The employers were prepared to accept double
manning provided:~



'8 a.m. starts prompt.

Both drivers to prepare their machine.
Reliefs when not driving to undertake

tasks assigned including customs examination,
clearing up and during modification to Nos.

1 and 2 machines, to accompany co-driver with
van carrier to depot when that machine was
required.' (20)

The employers reiterated that the number of van
carriers to be utilised for any one operation

was at the employers discretion. To cope with

a three-shift system, further van carrier drivers
had to be trained to the order of two per fortnight
so that in a short while the rota for a night

shift would be one week in every six.

The Three Shift System

At the beginning of container berth operations
the small number of containers handled were

dealt with mainly during the day shift, but with
the introduction of ACL and Seatrain traffic on
the 4th and 19th December 1969 respectively, management
proposed a two shift system of 7 a.m.- 2 p.m.

and 2 p.m.~ 9 p.m. with % hour meal break on each
shift. These shifts were to apply to work when

a ship was being worked and also to receiving

and striking operations on the berth but were
never implemented.

A committment to 24 hour coverage was made as

early as November 1969, when the Deputy Docks
Manager said ' .... to take OCL and ACT a big
container complex would be required and it would

be necessary to work 24 hours a day with a requisite
number of men to cover that period ... we had

to find work for 1800 people'. (21)
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The union side asked whether shifts were envisaged
when ships were not being handled and management
recognised the fact that the facility must be
available as deliveries might be required at night,
and suggested & pattern of 8 a.m.~- 4 p.m.: 4 p.m.~-
midnight: midnight - 8 a.m., which, as it transpired,

was not to be the final pattern.

With a near conclusion of the 'Blue Book' agreement,
which presented normal shifts of 8 a.m.- 5 p.m.

and 5 p.m.- midnight, it was further expressed

by management of a need of a third shift to compensate
for a change of arrival times of container ships.
The terms of the 'package deal' indicated 24 hour
coverage at container berths and the necessity

for this facility was agreed by both sides. As

an interim measure management requested a facility
to work after midnight in an emergency to complete
a vessel to sail, which was refused by the union
side for fear that the practice might spread to

conventional cargo operations.

On the 1lst March 1971 a sub-committee of the Local
Joint Modernisation Committee was established

whose terms of reference were:-

'"l) Look into any inefficiencies in the operations
carried out at the container terminal
on the present 8 a.m.~- 5 p.m. and 5 p.m.-
midnight shifts and

2) Tie in with (1) the implications of an
introduction of a third shift.

And to submit a report to the Local Joint
Modernisation Committee together with recommendations
where appropriate.' (22)

On the 25th March 1971 this committee sat to deliberate
on the operations viewed at the container berth
on the 23rd March. The implications of a third

shift were discussed but at the request of the
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union side the discussion were not developed. The
matter was referred pack to the full Local Joint

Modernisation Committee.

On the 26th May 1971, employers and the LMC met
to clarify issues clouding the possibilities of
introducing & third shift. although management
sought 24 hour coverage py three 8 hours shifts,
the union side refused this on the point that

the 'Blue Book' productivity Agreement originally
gave a requirement for only 7 hours on the evening
shift which should also be the span of the night
shift. They therefore stated an intention of
proposing a pattern of 0800-1600, 1600-2300,
2300-0600 to the membership on 27th May 1971.

1+ was finally accepted by the men albeit somewhat
reluctantly at first.

Solent Container gervices (scs) put forward a
License Application, hoping to establish a Terminal
Team concept, and proper employer*employee relationship
(see Footnote). It failed because of internal
opposition, and the TGWU agreed to give 'appropriate'
operational conditions to the BTDB. NO mention

was made of 4 shifts at this time. SCS in fact

went along with the existing system, and it was

only when this was proved to pe inadequate that

4 shifts were suggested. The 4 shift system was

in fact suggested by the union side and accepted

by SCS in spite of its cost, because it would
cffectively have created a Terminal Team. It

was then ejected at a Mass Meeting.

Footnote: golent Container Services Limited was a wholly owned
subsidiary of Overseas Container Lines, and was established

in 1970. SCS were responsible for the terminal operatioms at
204/205 pberths, of which the Far East Trio Line was its major
customer.
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Weekend Working

Management indicated their intention of a weekend roster

at the container berth on 22n4g October 1970 (one
month prier to the implementation of the Blue
Book). The union: side answered stating that when
there were sufficient traineqd van carrier drivers,
the roster used should be the general roster.

The view was expressed that with training it might
be Possible, say, 1in a month, +to have sufficient
van carrier drivers to put them on the main roster.
It was agreed that for the first month of the

'Blue Book' Agreement a Separate roster of van

carrier drivers should be kept.

With weekend working came two problem areas -
mobility and flexibility. The productivity agreement
was clear that there were no such allowances on
weekends. The shop stewards felt their task was

hard enough to pPersuade their membership to accept

a third shift without adding to the problem by

trying to change the working methods on Saturday

and Sunday.

mobility were hecessary, and that the night shift
men were being booked for 5 full seven turns and
should be Prepared to be flexible. 1n this instance,
where 3 group were engaged for the night shift

for the week there was no danger of other men

being frozen out of weekend work, and management
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of each shift in accordance with the employers
requirements. Where men were split up and detailed
to different jobs, the number sent to each job
would be in accordance with the manning for the
task. The job having been completed, the men
concerned would have been deemed to have completed
their task for that weekend shift. Weekend working
arrangements for the day and evening shift (excluding
Saturday morning, which was 8 a.m. -~ 1 p.m., with
facility to work to 5 pP.m. under special conditions)
would be operated as was at the present time,

i.e. men called for when required.

The Growth and Scope of Containerisation

The first container ships to use Southampton were
converted coasters and consequently the development
of containerisation started in a modest way. On
October 28th, 1968 the Belgian Lines (later Dart
Line) "Teniers", with 30 containers, was the first
vessel to use the container berth, while Dart
Container Line began service to Southampton with
the ex-Belgian Line "Brughel" on 16th June 1969,

By July 28th the same year the "Jorg Kruger" made

a start for Dart Container Lines Canadian Services
by shipping 47 containers, but the "Atlantic
Causeway" was the first large cellular container
ship to sail from Southampton, and did so on 4th
December 1969. About a fortnight later Seatrain
commenced container Operations with the "Transoregon".
With an extension of two more container berths,
Trio Lines began their Far East service with the
arrival of the "Kamakura Maru" on 29th January
1972. Trio were later to be Competing for Far

East trade when A.C.E. group's "Oriental Exporter™"

began service, but later withdrew operations during
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December 1978. June 1976 saw a resumption of
Seatrain with a call of their "Eurofreighter"

and a direct Canadian Service with ACL started

cn 24th May 1978 with the "Mount Royal" while

a month earlier SAECS vessel "City of Durban"

began container trade with South Africa. On the
12th September of the same year, the "Helen" arrived
at Southampton on her maiden voyage on ABC's

Australia route.

The vital and meteoric role containerisation played

in Southampton Docks can be readily observed by
analysing the Port of Southampton tonnage figures.

In 1973 the total tonnage of the port was 29,075,000
tonnes, of which the vast majority was fuel being
handled at the giant Esso 0il Refinery at Fawley,
opposite Southampton Docks, which accounted for
25,451,000 tonnes. Of the remaining goods of
3,624,000 tonnes, 75.8% (2,750,000 tonnes) was

dealt with at the container berths. During 1975

the port handled (excluding fuel) 2,977,000 tonnes

of which the container berths contribution had
slightly dropped to 2,207,000 tonnes - 74.1%,

but this was recouped in 1976 and still further

in 1977 for the port handled in that year some
3,497,000 tonnes, of which container berth involvement
accrued for some 83.5% (2,920,000 tonnes), equating

to about 40% of the total port revenue, i.e. including

fuel. (See tables overleaf).

THOUSAND TONNES OF GOODS HANDLED AT SOUTHAMPTON
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

1. TOTAL 29,075 27,506 24,470 26,553 23,742
2. FUELS 25,451 23,815 21,494 23,032 20,245
3. OTHERS 3,624 3,690 2,977 3,521 3,497
4. CONTAINERS/RoRo 2,750 2,853 2,207 2,786 2,920

% of 4 of 3 75.8% 77.37 74,17 79.1% 83.5%

Source: National Ports Council Annual Statistics
Digest 1978 - Tables 3 and 38



Table showing the decline in passenger traffic and growing importance of

containerisation at Southampton Docks.

Number of passengers in and out of Southampton* 1952 - 1961

YEAR NO. OF PASSENGERS IN AND 0OUT
1952 621,275
1953 661,696
1954 655,559
1955 689,022
1956 626,856
1957 639,814
1958 603,272
1959 606,220
1960 568,631
1961 489,299

* Includes passengers to and from the Channel Islands, up until 1961

when the service ceased in Southampton and was transferred to Weymouth.

Number of containers (t.e.u.'s) handled at 204/205 and 204/205/206 Berths,

Southampton, 1968 - 1982

YEAR NO. OF CONTAINER UNITS
1968 948
1969 7,752
1970 42,402
1971 57,591
1972 116,184
1973 229,193
1974 235,055
1975 199,097
1976 253,490
1977 266,277
1978 277,423
1979 334,529
1980 364,917
1981 136,481
1982 274,851

TOTAL 2,796,190

(Source: ABP records Dock House, Southampton, and Solent Container Services).
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Conclusions

The Devlin programme was introduced at Southampton
without a major dispute, although there was an

overtime ban and a refusal to increase the temporary

~register in April and May 1970. While other ports

had a high level of localised conflict during
negotiations, the terms of the Southampton productivity
agreement were seen by some as the 'key to success'

and hailed as the success story of Devlin. The

Devlin Report did not specify any particular Phase

IT agreement for any particular port; the responsibility
of the post-Devlin schemes rested, as the report
said it should, with the employers and unions

in each port. The success of the Devlin programme
at Southampton was dependent upon a number of

reasons.

Firstly, the paradox of the Devlin Report was

that it was greeted as a realistic yet harsh exposure
of both sides of the dock industry, although it

was welcomed by some of those most strongly criticised
in it. Perhaps the most unusual feature of the

Devlin report was that it required a readiness

on the part of the Government to force a solution

on the parties should they not agree amonst themselves.
Therefore, both sides were not only encouraged

but induced to come to terms with modernisation.

Secondly, the fact that Southampton dockers had

only one employer to negotiate with during the

Devlin programme, played a vital role in their
attitudes towards the issues surrounding modernisation.
However, the trade union structure was not as

broad as the J.C.C.'s that were set up in the
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Fawley experience, although a 'working party'

of foremen and dockers was established in 1968.

The joint working party, because of their detailed
knowledge of local working arrangements, established

a management consultant type of role.

Thirdly, because of the reduction in the labour
intensive passenger traffic, there grew a readiness

by both management and unions for talks to succeed.
The realisation for the commercial success of

the port undermined attempts by political groups

to get the TGWU to challenge the employers power

or policies. The political activists were overwhelmed
by the non-political groups' involvement in the

complexities of productivity bargaining.

Finally, the realisation of the inevitability

of containerisation by the dockers, together with
the long and cherished objective of achieving
decasualisation, formed a frame of mind which

was receptive to an integrative bargaining style,
without which a productivity package could not
have occurred. By tradition, docker shop stewards
were bargainers (your gain is my loss), but the
opportunity to take part in complex negotiations,
which brought prestige to the port, was eagerly
seized upon. In short, the shop stewards were

prepared to experiment in a new form of bargaining.

By adopting productivity bargaining as a tool,

three major achievements were established. Firstly,
the prime task of the Devlin programme was achieved
with the co-operation of the dock worker, in moving
through the staggeringly rapid changes of his
industry. The changes required to cope with

containerisation could not have been gained under
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a traditional pressure bargaining scenario. In

an insecure and volatile industry, such as the
docks, the necessary changes involved in
modernisation could not have occurred without

mutual trust and pluralist participation. Therefore,
it could be suggested, productivity bargaining
related to a situation in which specific changes

in working practices were agreed in return for
directly related improvements in pay and conditions.
The second achievement was initially to increase

the level of security of the docker. Although

the industry's average earnings were greater than
the national average after the Second World War,

the very nature of casual employment and big weekly
fluctuations in pay tied the dockers status to

the lowest expectations. It could be argued,
however, that 'security' formed part of the quid-
pro-quo. Nevertheless, the cessation of the insecurities,
synonymous with the casual system and the acceptance
of modernised methods (and the reduced manpower
needs advocated by McKinsey & Co.) must be held

as a major success. The third achievement came

from the Devlin Committee's insistence of the

need for both employers and unions to be restructured.
The number of employers was reduced from about

1500 undertakings in 1965 to approximately 450

after the implementation of the Blue Book. On

the other hand, although not affecting Southampton,
the TGWU absorbed the lightermen and Scottish

TGWU in mergers, reducing the number of waterfront
unions from five to three. This meant, in the

case of Southampton, that one employer jointly
negotiated with one trade union, and must have

been a principal factor in the success of the

Southampton experience.
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Furthermore, in view of the success demonstrated

by the Blue Book Agreement, the significance of
productivity bargaining is threefold. Firstly,
compared with the traditional pay-work bargain

of long-standing in the docks, productivity bargaining
successfully focussed the pay-productivity link
within the port industry. Secondly, the new
orthodoxy opened up the productivity potential
within the dock industry. By jointly widening

the parameters of the bargaining process both

sides were able to overcome the problems of a
modernised work environment and related wage payment
system. The third point of significance is that

in this instance, productivity bargaining was

able to improve the climate of negotiation between
management and unions which was reflected in the
successful manner in which containerisation was
introduced at Southampton. The attraction presented
by productivity bargaining in the case of the
unions, lay in the range and depth of their coverage
rather than in the conception of productivity

bargaining as such.

It is noteworthy to restate that the wider implications
of containerisation and productivity bargaining

were not fully grasped by the union side during
negotiations. The only alternative approach to
modernisation was propounded by the IS, who it

could be suggested, had a greater awareness of

the consequences of the radical changes brought

about by unitisation. However, their views were

not seriously considered, therefore indicating

a lack of understanding by the negotiating committee.
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CHAPTER 5
THE EXTENSION OF MODERNISATION
THE SOUTH AFRICAN CONTAINER TRADE
NEGOTIATIONS 1976-78
5.1 Introduction

The introduction of modernisation at Southampton
through Devlin's recommendations in 1970 was claimed
to be the 'success story'. The negotiations were
conducted within the 'integrated/problem solving'
approach, bringing radical improved changes to

dock workers conditions. In principle, the change
of the South African trade from break-bulk methods
to containerisation, it could be argued, held
similarities to the original 1970 Blue Book. It
meant the transfer of labour from conventional

cargo berths (101/104 berths) to a newly reclaimed
container berth (206 berth). Furthermore, it

again raised the central issue of how to reconcile

a conservative and volatile workforce to the technical
advances necessary for the economic running of

a port.

It is the aim of this chapter to examine management's
approach to the South African trade talks and

the union's response to it, and attempt to establish
the similarities or dissimilarities between the

Devlin modernisation negotiations and the negotiations

that extended the programme of modernisation.

Expansion after Decasualisation

The facility for containerisation at Southampton

Docks took place at the newly reclaimed area designated
as 201/202 and 204/205 berths. The BTDB controlled
201/202 berths and operated a common user berth,
catering for trade to the United States; while 204/205
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berths are operated by Solent Container Services

(SCS) who are,

'the terminal operating company in the U.K.
for the Far East container services operated
by TRIO (an internatiocnal consortium of
German, Japanese and British Shipping lines:
hence TRIO) .... SCS was formed in 1970 by
Overseas Containers Limited - the British
partners in Trio - to handle all the
consortium's container traffic in and out

of the Port of Southampton.' (1)

It will be with these berths (204/205/206) that
this chapter will be mainly devoted to as the
expansion of containerisation deeply involved
SCS.

The Far East trade commenced at 204/205 berths

on 29th January 1972 with the arrival of the
"Kamakura Maru', which was part of a fleet of

19 ships servicing the Far East trade. The Port
of Southampton Productivity Agreement between

the Southampton Port Employers Association and
the Transport and General Workers Union, 1970,
agreed .... 'that the Container Berths and Ferry
Terminals require special arrangements so far

as working hours are concerned, and it will be
necessary to negotiate special agreements to cover
24 hour working on these berths should such cover

be necessary' (Page 7).
Furthermore,

'It is agreed that the eventual object should
be the division of the dock into zones, each
zone being self-contained and having a labour
force attached to it .... The wages structure
has been designed to provide the highest form
of security by giving the workpeople a fixed
weekly wage. This is a great change from the
previous piecework system, and it is agreed ..

-
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that productivity does not decrease because
of the changed pay structure, but that every
effort will be made to improve productivity
so that trade is not lost to the Port but
will, instead, be attracted to bring ships
to Southampton.' (Pages 7 & 8).

Terms and conditions for the Far East container
trade were covered by an agreement between the
Southampton Port Employers Association and Transport
and General Workers Union for the employment of
registered dock workers on Solent Container Services'
managed Berths 204/205. An underlying principle

of the agreement was the regular weekly employment
of a fixed number of men to undertake all operations,

albeit on a rostered basis.

Hours of Work at 204/205 Berths

Cover was given for a three shift system for seven
days a week, including statutory and proclaimed
holidays with an exception that no work will be
performed between the hours of noon or 1 p.m.
(dependant on whether or not a ship was to be

worked) and 4 p.m. on each Saturday.

The three shifts were:

Day Shift - 8 a.m.- 4 p.m
Evening Shift - 4 p.m.- 11 p.m
Night Shift - 11 p.m.- 6 a.m.

This provides cover of 22 hours per day.

Manning at 204/205 Berths (Far East Trade)

The following table shows the numbers of men employed

on each shift and each operation :-
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Day Shift Evening Shift Night Shift

8am-4pm 4pm-1lpm llpm-6am

Van Carrier Drivers 30 30 30
IMV Drivers 10 10 10
Tugmaster Drivers 3 3 3
Forklift Truck Drivers 2 2 2
Shipmen 24 24 24
Ship/Land Men 4 4 4
Landmen 8 6 6
Twistlock Men 2 2 2
First Aid Man 1 1 1
Gear Man 1 1 1

85 83 83

(The procedure for settling disputes was the same
as laid down in Section 6, Clause 3 of the Port

Agreement) .

It was during the Far East trade agreement that
estimates relative to the Japanese trade were

seen that:

'~ the main growth area is however unitisable

cargo, which is expected to increase by about
11% per annum over the period of 1975-1985.
Nearly half of general cargo is unitisable,
and here unitised penetration is already very
high ..... Unitised traffic on the Japanese
route built up rapidly from the commencement
of container operations in 1972 ..... and
unitised traffic is forecast to increase
significantly over the next decade in line
with the projections for unitisable general
cargo.' (2)

In actuality, the container trade proved to be
a lucrative one, although it was not readily
recognised as such by shop stewards. By the start

of negotiations for the extension of 206 Berth
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to facilitate the South African trade they had
become aware of the importance of the extension
of containerisation so as to strengthen their
bargaining position and duly responded. Even
so, it is vital to understand the pressures and
consequences of extending a technology that was
decimating the size of the national requirement
for dock labour. In 1965 there were 65,158
registered dock workers on the national employment
register. By 1975 this figure had dropped to
33,368 under post-Devlin reforms.

The Conventional Cargo Cape Trade

Before containerisation, the UK/South African

trade was shared between Southampton, London and
Liverpool Docks. Southampton handled somewhere

in the region of 43% of all South African cargo,

of which a vast proportion was of the fruit trade.
The trade was serviced by nine Union-Castle passenger
carrying conventional cargo ships that held between
6,500 - 7,000 tons of cargo.

The berths used were 102/104 berths, which permanently
had two ships alongside except at the weekend

when the outward ship sailed. The inward bound

ship arrived at 102 berth at 0600 hours Monday

and would commence discharge; meanwhile the previous
discharged ship had fleeted from 102 to 104 berth

on the preceding Friday and commenced loading

on Sunday. She would sail the following Friday

at 1300 from 104 berth. In essence, the ships
always spent some 11% days to discharge and load

at Southampton on their 7 week round trip.
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The technique of handling cargo had undergone

some change over the years for by the end of the
conventional cargo trade all cargo had to be
palletised requiring the use of fork trucks

as opposed to manhandling and trucking. 1In broad
terms the Cape trade was labour intensive demanding
a substantial labour force, which was employed

on two shifts, 8 a.m.- 5 p.m. and 5 p.m. - midnight.

Manning of Cape Mail Berths 102/104

With a two shift system in operation at these

berths a total of approximately 740 men were employed
daily although the requirement fluctuated to varying
needs, i.e. the commodity, the stowage of goods

and the progression of the work at a particular
hatch. Consequently, if the seven hatches contained
different cargo, the manpower requirement would
differ in relation to their contents; and because

of the piecework system, quayside mechanical
equipment and drivers would be raised due to increases
in the run to the sheds where cargo was laid out

by pro-rata gangs.

There were three separate functions:- quayside,
shipside and shed, whose manning requirements

were determined by the task of loading or discharging.
(For manpower requirements and piecework commodity

rates, see Appendix 2 ).

When manning requirements were not at a maximum,
men were absorbed by other traffic using the port.
Some shop stewards were aware of this and did

not perceive the containerisation of the South
African trade as a threat upon the local number

of dock workers because of the need of a 3 shift
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system at the container berths. Although manpower
requirements would be vastly less to service the
South African container tratffic, after taking
account of the third shift, it was felt that any
surplus labour could be utilised by additional

trade using the port.

The issue shop stewards were fearful of was the
effect to the national register with extensions

of modernisation. Some 740 men were employed

on approximately 43% of the conventional Cape

mail traffic. With containerisation, Southampton
was to handle 95% of the SAEC's cargo. The obvious
fear was its effect to the size of the national
register, as what would be Southampton's gain

would be other port's loss.

The South African Container Trade Negotiations

Negotiations for the South African container trade
started with two polar realisations by Management

and dock workers:-

1 : Dock workers were mindful of the impact of
containerisation upon the level of manpower
on a trade that was labour intensive. By
readily accepting modernisation during the
late 1960's and early 1970's, Southampton
Dockers maintained the size of the local register
by transferring work from the decreasing passenger
trade to an increasing container trade; but
they viewed further extensions of modernisations
of existing conventional cargo at their port
with trepidation. They estimated that the
containerisation of the Far East trade had
reduced the size of the national register
by 13,000 men.
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Management, no doubt, were well aware
of the importance of extending modernisation
as forecasts pointed to an increased use of

containers.

'"Unitisable general cargo accounts for nearly

70% of general cargo. Unitisable imports

are dominated by trade in fruit, with machinery
and transport equipment the major export commodity.
Trade in unitisable general cargo is forecast

to increase above the depressed levels of

1975, with faster growth in exports than imports,
especially during the 1980's .... 1In view

of the scale of unitised services which will

be introduced by 1979, it seems probable that
virtually all G.B./S.African unitised trade,

the largest part on Lo/Lo vessels, (container
ships) will be moved directly between the

two countries.' (3)

Furthermore: -

'Non-fuel traffic of the ports of Great Britain
will be 38 million net tonnes higher in 1980
compared with 1975 and will expand by a further
26 million net tonnes in the following five
years to 1985 .... growth is expected in unitised
traffic which currently accounts for about

25 per cent of the total non-fuel traffic

but should, by 1985, have increased its share

to over 30 per cent .... The expansion in
unitised traffic will take place relatively
faster on deep sea routes because of the greater
scope remaining there for further conversion

to unitised handling.' (4)

Table I shows the anticipated growth of deep

sea foreign container routes.
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Allan Flanders defined industrial relations as

- 'a study of the institutions of job regulation' (5),
and probably the most central and cherished facet

of industrial relations from a trade union view=-point
is that of 'collective bargaining’. Indeed, the
Donovan Commission endorsed this as it stated

'that collective bargaining is the best method

of conducting industrial relations.' Consequently,
each year Management and unions perform the almost
ritualistic task of the annual pay talks and
improvement of terms and conditions, as was the

case when the Local Modernisation Committee (LMC)

of the TGWU representing dock workers at Southampton
Docks did in the 1977 annual pay round.

Apart from a claim of £10 per week on basic rates

and an allowance for drivers of mechanical appliances,
further wide and various claims were tabled regarding
the port agreement. Whilst claims concerning

the container berths were as shown: -

Claims for 201/2 Berth

8-4 4-11 11-6
Van Carrier 26 26 26
Tug Drivers 8 8 8
Ship Lashers 24 24 24
Fork Truck 2 2 2
Tailboard Twistlock 4 4 2
Gearman 1 1 1
Shipland 4 4 4
Cut & Lash 8 6 -
First Aid 1 1 1

78 76 68
Other Points
1) Saturdays all work to cease at noon.

2) All men on 8-4 to be on 6 day guarantee.
3) All men on the 4-11 to be on 7 night guarantee.

4) All cargo worked on Saturday should be on
cargo rate.
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Page : 9 must start right away.

3
Page 4 Joint consultation.
Page 5 : Needs checking.
Page 7 : 8 men to draw for their crane at the
start of a shift or 12 men to draw
for two cranes.

That 'Feeder Vessels' will be manned

by 8 men.
Page 8 : 8 men on 8-4. 4 men on the 4-11.
Page 11 : Remove note.

Page 12 : Cut & Lash to be part of the terminal
team.

Page 15 : Minimum of 5 drivers.

A.C.L. Car drivers and lashers to be 8-4, 4-11.
All car jobs working on the Linkspan to be 8-4,
4-11.

Claims for 204/5 Berths

1) Saturday morning work to cease at noon.

2) All men on the 8-4 shift to be on 6 day guarantee.
3) All men on the 4-11 to be on 7 night guarantee.

4) All cargo worked on Saturday to be at cargo

rate.
Page 4 : Joint consultation.
Page 5 : 1IMV 12 men (6 machines).
Page 9 : Also con-lock manning.
Pages 10 & 20 : Feeder vessels by arrangements.
Page 11 : Dividing land-ship men.
Page 12 : Not cut & lash gangs gear.
Pages 13 & 23 : Cut & Lash to be part of terminal

team.

A further claim was placed for a personnel issue

of ear muffs for all van drivers. (see Footnote)

Footnote: The comprehensive list of 'demands' tabled by the
shop stewards committee, clearly demonstrates a negotiating
situation under the distributive/pressure bargaining method.



- 119 -

At a meeting with the LMC on 7th January 1977,
the Southampton Port Employers Association commented
that there were four matters which the employers

wished to discuss:

(a) The Port Agreement 1977

(b) The Container Berth Agreement for 201/2 Berths
{(c) The Container Berth Agreement for 204/5 Berths
(d) The future of the Cape Mail trade

In detail:-

Port Agreement 1977

Management stated that the maximum permissible
was that allowable under the 'present pay code',
and was accepted by London, Hull and Bristol.

Container Berth Agreement 201/2

Management maintained their position not to increase
manning on these berths as they were losing money

because traffic handled was less than in 1976.

Container Berth Agreement 204/5

In reply to the dockers claim for a seven shift
guarantee on the day and evening shifts to come

in line with the already implemented seven night
shift guarantee, management claimed it to be in
violation of the Social Contract, but felt there
was further scope for discussion on working methods
to link 204, 205 and 206 berths which would have

to be done before September/October 1977.

Union Castle Cape Mail Service

Management felt it appropriate that talks should
commence on the future of the Cape Mail conventional
service and offered an increase in sick pay to

£29 per week in exchange for the ability to use

the 5 p.m.- midnight shift men wherever they may
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be required. Furthermore, with poor trade estimates
management pointed out that of the 170 men required
for the Cape Mail evening shift, only 100/110

would probably be sufficient; and sought to use

the evening shift men by servicing South American
ships and Banana ships and any further extensions

of port users.

The workpeople expected more than was on offer

and did not expect to make changes in 1977; meaning
they would not accept any more ships than those
using the port at that time.

So far as claims for changing the 204/205 berth
agreement were concerned, management stated they

could be divided into three camps:-

(a) Some the employers would reject,
(b) Others the employers may concede,
(c) Others which might be conceded in the long

term, i.e. as part of a 204/5/6 berths agreement.

The question of manning changes was largely tied

up with agreements covering the three berths,

when by 1978/79 there would be 28 container ships

on a reqular run, and the principle to be discussed

was, by 1979, to employ all men for all the time.

Management confirmed there were two issues:-

(a) The pay deal for 1977, under the Social Contract;

(b) The changes which would take place from October
following the commencement of the Cape container
service which would lead to changes which

would have to be negotiated.

The union's position was that if changes were
to be implemented by September, negotiations on

work practices should have money values placed



- 121 -

on them otherwise the workpeople would not accept
any new trade. They commented that there should

be two agreements negotiated at once:~-

(a) the pay deal under the Social Contract;
(b) different working methods with a money value.

Management reiterated that the pay deal should
be finalised first and start talks on changes

in October (see Footnote). The unions threatened

to reject any extra trade, and that van carrier
drivers would not be prepared to drive, therefore
emphasising the union awareness of the important
function carried out by them. On this issue,
Management pointed out that when the container

berths were first established it was they {(management)
who proposed a differential for van carrier drivers
which had been rejected by the union side. The

shop stewards called a mass meeting on 12th January
1977 with Southampton dockers who voted to implement

a period of non co-operation.

The question of manning levels became abundantly
clear when the two sides met on 31st January 1977

and management expressed the wish to:

'talk about the change in the operation of
the South African trade and the possible
repercussions on manpower, particularly
regarding supplementary workers ..... it was
probable that the full supplementary register
could not be employed after the South African
trade had become containerised.' (6)

Footnote: This would suggest that at the outset of the talks,
management sought to keep pay and increased productivity
emanating from further containerisation as separate issues.
This is a contradiction to the Devlin programme which linked
pay and productivity.
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Management saw two fundamental points arising:-

(a) the number of men the port required;

(b} the policy on make up.

Management expressed a view that service to

Union Castle ships had to be maintained, but from
October 1977, 600 men would become available.

A discussion paper was issued of estimates on

future labour requirements.

Present strength

Main register 1654
Supplementary register 333
1987 (Fig. (a))

Total required

Regular employment 1122
Intermittent employment 470

1592 (Fig. (b))

This figure (Fig. (b)) equated closely to the main
register (Fig.(a)) with no room for expansion

and a figure of 1750 men was suggested to be employed
on the main register by the end of 1978. It was
possible to make up 100 supplementaries to the

main register; with estimates of 56 men leaving
service during 1978, which would mean a total

make up of 150, leaving a balance of 180/200 for

whom management could not see employment prospects.

The first firm negotiations regarding manning
took place on 3rd March 1977 when management
stated that:-

.... what was being sought for 204/5 and
6 berths was -

(a) an efficient and reliable service;

(b) such service to be at reasonable cost.
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For this to be achieved it would be necessary

to:~

(1) Operate 204/5 and 6 berths as a complete
complex (this principle became a major
issue);

(i1) have an acceptable degree of flexibility
of working;

(iii) all dock workers to be employed on
regular shifts;

(iv) have reasonable manning scales' (7)

It was item (i) above that proved to be a matter

of serious contention, as the union side sought

in negotiations to keep the manning for 206 berth
totally divorced from the existing manning of

204/205 berths, while management aimed to consolidate
manning requirements for 204/205/206, and to service
an efficient operation by the implementation of

item (ii), namely flexibility.
Mannings would depend upon:-

- throughput
- ratio of men to machines

- amount of machinery available

Throughput was estimated to be as follows :-

1977 = 2460 containers in the final three months
1978 - 50,634 but only 16,000 for the first 5 months
1979 =~ 63,000 containers

Therefore the full 63,000 containers for 1979
amounted to 42% of container volume, then of 150,000
units. Management put forward proposals for separate
stages for the implementation of mannings based

upon throughput, and should be as follows:-
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First - lst October 1977
Second - 1st January 1978
Third - l1st June 1978

Last - l1st January 1979

The union side were fearful of the fact that if

90% of the South African trade was containerised,

the result would mean 550 jobs less in the port;
consequently the workpeople expected a considerable
increase in their basic wage. Although not precisely
stated by the union side, this would suggest that such
criteria would form the basis of a further productivity
package. In addition, the trade union maintained

that the question of mannings should be negotiated

separately and integrated after negotiation on

the understanding that all men would have to be

brought in if a ship was working at any one berth.

The view held by the union was that 206 berth

should be manned separately on a pro-rata basis

of the existing 204/5 berth agreement. The union's

suggestion for manning for 206 berth was:-

Van Drivers 26 per shift
Tugmaster Drivers 3

IMV 10

Fork trucks
Ship/lashers
Twistlocks
Hatchwaymen
Sopers Checkers
Cut & Lash
Gearman

First Aid man
Landmen

(for 2 cranes)

(11-6 shift only)

ot
O 0w WOy N

The industrial relations situation at the port
had deteriorated drastically since the dock workers
had imposed a policy of non co-operation in January
1977 over the Government pay policy, so much so

that on 9th March 1977 management called a meeting



with the LMC to discuss '..... the situation,

which had arisen through the workpeople's refusal
to accept the employers offer made in accordance
with the pay code. This had resulted in a policy

of non co-operation by the workpeople ....' (8)

The extent of the non co-operation in handling

containers involved:

- starting shifts late and finishing early

- stopping for about two hours each Friday for
men to collect wages and get their weekend orders

- returning machinery to the engineers with spurious
faults

- prolonging the mid-shift changeover by van carrier
drivers

- frequent requests for the stack area to be gritted.

Other tactics used included moves to obliterate
terminal line markings and refusing to use machinery
on safety grounds. Also there was no handling

of freight on Saturday mornings at the container

and ferry berths and no dispensations regarding

the 5 p.m.~ 9 p.m. shift.

Management pointed out that negotiations had started
on claims for the container berth, of which some
were accepted, but talks had broken down over

the issue of guaranteed overtime for certain weekend
shifts, which was in contravension of the Pay

Code. Conversely, the trade union claimed that

the dock workers were seeking £10 per week on

their basic wage when the South African container
trade commenced, and concluded by maintaining

the 'status quo' until 31st July 1977.

The first formal proposals regarding manning were
made by management on 31lst March 1977. The employers
estimated an increase in traffic of 42% due to
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the expansion at the container berth and put forward

the following figures:-

Manning Requirement Each Shift

Proposed Manning Proposed Additional

204/5/6 Berths Manning 206 Berth
Van Carrier Drivers 44 14
IMV Drivers 14 4
Tug Drivers 4 1
FLT Drivers 3 1
Shipmen 40 16
Ship/Land men 6 2
Landmen 12-8-8 4~2-2
Twistlock men 3 1
First Aid man 1-1-2 0~-0~1
Gear man 1 0
128 (days), 43 (days),
124 (evenings), 41 (evenings),
125 (nights) 42 (nights)
TOTAL 377 127 = 49% increase

Management at this meeting sought to utilise 204/205
berths and introduce two Mediterranean/South Africa
Container Service ships from 6th July 1977, making
in the intial period, some 450 moves each call.

The union side took the proposal away for consideration
but at the next meeting on 12th April 1977 they
indicated that not only would they not handle

these ships on 204/5 berths but they would not

be prepared to service the South African container
trade until a settlement was reached on the review
of wages and conditions. The union side would

go so far as to wait until August 1977 when Phase

ITI of the Pay Policy ended, feeling certain that
dockers on a national basis would not accept a

Phase III (see Footnote). Conversely, management

sought to take the next step in the negotiating

Footnote: This indicates a complete lack of understanding
on the part of the union regarding the then current pay policy,
as productivity bargaining was exempted from pay restrictions.
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machinery, and for conciliation purposes the matters

should be reported to the National Joint Council.

By early May negotiations over the Port Agreement

of 1977 and the extension of the South African
container service became so clouded that the LMC
announced they intended to hold another mass meeting
of the membership and agree a list of claims which
would have to be met before lifting sanctions.

At a meeting with management on 4th July 1977,

the LMC made a claim taking into account of Phase

II payments of a basic payment of £100 per week.

It was realised by the union side that they could

not achieve this increase without giving something

in return and suggested that a working party should

be established, comprising of 3 members of each

side and having terms of reference and a time

limit to a conclusion of agreement.

After consideration the employers rejected the

union claim for a basic weekly wage of £100, as

the increase represented an increase of 56%. Management
maintained that since the rejection of their offer

under the Government Pay Policy and with the implementation
of a policy of non co-operation, sanctions on

overtime and a refusal to allow supplementary

workers to be recruited, vital traffic had been

lost. The employers were, however, prepared to
establish a working party to discuss changes,

but added that money values could not be placed

on those changes. Furthermore, management pointed

out that .... 'until normal working was resumed

as existed up to 1lst January 1977, there would

be no talks on any new pay agreement.' (9)

The union side later suggested that the Government

guidelines gave both sides the right to negotiate

productivity or 'self-financing productivity deals'
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and asked employers to consider such proposals.

But management replied that the guidelines allowed

a maximum of 10% overall, and included drift and

overtime which meant a net increase of about 6%-7%;

they were not prepared to discuss amendments to

the Port Agreement to give increased efficiency

with money values or a self-financing productivity
deal at this stage: (31st August 1977).

The important point here to understand is that
the SAEC's negotiations commenced in Phase 2 of
the Labour government's Social Contract (1.8.76
to 31.7.77).

Under the Phase 2 pay policy, certain criteria
were applied to award increases in pay outside
the pay limit. These criteria were explained
as such to the SCS computer control room staff

as follows, by the Department of Employment.

'What needs to be shown (in achieving above
the 'norm' pay increase) is that whatever
change has taken place, it has resulted in
the individual concerned being required to
learn and apply new skills and/or to assume
substantial additional responsibilities that
are at a higher level than those previously
undertaken. We must also be satisfied that
these new duties occupy a significant
proportion of the individual's normal working
time, in essence creating a new substantially
more onerous job.' (10)

More significantly:

'"The only basis on which increase in pay outside
the pay limit can be awarded during the period
l1st August 1976 to 31lst July 1977, are in
circumstances of genuine promotion or in
individual cases where i1t can be substantiated
that the work that the individual is employed
to do has undergone a clearly identifiable

and significant change in nature since the
policy was introduced on 1lth July 1975 and
that the work now performed is both different
and more onerous and warrants the payment

of a higher rate'. (11)
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Clearly the SAEC's negotiations fell into this
range, albeit the RDW's made their 'productivity
package/self financing' claim after the cessation
of Phase 2 of the Social contract (31st July 1977).
Nevertheless, a further pay policy was imposed

by Government (Phase 3) when on 15th July 1977

the Chancellor of the-Exchequer announced measures
to reduce inflation and increase employment levels
that were embodied in the White Paper 'The Attack
on Inflation After 31st July 1977' (Cmnd.6882).

The main points of the paper were:

1 - Wages - The general level of settlement
should be well within single figures, and
there should be strict adherence to a 12
month interval between agreements.

2 - Inflation - In the coming 12 months if the
rate of increase in earnings was not more
than 10% then inflation should fall below
10% well before 1st August 1978 and stay
there throughout that year.

3 -~ Sanctions - Settlements made in breach of
the 12 months rule would be discounted in
calculating a firm's profit margins under

the Price Code.

Furthermore, the White Paper made it clear that
any pay settlement which was inconsistent with
Government guidelines would be taken into account

in the consideration of industrial assistance. (12)

However, following the publication of the White
Paper, the Engineering Employers Federation issued
a 'special advice' paper to its members. The
paper pledged the Federation's full support for

the Government's counter-inflationery policy but
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stated that its success could be jeopardised by

the provision in the White Paper by allowing self-

financing productivity agreements to be implemented

at any time. (13)

The wider constraints of the pay policy when the
RDW representatives made their claim of a self~

financing productivity package was that:

'This new Stage III policy was to last until

the end of July 1978 and aimed for a national
earnings increase of no more than 10 per cent
during this time. No specific limit was to

be put on individual negotiations, but the
Government reserved the right to impose sanctions
on firms whose settlements appeared inconsistent
with the national target.' (14)

However, the drive for increased productivity was

maintained in this period as: 'The Government did

stress, however, the possibility that larger increases

could be obtained by self-financing productivity
deals.' (15)

The RDW's claim for a 'self-financing' productivity
deal was made during this period on the 31st August

1977, and was subsequently rejected by management.

This would indicate that the Devlin productivity

package 1970 was a one time 'buy-out'. The 'productivity'
theme suited managerial thinking in the application

of containerisation, but chose to ignore the productivity
criteria when the expansion of containerisation

was applied, even when the criteria fell within

the scope of Government pay policy guidelines.

However, on the 9th September 1977, the LMC met
employers and reported: '.... that at a mass
meeting yesterday it has been agreed to accept
from January 1, 1977, the payment offered by the
employers in accordance with the Government Phase
II guide, and to resume normal working in the
port.' (16)
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Management proposed to pay a lump sum based on

£3.50 per week to all men as from lst January

1977. The regular weekly payment of 5% (maximum

£4) would commence from the following week, but

the productivity concept of a daily requirement

of approximately 650 men on break-bulk cargo work,

to approximately 180 on container handling techniques

did not, according to management, apply.

With the 1977 Port Agreement concluded, management

were eager to press ahead with the South African
container operations, and sought to continue negotiations
at an early date. The LMC, on the other hand,

sought a differential agreement for men with special
mechanical skills, as they were aware of the high

levels of mechanisation required at the container

complex and saw 'mech aid' drivers as the 'bread

and butter' of the operation. It was this issue

that caused a worsening of industrial relations

at the port.

Negotiations for container berth operations at
204/5/6 berths began on 19th September 1977. The
union side maintained the position of refusing

to work SAECS ships on 204/5 berths until agreement
had been finalised for 206 berth. Management
maintained their previous position to negotiate
conditions and manning for 206 berth together
with 204/5 (a terminal team concept), while the
LMC stated that negotiations for 206 should be
isolated. Employers'proposals for manning were
based on additional throughput, as opposed to

the unions estimates based on a pro-rata basis

of an increase from 3 quay cranes to 5.
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The proposed additional manning each shift for

206 was:-

Employers Workpeople
Van Carriers 14 26
IMV 4 10
Tugmasters 1 3
FLT 1 2
Shipmen 16 24
Ship/Landmen 2 4
Landmen 4-2-2 No Claim
Twistlock men 1 2
Cut & Lash 0-2-~0 8~-8-8
Gearman 0 1

On 19th September 1977 the Chairman of the dock workers
LMC pointed out that: 'There was the added complication
of shop stewards elections and, in any case, the

matter would eventually have to be referred to

a branch and possibly a mass meeting'. (17)

These elections in fact played an important role

in the course of negotiations. Unlike almost

every other industry, appointment to the shop
steward committee in the docks is different in

so far as there tends to be a surplus of volunteers
for the post (unlike most industries where the
representatives are pushed forward to 'have a

go') and consequently are elected on their potential
or track record. Management and front line supervisors
are normally made aware of their imminent elections
by the tightening up of practices by individual

shop stewards attempting to secure or maintain

their position on the committee. The dock worker

at grass roots level must have been fearful of

the position within the port as they voted out

the complete Local Modernisation Committee with

the exception of the chairman, and it was up to

the newly appointed committee, who met the employers
for the first occasion on the 19th October 1977,

to continue negotiations.
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The newly formed committee re-started negotiations

on 19th October 1977, the major issues being:-

1. The 1978 Port Agreement which was under
Government pay guidelines ~ a 10% maximum.

2. The 206 Berth depot.

3. The 'mech-aid' allowance.

4. The manning for 206 Berth (SAECS trade).

Although the 1977 Port Agreement had been settled
and as a result the non-co-operation was agreed

to be lifted, the fact was matters got increasingly
worse: '.... the position was worse than it had
been during the period of non co-operation. There
were late starts and early finishes and a long

delay in change-over from one driver to another'. (18)
The full force of the non co-~-operation was taken

by Clerical control staff and maintenance fitters.

The union side, however, changed its position
over two vital and contentious issues regarding

the constitution of manning at 206 Berth.

1. The unions agreed a 'complete package for
204/5/6' - 'the total added to the manning
of 204/5 to make a total manning for 204/5/6

working as one complex'.

2. Regarding manning - the union changed their
view from levels agreed on a pro rata basis
of 204/5 to one estimated in accordance with

the amount of cargo handled.

The dilemma for the union negotiators was that

their membership demanded manning for the 206

berth to be based on a two crane operation separately
from the 3 crane berths of 204/5, i.e. on a pro

rata basis.
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One of the new committee told me in an interview
that the situation was decidedly grim and in all

his experience he had never seen management in

such an incensed mood. This suggests a dramatic
departure from the problem solving negotiating
method which had initially established containerisation.
The employers were aware of the urgency to find

a settlement to the, by now, major and vital issues,
and at a meeting on 9th November, 1977 the employers
expressed that they were prepared to examine an
extension of the arrangements so that not only

would the 11-6 shift be guaranteed work at the
weekend, but also the 4-~11 shift on the same basis,
as well as the 8-4 shift. In exchange, employers

would expect:

(a) the removal of the voluntary aspect of the
4-11 shift so that this became a non-voluntary
shift. (Removal of volunteering for this

shift was used as a form of industrial action);

(b) the lifting of work restrictions applied
on the 4-11 and 11-6 shifts, so that all
shifts do a complete work programme as done
on the 8-4 shift.

Management explained that there should be 4 out
of the 9 ships in the SAECS service by April or
May 1978 and by accepting a composite team for
204/5/6 berths a group of men carrying out all
the necessary tasks on those berths could have
improved terms and conditions. Here management
were suggesting that the container berth mannings

be isolated from rest of the port.

The trade union strongly opposed the proposal for
the container berths to have a separate labour

force, because it was their view that all dockers
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should have 'fair shares' to overtime and consequently
a roster was established. 1In addition it was a

union view that, if the container berths held

its own labour force having better conditions

than other areas of the dock, it would be difficult

to generate solidarity and support should employers
seek to change manning levels or conditions in

the older areas of the port.

Regarding mannings, the union pointed out the
fact that by accepting further containerisation
they: ' .... handle 43% of the South African
Trade using 750 men, were we now to handle 95%
of that trade with less than 100 men?' (19)

Management proposed that if the manning was put

in at lst January 1978 then it should be capable

of handling, in total for 204/5/6 berths, 225,000
containers per year. If that figure was exceeded
then employers would undertake to analyse the
figures and needs and establish how many additional

men were to be employed.

On 16th November 1977 the employers made proposals
regarding pay, ensuring an examination of the
roster system to render a more equitable share

of better paid shifts.

Management's pay proposals for 204/5/6 berths

were for 7 shift guarantees:-

8~4 £125.40

4-11 £138.77

11-6 £153.79
201/2 Berths

8—4 £ 99.83

4-11 £113.11

11-6 £153.79



- 136 -

But Management wished to make it clear that the
above proposals were conditional upon agreement

being reached on the manning for 206 berth.

At this point, the union side felt it desirable

to consider a productivity deal but employers

thought that they could not negotiate productivity

arrangements at that stage as the increased manning

for 206 berth was not concerned with 'productivity'.

However, the Phase 3 Social Contract pay policy
criteria for implementing self-financing productivity
deals would support the union side's claim as

having the necessary criteria to warrant such

a deal. This again endorses management's desire

to maintain a distributive arrangement involving

the extension of unitisation.

The management's pay proposal was subsequently
rejected by the LMC who made counter proposals
based on annual pay bill costs. Regarding manning
at 206 berth, the union now suggested an increase
in manning to 197 as opposed to the employer's
suggestion of 138. (See Table II).
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The LMC stated that they were prepared to agree to
an initial increase of 100 men from lst January
1978; from June 1978 the increase would be advanced
to 140 men; from November 1978 the full increase

of 197 would be introduced.

Management countered by claiming that unless the
South African Trade could operate by lst January
1973 there was a clear inference the trade would
go elsewhere, possibly North Fleet. Furthermore,
the Far East Trade would be lost within two years.

In addition, management stated that there could

be no pay increase on lst January 1978 unless

agreement was reached on the 206 berth agreement;

also there would be no retrospective payment.

At a meeting of 8th December the LMC put forward
the pay proposal as follows:-

Basic Pay £58.00
Supplements 10.00
£68.00
10% Increase 6.80
£74.80

For the overtime calculations, the rate to be:-

£58.00
5.80

£63.80

Concern was expressed because of the lower overtime
base rates. The union side proposed that as part
of a 'package deal' it was their intention to
secure a 12 month guarantee of no industrial action

so as to return some stability to the port.
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On 21st December 1977 the LMC made formal claim
for the 1978 Port Agreement:-

a)

b)

e)

f)

g)

h)

The pay deal be negotiated separately from
the 206 Container Berth manning.

The workpeople's representatives would not
recommend the employer's proposed manning
for 206 berth.

There would be a mass meeting on 5th January
1978.

The pay should be agreed within the 10%

Government guildelines with the breakdown

being: -~
Present basic £58.00
Supplements 10.00
£68.00
10% increase 6.80
£74.80
Overtime rates should be:-
Present basic £58.00
Plus 10% 5.80
£63.80

There should be a 10% increase in holiday
pay, including the special bonus based on
1%.

The sick pay be increased to £29 per week
and 10% increase added to that figure.

The employers contribution to the Gratuities
Scheme should be increased by 10%.

The seven night guarantee on the 4-11 shift

to be extended to all Container Berths.
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i) A six day guarantee on the 8-4 shift to be
granted to all Container Berths.

j) It should be agreed to negotiate self-
financing productivity deals, for example,
to facilitate quick turn-round of ships.
(see Footnote).

k) That eventually when the 10% had been agreed
the amounts to be consolidated into the basic

wage.

On 4th January 1978 employers made an offer regarding
the extra manning at 206 berth, capable of handling
up to 282,000 twenty foot equivalents (TEU's)

from any source. Proposed allocation of extra

men on 204/5/6 berths was 140 men at commencement

of South African operation.

Shifts 8-4 4-11 11-6

Van Carrier 14 14 14
IMV 4 4
Tugmaster 1 1
Fork Truck 1 1
Shipmen 16 16 16
Ship/Landmen 4 4 4
Landmen - 2 2
Twistlock men 1 1 1
First Aid - - 1
Gearman 1 - -
Cut & Lash - 2 -
T & G Checkers 3 3
45 48 47

|
|
|

Footnote: More of this type of productivity package will
be examined in Chapter 6.



- 140 -

160 men as at 1lst January 1978

Shifts 8-4 4-11 11-6

Van Carrier 18 18 18
IMV 4 6 6
Tugmaster 1 1 1
Fork Truck 1 1 1
Shipmen 16 16 16
Ship/Landmen 4 4 4
Landmen 4 2 2
Twistlock men 1 1 1
First Aid - - 1
Gearman 1 - -
Cut & Lash - 2 -
T & G Checkers 3 3 3

53 54 53

In addition, it was expected to employ: 8 extra
men (4 on each of two shifts) on movements to

the depot. 6 extra men (2 on each of three shifts)
to work on refrigerated boxes opening and closing

vents.

The trade union replied to these proposals on

9th January 1978 stating:

'that the meeting of the workpeople held on
5th January had:

a) rejected the pay offer on 10% tied to
the proposed manning for 206 berth;

b) would be prepared to accept the pay for
1978 in accordance with the Government
guidelines ....;

¢) they requested that a better manning for
206 berth be negotiated with the
employers'. (20)
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The employers put forward an amended proposal

regarding allocation as follows:-

4-11 11-6

2

o
1
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Task

|

Van Carriers 2
IMV

Tugmaster

Fork Truck

Shipmen 1
Ship/Landmen

Twistlock men

First Aid

Gearman

Cut & Lash

Landmen

T & G Checkers
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Additional manning:

Task

Vent Man
Depot (206)
Cut & Lash
First Aid

ol mn
NI

Total : 17

In making these proposals, management stressed

that there were three points to remember:-

(a) a manning of 160 extra men was tied to a
throughput of up to 235,000 containers for
the whole of 204/5/6 berths.

(b) the manning would only be introduced if and
when other sections of staff had agreed to
work 206 berth.
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(c) the employers would expect full co-operation
in the working of the berths at least as
good as was in existance prior to 1977 (see

Footnote).
At this stage the offer was:-

160 men
6 vent men
2 cut & lash
1 first aider

169

The total difference was less than 10 men of what

the union side were seeking.

At a meeting on 12th January 1978, the Local Joint
Committee met employers to register a 'Failure

to agree' and to seek conciliation by the National
Joint Council on the grounds that it was not acceptable
that the employers should insist upon an agreement

of manning scales on an individual berth in the

port as a prerequisite to finalisation of the

annual review and negotiations of the Port Agreement

in respect to wages and conditions.

A week later, on 19th January 1978, the employers
presented a draft principle covering 206 berth

manning: -

175 men from inception of service.

Guarantees - 7 evenings and 7 days.

Footnote: This final point raised by management was
justifiably causing them concern. Non co-operation had

by now been practised for such a length of time which

had led to a renewed and revised casual approach to the job.
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Total : 175

It was calculated that the lowest viable figure
for 204/5/6 berths with the increased manning
was 239,000 containers per annum. Should that
figure be exceeded then management would consult
the trade union as to what improvement should

be made to the benefit of the men. Management
were further prepared to offer sick pay of £30
per week for 18 weeks, but were not prepared to
make improvements to the pension scheme until
April 1978. The holiday bonus of £22.69 was offered
to be increased by £2.26.

On the issue of the 1978 basic pay award, management
disagreed over the construction of the formula
used by the union side. The union side sought
an increase of supplements plus £8.72 while the
employers figure was an increase of supplements

plus £8.39 -~ a difference of 33p.
The employers saw the figure as:-
58.00 present basic

6.00 stage I
4.00 stage II

68.00
+ 8.39 being 10% of the pay bill

£76.39
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Overtime and enhanced payments were to be calculated

on a rate of £58.00 per week.

The Local Modernisation Committee viewed with
concern recommending the ceiling level of 239,000
containers per annum, as it would not have been
easy to explain to their members if, after having
agreed to the manning, within a short while a

new trade was introduced which resulted in the

ceiling being reached that year.

On 9th February 1978 the Chairman of the LMC reported
to management that: 'following a ballot, the
workpeople could now accept the pay and conditions
for 1978 and the manning agreement proposed for

206 berth.' (21) Payments were to be retrospective
to 2nd January 1978. (For manning increases for
204/5 and 204/5/6 berths, see Table III). The
dockers had achieved some of their major aims

but had not secured any additional payment for

the 'mech-aid' drivers, whose attitudes hardened,
thereby reducing production at the container berths
considerably. 'Mech-aid' payments were agreed

in 1979, therefore the South African container
trade commenced operation in an atmosphere of

conflict.

The amended agreement for registered dock workers

employed at 204/5/6 berths on SCS operations was
established to take effect from 20th May 1978.
The first SAEC's ship, 'City of Durban', called
at Southampton on 30th May 1978. However,

agreements had to be finalised with non-dockworkers
grades. The dockers are similar to Ford workers in

the car industry in that they tend to set the 'norm'
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for pay, and SAECS trade agreements had still

to be settled with cranedrivers, checkers, clerks,
foremen, fitters and clerical staff, many of whom
watched with a vested interest the outcome of

the dock workers settlement.

The series of negctiations deteriorated to

such an extent that allegations of political
involvement were made in' that:-

'Shipowners believe that a Trotskyist cell ....
is behind a spate of unrest in the port ....
involving 13 strikes and 12 other disputes that

have disrupted the export drive.' (22)

It was alleged thatshop stewards had contacts with
outside sources to cross reference detailed proposals,
but the allegation that: 'students have been
secretly fomenting unrest in the docks' was over-
reactionary. The problems facing the individual
groups was an industrial one and in that context
negotiations broke down and unrest began. The

active and organised political group opposition

that existed during the Devlin programme was totally
absent during the SAECS talks. Therefore, in

the absence of political opposition, no 'alternatives'
were formulated, as was under the Devlin talks.

The bargaining was carried out within an industrial
framework, conforming to distributive bargaining

principles.
What could not, however, be denied was that since:

'Excessive manning demands were made on the
South African trade. A settlement reached

in May had failed to produce the promised
improvements. The basic problem is that drivers
of straddle carriers .... want more money

«... Southampton has been cut effectively

from 22 hours to 17 hours'. (23)
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TABLE

The following table shows

on each shift and on each

berths, servicing the Far
of men employed on each shift for 204/205 and
206 berths - Far East plus South African trade.

the numbers of men employed

operation for 204/205

East Trade and numbers

Day Shift Evening Shift Night Shift
8 am ~ 4pm 4 pm - 11 pm llpm - 6am
204/5 204/5/6 | 204/5 204/5/6 | 204/5 204/5/6

Van Carrier 30 50 30 50 30 50
IMV Drivers 10 16 10 16 10 16
Tynascer S IR N A N
F.L.T. Drivers 2 3 2 3 2 3
Shipmen 24 40 24 40 24 40
Ship/Land men 4 8 4 8 4 8
Landmen 8 12 6 10 6 10
Twistlock men 2 3 2 3 2 2
First Aid men 1 1 1 2 1 2
Gearman 1 2 1 1 1 1
Cut & Lash 8 8 -
Total: 85 148 83 146 83 137

(compare with table II)
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It is important to understand that since the return
to 'normal working' of September 1977, there had
been a series of stoppages by N.U.R. checkers,
Allied Trades maintenance staff, TGWU foremen

and N.U.R. cranedrivers. A further 61 days were

lost by disputes involving mass meetings.

Stoppages involved NUR checkers on 22nd August

1977, 3rd October 1977 and 25th January 1978.

N.U.R. cranedrivers came out on 23rd February

1978, 27th February 1978, 1lst and 2nd March 1978

and 28th and 29th March 1978. TGWU dockers came

out on 24th October 1977, and also struck for

a week in August 1978 over the disciplining of

two van carrier drivers. TGWU foremen came out

on 10th-12th March 1978. Allied Trades maintenance
staff came out from 4th-9th November 1977, 15th-17th
February 1978, 3rd April 1978, 11lth May 1978 and
2nd-6th August 1978. Further disruption in the

port was caused by TGWU dockers on 1lth August

1977, 8th and 12th September 1977, 16th and 28th/29th
December 1977, 5th and 26th/27th January 1978

and 24th July 1978. Transport Salaried Staff
Association members were involved on 16th December
1977, and also NUR checkers on 5th and 13th January
1978 and 8th March 1978.

In reality the gquestion was not: what was the
effect of political students but rather what price
for modernisation with trade unions? Management
negotiated with other groups agreements involving
a 'continental weekend' system of working, which
guaranteed a committment to rostered shift work.

At that time the dock worker had no such agreement,
principally because of their 'fair-shares' roster

system. In general terms, all grades of workers

in the port were affected not only by arrangements

due to the increase in trade, but also by management's
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desire to offer terms attracting greater stability
at 204/5/6. The largest proportion of disruption
was caused by the RDWs in reaching agreement over
the extended tse of unitisation. However, since
the disquiet of bad industrial relations created
in 1977/78, the picture quickly improved. The
much tarnished reputation of Southampton docks

was revived and verified in a survey starting

in 1977 (a year of bad industrial relations and
performance for Southampton) by Dr. Roy Pearson

of Liverpool University, who researched the
performance of container lines serving the U.X.

He concluded that the turn round time in British
ports 1is significantly greater than in either

the continental or United States destinations.
There were also very marked variations in the
performance of individual lines based on the reliability
of a sample of 12 lines: Trio, SAECS, Carol,
Euro-Pacific, Johnson Scanstar, ACT(A), ACE, Dart,
Sealand, Seatrain, UKWAL and ANZECS (see Table IV).

To the credit of Southampton, better than average

regularity, in terms of sailing schedules, was

said to be returned by TRIO and SAECS. According

to Dr. Pearson, containerisation had changed the
attitude of shippers, who, he believed, were more
service conscious and less cost conscious. He
concluded that shippers are loyal to the conference
system as they perceived that it did in fact offer
services most likely to fulfil their needs. This
would suggest that normality returned very shortly
after the 1977/78 unrest.



TABLE IV

Regularity performances of some major deep-sea

operators.

Major Deep- Number of Punctuality Reliability
Sea Operators Observations Av. no. of Missed ports of
days late call as 7 of
per sailing/ total no. of
arrival expected port
calls
SAECS 167 0.61 7.27%
TRIO 1153 0.69 2.27%
EURO-PACIFIC 571 0.69 15.97
JOHNSON~-SCANSTAR 614 0.80 14.07
CAROL 114 0.98 7.97
SEATRAIN 290 1.66 N/A
DART 78 1.68 2.67
ACE 236 2.07 16.5%
SEALAND 202 2.54 9.97
(Minibridge Service)
ACT (A) 74 3.39 6.8%
UKWAL 128 4.91 10.17%
ANZECS 71 4.92 8.57

Source : Containerline Performance and Service Quality.
University of Liverpool Marine Transport Centre.

Quoted by Lloyds List. July 29th, 1980. Page 3.

The reliability and regularity of services vary
to a large degree between lines but TRIO line,
Southampton's major user, stood out as performing

well on both accounts.
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Conclusions

In drawing conclusions about the SAECS negotiations,
a useful function is achieved by describing the
similarities and dissimilarities between SAECS
and the Devlin reicrms in an attempt to assess
whether a pattern existed when introducing and,

subsequently, extending containerisation.

Many observers of the period when productivity
bargaining was at its peak (Flanders, McKersie,
Towers, Mellish) subscribed to the view that
productivity packages were an ongoing method of
collective bargaining. This could be achieved,
they contended, by 'secondary' productivity deals.
To this end, it could be suggested, the South

African container extension had strong similarities

to the Devlin modernisation programme. Firstly,

it involved accepting changes to the workplace
brought about by technological progress. Secondly,
this led to factors traditionally related to
productivity bargaining, i.e. shift work, weekend
working, reduction in mannings. Thirdly, similar
to the Devlin programme, there existed at the

time of the SAECS talks, a series of Government
pay policies. The talks spanned the 1977 and

1978 policies, both of which excluded productivity
bargaining from the constraints of the pay norm,
therefore, it could be argued, strongly encouraging
the use of it.

Conversely, the SAECS talks held dissimilarities

to the Devlin programme. Firstly, the approach
adopted by both sides was a distributive one.

The problem-solving style, so effectively used
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during the Devlin Modernisation programme, was

not adopted for SEACS and no framework of mutual
co-~operation was entered into. This seems rather
surprising, particularly in a period of incomes
policy, wage norms and further encouragement for
participating in productivity bargaining. It would
alsoc suggest a lack of knowledge and understanding
reganﬁjg pay policy on behalf of the trade unions,
which could have been caused by insufficient training.
Instead, the union side opened the 1977 pay talks
by tabling traditional 'demands' which attracted

a response from management to register traditional
'offers'. Both sides kept the South African trade

as a separate issue.

Secondly, unlike the Devlin talks (when an arrangement
prevailed to attract and accept trade initially

and conclude working arrangements secondly) the
position at the outset by the dockers regarding

the SAECS talks was that they were not prepared

to consider accepting additional traffic until
agreements had been finalised. However, this

tough bargaining attitude was to their detriment

and was highlighted when virtually the whole of

the LMC was replaced in what could only have been

a vote of no confidence.

Thirdly, and most importantly, during the Devlin
programme, management totally encouraged the use

of productivity bargaining and urged the unions

to assist them to tackle the problems in introducing
containerisation. This was not the case during

the SAECS talks. The union side had tabled on

two occasions proposals to enter into 'self-
financing productivity deals', which were rejected
by management on both occasions. This would suggest

that management were of the opinion they were
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able to secure more favourable terms by distributive
bargaining methods. As a consequence, a cardinal
factor in the whole pattern of negotiations (within
the context of distributive bargaining) was that
management's strategy assumed that the extended use
of containerisation did not require the sort of
preliminary planning which had occurred in the
Devlin programme. Therefore, in the absence of

the 'buy-out' orthodoxy, the negotiations focussed
on a direct trade-off between manning levels,

ex gratia payments (mech-aid allowances) and levels
of overtime (7 day guarantees) on the one hand,

and increased flexibility (the terminal team concept)

and output (terminal throughput) on the other.

In summary form, by adopting a distributive approach
in a major set of negotiations involving major
technological advances and radical revised working
arrangements, both sides became firmly entrenched

in a climate of conflict and poor industrial relations.
The reason why management maintained a confrontational
attitude during the SAECS talks is unclear, particularly
when the dockers' bargaining position and industrial
power would be increased after securing the South
African trade. Therefore one must ask if management
would have been wiser to have negotiated the SAECS
agreement within an integrative framework, thus
enjoying an atmosphere of improved industrial
relations, and equally important, maintaining

a track-record of respectibility. Even more crucial
perhaps, were the ensuing detrimental aspects

caused, in the main, by the sheer length of the
dispute. This led to a renewed form of casualism

and irresponsibility re-establishing itself. The
habits and practices of the dispute carried over

into normal working arrangements and became the

status quo. They included late starts and early
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finishes, reporting spurious mechanical failures,

but most important was the maintenance of welting

and spelling, which in itself was a form of casualism
from an additudinal point of view. The retrograde
effect distributive bargaining had on industrial
relations in the port was substantial, and raised

the question: how long could it last?
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CHAPTER 6
THE DISPUTES OF 1981-82
6.1 Introduction

During 1981 and 1982 a number of serious disputes
took place at Southampton Docks which involved

the majority of work groups employed at the container
complex. The disputes were the worst the port

of Southampton had ever experienced, and arose
because of bitter inter-group acrimony over
comparative earnings potential, and varying terms

and conditions. Another key factor was management's
desire to alter written agreements under an

obligation to cut costs and improve efficiency.

This aim was complicated by trade union sectional
interest, which ultimately led to a leap-frogging

wage situation. The gravity of the situation

was such that one local M.P. sought to establish

a Royal Commission on the pay structures at Southampton

Docks.

It is the aim of this section to analyse the disputes
and examine the situations that were responsible

for them. The extent to which previous productivity
packages laid foundation to these disputes are examined.
The worst situations occurred, firstly, between RDW's
and dock foremen and secondly, between RDW's and NUR
checkers. These disputes are therefore examined in
detail.

Background to the Disputes

Occurrences had taken place prior to the disputes
which deserve attention so as to set the mood
in the docks in the 1980's.

1 - It should be noted that a national dock strike

was narrowly averted in September 1980 when
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Liverpool port employers sought agreement:

'.... for 180 men to be made redundant and

placed on the temporary unattached register
at the end of the month.' (1)

It had been said in private that a national

dock strike would receive eager response from
RDW's in an attempt to 'take on' the Conservative
Government, hoping the outcome would be similar
to that of the 1974 miners strike. At local
level there were RDW representatives keen

to take industrial action for this reason.

According to a detailed survey of shippers

and carriers published on 29th July 1980 by

Dr. Roy Pearson of Liverpool University,

there existed .... 'A remarkably optimistic
forecast for world shipping over the next three
years, with cargo movements up 12% and demand
for tonnage up 13% (2) ... Nevertheless, we
would not expect there to be a smooth progression
over the period, and 1981 in particular may
prove to be less buoyant than either 1980

or 1982.' (3) 1n addition, Dr. Pearson revealed
that the turn round time in British ports

was significantly greater than in either the

Continent or United States.

The National Ports Council's final Bulletin

No. 16 revealed that efficiency per man was

less in U.K. ports than in the Continental ones (4),

'A strategy for slashing labour costs is contained

in a new report for British Ports worried

by the productivity record of Continental

rivals.' (5)

The efficiency comparison of Continental ports

was seen as a minor issue by dockers in the
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U.K. because of the isolation emanating from
an island topography. The impact imminent
privatisation was to have was that competition
within the U.K. ports structure would be much

fiercer.

The 1981 edition of the 'Containerisation
International Yearbook' showed the growing
importance of Southampton from 1978 to 1979.
It had moved up the table of the 50 world's
ports from 26th to 24th. 1In the same period
London remained 20th in the league while
Felixstowe had fallen from 24th to 39th.

Denationalisation/privatisation: The State-

owned British Transport Docks Board (the largest
port business in the country) had weathered

the crises of the past better than many of
dockland's victims, such as Liverpool, London
and Bristol. After 18 years it had emerged

as consistently profitable and after having
survived changes in trade patterns and coping
with containerisation and the subsequent dock-
workers reactions to it, the Government announced
in March 1980 that the BTDB was up for sale.

The vehicle to go private was through the
Transport Act 1980. The central theme for
privatisation was that it would free the Board
from the financial constraints of the public
sector borrowing requirements and would allow

it to diversify without Parliamentary sanction.
Under the 1962 Transport Act which dissolved

the British Transport Commission and established
the BTDB, the board's scope was restricted.

For instance, while a port operator like the
Manchester Ship Canal had been able to move
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into warehousing and ancillary dockland
operations, the BTDB had to survive on port
business alone. The single largest benefit

of privatisation would be to give the Board
freedom to invest without Parliamentary approval.
Meanwhile, the inherent problem of the size

of the register and manpower remained for:
'The fact is that, privatised or not, the

BTDB will never be anything more than 'quite'
profitable; unless, that is, any Government

is prepared to tackle the true crises in dock-
land - the overmanning, the prolonged life

of obsolete facilities and the anachronistic
traditions.' (7) pPrivatisation was bound

to cause union furore and bound to provoke

a strong resistance to it. One interviewee
stated: 'It may be the inevitable outcome,
but we will fight it all the way.' (8)

Manning levels: A major feature of a port's

performance is its manning levels. 'Overmanning'
was emphasised in the NPC's final Bulletin,

the reason of which is largely due to the

impact of containerisation. The change from
conventional trade to unitising the South
African trade at Southampton highlights this
point. Whereas some 650 men were allocated
daily to handle approximately half of U.K.
traffic, Southampton handled (in 1982 ), with
containerisation, about 90% of the trade with
just 180 men. The consequence was that both
London and Liverpool's share disappeared;

the outcome being that 1500 jobs were replaced
by 180. ©Under the terms of The National Docks
Labour Scheme, voluntary severance had made
reductions of manpower too slow for management's

needs.
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By 1980 the total number of daily surplus
dockers at BTDB ports were as many as 285
at Hull, 137 at Grimsby and 151 at Southampton,
according to NPC official statistics. 1In
fact, of the 1650 registered dock workers
at Southampton, about 200 were surplus on
occasions. Prior to the 1981 RDW's wage claim,
the topic of manning levels was to be of prime

importance.

Voluntary Severance (RDW's)

The intention of reduced mannings was announced
by management in September 1980. 'There was a
general reduction in trade which Southampton was
unable to escape and there was a need for a reduction
in the labour force. Job losses were inevitable.' (9)
At an LMC meeting with management on 13th October
management stated: '.... it was necessary for
the Docks Board to seek economies in the areas
of (i) mannings, (ii) overtime, and (iii) working
practices.' (10) Management's proposals were
taken away for consideration by the dockers who
replied at a meeting on 20th October and considered
it:

' .... harsh for the employers to suggest

cuts that they (the workforce) estimated were

3.6 million pounds, and would cost each man

forty pounds per week in lost earnings, and

if similar cuts were made with other sections

the savings in the Port would be over seven

million pounds. They considered the proposals

were unrealistic in view of the fifty voluntary
severances that had been agreed ....' (11)

Management challenged the union's figures, who

in turn emphasised that: 'They (the workforce)

would need to be convinced that further savings

were really necessary from the dock worker who

was the lowest earner in the Operations Department,
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as they understood that the savings would come

from those people with the high overtime earnings'.(lz)

The level of overtime earnings became a cardinal
factor in the ensuing disputes. The dockers at
this time were working to agreements giving a
seven day guarantee, while other grades, i.e.
foremen and checkers, could work 'out of turns'

or double-days' to supplement their earnings ('out
of turn' working was the possibility to work two
shifts in one day, hence 'double-days'). Because
of the limited number of foremen and checkers,
this gave them a greater opportunity to work overtime
(the system of out-of-turn working will be covered
more fully later).

By November 1980, management pointed out that

the Docks Board was continuing to show large surpluses
of up to 500 men per day and stated it was necessary
again to view the question of voluntary severance.
They proposed that an application for 100 severances
should be submitted. The union view remained

that they oppposed it in principle, and referred

to the substantial loss of RDW's over the past

ten years, and sought figures relating to other

grades of staff.

On 8th December 1980, the union side stated that
stewards had a mandate that no voluntary severance
should be considered until the 1981 wage review

had been settled. At this stage both sides were
poles apart regarding the sum to be saved through
reductions in manning levels. Management contended
that total savings equated to roughly £4 per week
per man, while the union side's estimate of savings

was nearer £25 per week per man.
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In addition, at this meeting the union side:

' .... referred to the Registered Dock Workers

claim to undertake other types of dock work, i.e.
checking .... (management) confirmed initial steps

had been taken to raise this item with other groups.'(13)
This issue was to play a vital role in shaping

attitudes throughout the disputes.

During this meeting the union side submitted the:
.... '"Registered Dock Workers 1981 wage claim
listed as:=-

a. An increase in basic wage from £94
to £120 per week.

b. Full consolidation of overtime
calculator to a new basic of £120.

c. An increase in gratuity contributions
by 10p per week from employer and
employee.

d. Increase in SCS annual payment from
£70,000 to £100,000."

In January 1981: 'It was confirmed that there

was a failure to agree over the workpeople's claim
that all checking work should be undertaken by
RDW's. It was agreed that the N.D.L.B. should

be advised accordingly and the matter be allowed
to progress through the N.D.L.B. definition

procedure. ' (14)

By 21st January 1981 management announced that
the employers were unable to accede the union

wage claim and proposed that:

'a. the basic rate should be increased

from £94 to £101.
b. the overtime calculator should be
increased from £83 to £87.' (15)
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At this meeting the issue of 'comparability' was
raised and proved to be an area extremely difficult
for management to solve. The major grievance

of the RDW's was not the comparative basic rates

of the grades in the docks, it was caused instead

from the annual earnings potential of various

grades which were supplemented by out-of-turns.

The dockers arqued that agreement was being sought

for voluntary severance, when other grades enjoved

'out-of-turns'; thereby having an opportunity

to work two shifts in one day.

Regarding comparability, the RDW representatives:

' .... referred to disparities in the levels of
payments to RDW's as compared with certain other
groups and made it clear that they were seeking

to eliminate these in 1981.' (16) The differential
of earnings between RDW's and other grades such

as checkers and foremen was as much as £4,000

per annum (see table overleaf).

The Zama Maru Car-Ship Dispute

This dispute was generally recognised as the starting
point of the 1981/82 disputes, and acted as a
catalyst for creating divisions of sectional interest.
The core of the dispute was over productivity
payments that RDW's had received since early 1979

in the form of a 5 p.m.- 9 p.m. payment on a job

and finish basis to discharge cars. The productivity
deal encompassed only RDW's, thus excluding checkers
and foremen. In addition, the foremen and checkers
had heard rumours that the RDW's had laid claim

to certain aspects of their functions, the upshot

of which led to inter-group friction. The productivity

deal agreed by RDW's was to discharge 1600 cars
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on the day shift in return for a 5 p.m.- 9 p.m.
payment. On the 5 p.m.~- 12 p.m. shift the original
650 cars job and finish was amended to 1000 cars

for a 5 p.m.- 9 p.m. payment.
Inter-group difficulties arose when:

'During the course of Tuesday, 27th January,

the checkers had created problems and used
delaying tactics to prevent the target being
achieved. On the 5-~12 shift they had indicated
that whilst they did not object to 650 cars

job and finish they would not allow the RDW's

to discharge 1000 cars unless they were included
in the productivity deal. The checkers stopped
work at 6 p.m. by which time the foremen aligned
themselves with the checkers and stopped work
also.' (17)

The following day the checkers and foremen were
still not prepared to work, and the job was isolated
while discussions took place with the parties
involved. On the afternoon of Wednesday, 28th
January 1981, the checkers withdrew their labour
completely, but resumed work after a mass meeting
which they held at 1 p.m. on Friday. The RDW's
emphasised that the checkers were not available
for work on the Zama Maru from 6 p.m. Tuesday,
and had themselves provided a tally of the number
of cars discharged. The discharge of the ship
was completed by RDW's on Wednesday evening in
line with the productivity agreement reached with
the employers. The matter flared up again on

the following Sunday morning when the checkers

on the berth refused to handle Datsun cargo.
The RDW's stance regarding the foremen was:

' .... despite the fact that their representatives
had advised them to continue working they stopped
work at 6 p.m. on Tuesday. As a result of the
attitude adopted by the foremen in preventing

the RDW's completing the productivity deal

they had concluded, the RDW's decided on Wednesday

to discharge the vessel without direct supervision.

1(18)
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Discussions took place between management and
foremen, who agreed to normal working at 1600
on the following Friday. Work group attitudes
were abundantly clear as a RDW representative

commented:

' .... the RDW's were not prepared to accept
a situation where other groups could dictate
when RDW's were able to work. Nor would they
allow the position to continue where other
groups were achieving inflated earnings in
comparison with the RDW's. They regarded

the need to remedy this situation as taking
precedence over other negotiations and would
be putting all their efforts into achieving
this objective.' (19)

Short Summary

The objective of this section was to focus on
the complexity of issues prior to Southampton
Docks most serious dispute, and to give some
understanding of why they lasted so long. 1In
summary form, management were posed with

(1) cutting costs during a predicted year of
traffic decline; (ii) the privatisation of

BTDB ports, thus selling 49% of the private sector.

This meant job losses to an under-employed industry,
the heaviest of which was to be suffered by the
largest group, i.e. registered dock workers.
However, due to the extensive reduction in the

size of the register a prime objective of dock
worker representatives was to preserve jobs

wherever possible.

'"The container revolution heralded massive

cuts in the dock labour force, which had already
been axed by almost 27,000 in 20 years after

the war. In the seven years to 1972, the

number of registered dock workers fell by

a further 23,000 to 40,000. Today, the total
stands at little more than 24,000 .... Why

the docker fights tc hard to hold what he

has is not hard to understand.' (20)
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The issue of voluntary severance was further
exacerbated by pay comparability with groups who
enjoyed higher earnings through their local and
national agreements. The situation arose whereby

job rights were claimed by RDW's that formed sectional
jealousy and disdain, urging work groups to join

ranks and oppose one another, and, rightly or

wrongly, to impose one will over another.

The Registered Dock Worker's Dispute

The intention of industrial action by dock workers

was announced at an LMC meeting on 18th February

1981. The area of contention was the point of
productivity payments to other grades. Dock worker
representatives referred to a recent change in

the dock foremen's stewards, who it was said,

were not prepared to honour the agreement reached
following the Zama Maru dispute regarding productivity
arrangements. The foremen had indicated their
intention of claiming 'productivity payments'

for operations where RDW's had negotiated 'productivity
deals'. The RDW's opposed this and stated that:

'If they were not satisfied with the outcome

of this meeting, then they would take industrial
action including the cancellation of all
productivity arrangements .... (management)

said that other groups had now been informed
that there were to be no more productivity

deals as far as they were concerned.' (21)

The union side was not appeased and reaffirmed
their intention to cancel all productivity arrangements
which included the improved working practices

at the container berths.

Management expressed concern that the effect of industrial
action would have on the container berths, and

referred to anomalies in respect of pay disparities



Table of Average Earnings at the Port of Southampton

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

RDW's 42.29 42.45 52.60 64.21 81.78 88.90
Foremen (+) 44,31 51.37 58.73 69.46 84.92 96.83
Checkers 41.06*% 46.92 57.37 67.34 80.92*% 92,17

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

RDW's 93.07 106.46 135.16 143.42 156.67
Foremen (+) 101.32 114.82 139.78 150.73 163.49
Checkers 98.14 111.80 140.62 156.00 149.33%* -

The figures include container berth and rest of
port earnings, but because of varying rotation
systems of the grades (which was less strict for
foremen and checkers) a nucleus of checkers and
foremen were able to substantially increase their

annual earnings at the container berths.

+ On all observations the foremen achieved a
higher earning level.

* Denotes years when checkers earnings were
lower thanm RDW's.

It can be seen that from 1976 onwards (except

for the checkers reduction of earnings after the

1981 dispute) both checkers and foremen maintained

a higher average wage than the RDW's. This
differential would have been greater at the container

berths.
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between RDW's and checkers working 11-6 shift.

They commented that certain proposals were likely

in that area. ©No action should be taken, management
stated, until. the outcome of those discussions.

The union remained adamant, and stated their intention
to hold a mass meeting. They. did so on the 20th
February 1981 and following unanimous support,
management were informed by a letter of intent

that the decisions of the meeting were:-

'l) To give one month's notice of the
withdrawal of the 4 p.m.- 11 p.m. shift
(this shift was voluntary).

2) To rescind all productivity arrangements
including the agreement covering
performance at berths 204/5/6.

3) To institute a series of 24 hour
lightning strikes.

4) To introduce a state of non co-operation
including the refusal to work 5 p.m.- 9 p.m.
on cargo vessels.' (22)

At this meeting, the union sought an undertaking

that other groups would not be paid productivity
payments based on the efforts of the RDW's. An
important issue was raised at this meeting in

that the RDW stewards sought: ' .... substantial
proportion of the funds available to be paid to

RDW's to redress the balance, and for some reimbursement
for the jobs which had been lost.' (23)

An improved pay offer was made on 2nd March 1981,

and again on 5th March 1981. Regarding the pay
differentials, management stated that they had
undertaken a review of rates of pay, earnings

and working practices of other groups that:

' .... had highlighted situations which were regarded
as totally unsatisfactory .... There would be

a continuing review of earnings levels to ensure

that the broad comparability was maintained ....'(24)
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The improved pay offer was inadequate for the
union side and management requested time to meet
the other groups in order to implement their proposals.

Attitudes hardened between management and the

workforce which led to two 24 hour strikes that

acted as a catalyst in the breakdown in industrial

relations.

The Lock-0Out

"All cargo handling in Southampton docks was stopped
today (10th March 1981) when the port's 1600 dockers
staged a 24 hour strike in support of their 1981

pay claim.' (25) Another 24 stoppage occurred

on 1llth March 1981 at midday and on 12th March

1981 management issued a letter addressed:-

'To: All Registered Dock Workers 12th March 1981

Industrial Action

The Port has now suffered the effects of two 24 hour lightning
strikes in the past three days. This is totally unacceptable
and cannot be allowed to continue.

Therefore, the British Transport Docks Board requires an assurance
that all industrial action will cease and that all Registered

Dock Workers will resume and maintain normal working in accordance
with their Agreements.

Until this assurance is given no Registered Dock Worker will
be permitted to resume work.' (26)

Both sides met on 17th March 1981. The management
demanded withdrawal of the union's 'letter of
intent' of 20th February. 1In turn, the union
insisted management withdraw their letter of 12th
March 1981 and demanded the union's letter should
stand. Both sides failed to agree - the lock-out
continued. Attitudes hardened and the dispute

had the hallmarks of becoming a national issue

over the lock-out.
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'Union leaders are giving official backing

to Southampton's 1,600 dockers in the dispute
with the port employers. The decision was
taken yesterday (13.03.81) at a meeting between
the deputy general secretary of the Transport
ond General Workers Union, Mr. Alec Kitson

and Mi. John Ashman, Southampton regional
secretary.’ (27)

Additional telexes were sent to all regional
secretaries of the TGWU from the national secretary-
designate stating: ' .... that plenary powers

have been granted in support of our members locked
out by the port employer following the break-down

in negotiations regarding the current wage review
applying in Southampton.' (28) 'Meanwhile, shop
stewards (were) considering various options for

extending the dispute to other docks board ports.'(29)

The legality of the lock-out was challenged by

the TGWU. 'An emergency meeting of the South
Coast Dock Labour Board was held today (18.03.81)
at Southampton, principally to ascertain if the
BTDB broke the rules in issuing an ultimatum letter.' (30)
Matters of an industrial nature are not normally
discussed at Local Board level, but the industrial
aspects of this issue were inevitably referred

to it on that occasion in view of the association
of events. The trade union complaint was that

the BTDB was in breach of Clause 9(2) (a) of the

Scheme, i.e.

'2. A registered employer -

(a) Shall employ any registered dock
worker who is allocated to him as
a permanent worker by the local
board in accordance with the provisions
of the scheme' .... (31)

The employers claimed the reference to employ
any registered dock worker in 9(2) (a) meant to

employ in the sense of a contractual obligation
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rather than employ physically on job tasks. They

had not dismissed men from their employment and

the contract to employ in the 'contractual' sense
still existed. (32) The employers cross allegation
was that the RDW's were in breach on their part

under their obligation set out by Clause 8(5) (b),

i.e. 'A permanent worker and a temporarily unattached
worker while in the employment of a registered
employer shall - (a) carry out his duties in
accordance with the rules of the port or place

where he is working.' (33)

Contravention of this was displayed (management
contended) by the union's 'letter of intent' of
20th February 1981; by the statements in the press;
by the evidence of the 'go slow' and two lightning
strikes. The employers felt they were entitled
not to pay or allocate them to work until the

RDW's would 'carry out faithfully and honestly
their side of the bargain.' (34)

It was thereupon decided that the circumstances
of the case be submitted to the National Board
with the request they be asked to determine whether
a breach of Clause 9(2) (a) of the Scheme had taken

place.

The NDLB met in London on 26th March 1984 and:
' .... decided the dock employers were in breach

of the scheme under which the dock workers are
employed. It ruled the action taken in locking

out the men was not in accordance with the terms

of the scheme.' (35) As a result: 'Dock workers
are to seek compensation from the British Transport

Docks Board over the lock-out .... '(36)

At the London hearing, the NDLB supported neither
the employers contravention of 9(2) (a), nor the
employees of 8(5) (a), but it held: ' .... the
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registered employer to be in breach of the Scheme
by reason of his having seen fit to invoke procedures
not in accordance with the statutory disciplinary
provisions available to him as clearly set out

in Clause 14A of the Scheme' (37) and states a
permanent worker shall not have his employment
terminated, except in accordance with provisions
set out under Clause 14 or Clause 17 of the Scheme.
The BTDB had to pay £678,000 in back pay which
they contested in the courts, but the decision

was upheld when: 'Three Appeal Court judges
unanimously backed the National Dock Labour Board
which said the action was in breach of the 1967

dock workers employment scheme.' (38)

A Turn for the Worse

Hopes of a peaceful settlement in the dispute
were pinned on a series of meetings involving
both sides and officials of the Advisory,
Conciliation and Arbitration Service (aAcas). (39)
Both sides met on lst April 1981. The terms of
reference for a return to work were agreed by

management, i.e.

(a) average pay be made for the time of the
lock-out,

(b) unconditional withdrawal of the employers
letter,

(c) a number of meaningful meetings commence

over the 1981 wage claim. (40)

Although agreed by management, for their part
they sought a basis for a return to work:

'"If the trade union letter of 20th February was
withdrawn, normal working could be resumed. If
not, he (management) was proposing a return to

8 a.m.- 5 p.m. only v (41)
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Although: 'Southampton's 1600 dockers returned

to work today (3rd April 1981) after a mass meeting
and decided to end the damaging three week dispute'<42)
both sides had reason to remain at arm's length.

The employers had made application for 200 severance
places (see Footnote) and the union side gave

an ultimatum to the effect that if: '.... the

pay claim was not resolved at the next meeting

on 15th April then they would give notice of a

return to 8 a.m.- 5 p.m. working.' (43)

Container Profits

At this point in the dispute (24th March 1981)

OCL published figures that they had made a pre-tax
profit of £43,456,000, which was 14 per cent higher
than 1979 (44) . A number of factors contributed

to this improvement in that their South African
trade had improved and there was continued strength
in carryings from the Far East to Europe which

had more than offset reduced contributions from
Australia and New Zealand. This would emphasise
the importance of Southampton as a container port,
thereby giving advantage to the work forces bargaining

position.

The Port goes on Day Work

No agreement was reached over the dock workers
comparability claim, and on 27th April 1981, the

port reverted to 8 a.m.- 5 p.m. working. The
agreement covering such arrangements at the container
berths included a lunch hour and morning and afternoon
tea-breaks. Together with non co-operation and

a go-slow, production was slashed.

Footnote: The original severance requirement by management during

November 1980 was for 100 severances.
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The container lines implemented a costly feeder
service (Operation Sea Feed) using other U.K.

ports to the main European container terminals.

In an attempt to thwart the success of the operation
the Southampton shop stewards mounted a picketing
and lobbying campaign to muster support and made

it clear that: ! .... any cargo diverted from
Southampton should not be handled by any trade

unionist connected with the docks industry.' (45)

The effect of operating only on a day shift basis
was immediate and dramatic. "An average of 800

dockers a day, half Southampton's workforce, are

being sent home because there is no work. The
800 average ..... compares with an average of
200 a day in 1980.' (46)

Pay Bill Costs and Severances

From l1st April 1981 attention was focussed on

pay bill costs. The amount available to RDW's

was the central issue. (47) At an LMC meeting

on 18th May 1981, the union side revised their

pay claim which the management considered to represent
an increase of 29% on the basic rates. By adding
improvements to the overtime calculator, management

estimated the claim in excess of 30 per cent.

Due to lost trade,management: ' .... would be
increasing the application for severance places
from 200 to 400 or 500.' (48) The union estimated
that the savings likely to accrue from such cuts
would more than pay for the original offer. A
further offer made by management was again rejected

by the work force.
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Breakthrough in Talks

A paper was generated by the union side setting

out the case in support of their claim. The document
gave detailed costings in respect of various elements
and proved to be instrumental in the settlement

of the dispute. (See Appendix 3 ). The basis

of the paper formed a platform for a productivity
package. It drew a relationship between the number
of severances and the savings accrued on the basis

of the original demand for £121 per week. The

paper also took account of the time-scale (Culy

1981 to December 1981), which together with the
numbers of severances, formed the foundation of

a matrix.

Number
of Men July August Sept. October November December

24 Weeks 20 Weeks 16 Weeks 12 Weeks 8 Weeks 4 Weeks

50 £145,200 £121,000 £96,800  £72,600  £48,400 £24,200
100 £290,400 £242,000 £193,600 £145,200 £96,800  £48,400
150 £435,600 £363,000 £290,400 £217,800 £145,200 £72,600
200 £628,800 £484,000 £387,200 £290,400 £193,600 £96,800
250 £726,000 £605,000 £484,000 £363,000 £242,000 £121,000

SAVINGS FOR BRITISH TRANSPORT DOCKS BOARD ON:

£121 = £105 + £16 per week

The BTDB were prepared to allocate an additional
£1,250,000 for the dockers' 1981 pay deal. The
basis of the dockers case was that the 1981 increase
amounted to £1,185,000. The paper was the subject
of discussion at a management/union meeting held
on 29th June 1981.
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Management confirmed: ' .... that with minor
exceptions, the figures contained in the paper

were accepted as correct by the employers.' (49)
Although management maintained that certain flaws
remained in the union document, it was agreed:

' .... that the employers' costings would be submitted
to the workpeople and that a further meeting be

arranged ....' (50)

Management produced their own paper at a meeting
held on 1st July 1981 which was not accepted by
the union side because: ' .... the details related
to a full year based on the current labour force

of 1575 men ..... the workpeople were unable to
accept the basis of calculation bearing in mind

the reduction in the labour force both since the
start of 1981 and which was continuing.' (51) The

union argued that their claim was self-financing,

and if there was to be a reduction in the total
paybill, future settlements would be at a lower
level and that they had fulfilled this criteria

which was demonstrated by their paper.

6.13 The 18 Month Agreement and Final Breakthrough

Because of the failure to achieve a pay settlement
by mid-1981, the union suggested consideration

be given to an agreement to run for 18 months

to overcome the problem, as it was clear the
workpeople would not accept the current proposals.
After consideration, the employers stated they
were prepared to negotiate a new agreement with

a target date of 1lst January 1982. Part of the
agreement would include new team systems and a

pay deal to run for 18 months from 1lst July 1981.

Both sides met on 13th July 1981, when the employers

tabled a draft agreement for consideration:-
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i) Rates of pay

From 01.07.81 to 31.12.82 the rates of
pay to be either:-

(a) £109 basic, £92.40 overtime calculator,

or
(b) £110 basic, £90.00 overtime calculator.

(ii) Review

(a) If the level of average pay settlements
calculated on comparable paybill costs
for the BTDB manual wages grades staff
negotiated nationally and for locally
negotiated groups of Dock Foremen, crane-
drivers and Allied Trades was higher than
5% in 1982; then the rates of pay for
the Southampton Dock Workers would be
reviewed on lst July 1982 taking into
account any margin over 5%. Any variation
would be effective from lst January 1982.

(b) If verification of the paybill costs was
required, then verification would be
available from Messrs. Price Waterhouse &
Co., the Board's external auditors. (52)

After discussion it was agreed to include in any
agreement that: 'It is the declared intention
not to treat RDW's any less favourably than other
groups outlined above.' (53) For the period from
lst January to 30th June 1981 a lump sum would

be payable to each RDW based on rates of £105

and £89 estimated to be £352 (see Footnote).

The proposals discussed at this meeting were taken
away for consideration by the full shop stewards
committee. Consequently: 'Hopes of a settlement
in the long-running pay dispute in Southampton
docks rose today with the announcement of a mass

meeting of the 1600 dockers on Friday.' (54)

Footnote: It is noteworthy that at this meeting reference

was made that the present agreement with RDW's was based largely

on the 1970 Blue Book Agreement. Since then it was recognised

that there had been substantial changes in working requirements.

It was proposed that discussions should take place in order to

cover all working arrangements to ensure that all of the various

groups were as far as possible placed on the same working arrangements.
This would suggest the RDW's claim of iniquitous conditions were
considered a valid one by management.
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The mass meeting was held with the result that:

'The dispute which had disrupted dockland

trade at Southampton for almost four months
ended today with the acceptance by 1600 dockers
of a new long term pay deal ..... It was the
longest running dispute in port history and

it included lightning strikes, the three weeks
lock-out dispute, and 13 weeks of single shift
working.' (55)

The end of the dispute meant: ' .... a great
lead weight being lifted off the city', said Mr.

Pat St. George, Director General of the local

Chamber of Commerce. The City Mayor, Councillor

John Deacon was reported as being: 'Thrilled

to bits ..... I want to see us get back to square
one.' (56)

The 18 month agreement (see Appendix 4 ) included:-

1 - From the 1st July 1981 to 31st December 1982
the rate of pay would be basic £110 and a

£90 overtime calculator.

2 - The Docks Board guaranteed that RDW's would

be treated no less favourably than any other

sections in the future (this principle was

the heart of future conflict).

3 - The 7-day guarantee covering the 5 to midnight
shift would continue until 31st December 1982,
subject to the TGWU not opposing the Board's

request for 300 voluntary severances.

4 - Discussions should take place in order to
cover all working arrangements to ensure that
all of the various groups of staff employed
are, as far as possible, placed on the same
working arrangements. (This ultimately led
to opposition at a later date by the checkers

and foremen).
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The Foremen's Dispute

The background to the foreman's dispute focussed

on four major factors. Firstly, there was a management
commitment to create effective savings, and their
intention to do so was announced on 13th October
1980. Secondly, the foremen's 1981 pay award

was near completion: ' .... with no problems,

and was just a run-of-the-mill deal' (57), when
management suddenly withdrew the offer by the
'comparability' demands exerted upon them by the
RDW's in their negotiations. Thirdly, the Zama
Maru dispute caused inter-group friction when

the checkers walked off the job, and were supported
by the foremen. Finally, as the docks crisis
deepened a need for redundancies arose that meant
reshaping agreements to suit future manning levels.
This issue was further complicated by the foremen
being split into two groups, i.e. container berth

foremen and rest of port foremen.

The foremen's 1981 pay claim revolved around an
issue, not so much of basic rates of pay, but
more of annual earnings potential. Management's
approach to this issue was by altering shift-

working patterns and amending manning levels.

The foremen's dispute came to the public's notice
when it was reported that: 'Industrial action

has again hit the port of Southampton just three

days after dockers agreed to accept a two year

staged deal. Problems this time have arisen with

300 foremen and checkers who have refused to accept
management proposals to alter their shift patterns.'(58)
'A spokesman for the B.T. Docks Board said: "A

few teething troubles are to be expected when

work 1s resumed after a lengthy dispute, but what

we are facing in this case is an industrial relations

problem." 1(59)
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It is the aim of this section to examine in detail
the industrial relations problems of the foremen's
dispute. The checkers' dispute ran concurrently
with the foremens', and is examined separately

in the following section.

Notification of work alterations

Two days prior to the RDW's first lightning 24

hour strike in March 1981, the foremen were advised
that management: ' .... had received written
notice from the TGWU that the RDW's would cease

to work the 4-11 shift from 20th March 1981 ....
Therefore (management) was giving one month's
notice that the present Container Berth Agreement
relating to the supplementation of Foremen would
cease.' (60)  (supplementation being the term

for out-of-turn or double~day working).

It was proposed that at 204/5/6 berths, supplementation
would now only occur to cover annual holidays

and sickness. At 201/2 berths supplementation

would only occur when operationally required.
Management substantiated their proposals of reducing
out of turns because: ' .... it was noticeable

that 201/2 berths with 20 less foremen than 204/5/6
berths in fact worked almost half as many supplementary
turns to cover operational duties.' (61) Management
stated the system had proved 'extremely costly' (62)
and drew attention to the disparity of earnings

that supplementation caused. The average earnings

for RDW's was approximately £146 per week, while
container berth foremen enjoyed earnings of £250

per week. (see Footnote on page 176). Management

did, however, recognise that there: ' .... should

be a differential between Registered Dock Workers

and Foremen of approximately 10% ....' (63)
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This situation inflamed the foremen who referred

to letters of as far back as March 1978 when

management had threatened sanctions against the
foremen if they did not accept the terms they

were working at present. But management pointed
out that: ' .... the original agreement had proved

more costly than had been anticipated ....' (64)

Revised working arrangements

Negotiations were further complicated by the problem

of rotation. Because of intended overtime cuts

in the rest of the port operations, some 25 foremen
employed there expressed interest in working at

the container berths. Management made shift arrangement
proposals on 27th May 1981 which in effect would

have brought the foremen on a pattern similar

to the RDW's. It featured a three shift pattern

with 7 shift guarantees and no supplementation.

This proposal was rejected by the foremen.
The three shift system was unacceptable as:

' .... the proposals would mean a loss of

18 jobs at 204/5/6 and 24 jobs at 201/2,
together with a reduction in earnings which
could equate to £100 per week .... the Foremen
should join forces with other sections as
(they) had never seen a situation where one
group of staff (RDW's) could hold Management,
Shipowners and all other sections to ransom
«+.. (the foremen) could not sit back and
accept the situation without a fight.' (65)

Footnote: The RDW's basic, as previously discussed, was a £110

per week and £90 overtime calculator as opposed to the foremen's
basic of £112 and an overtime calculator of £99. This would

give a basic wage differential of less than 27. However, based

on the above figures of average weekly earnings, the annual earnings
potential varied widely between RDW's and foremen. Based on

average annual earnings the differential bewteen RDW's and the

rest of port foremen would be just above 117; while a similar
differential between RDW's and container berth foremen was in

excess of 707.
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Consequently, on 8th June 1981 a joint meeting

of shed clerks, supervisors, checkers and cranedrivers
met with management at the request of the foremen.

At this meeting a union representative commented

that the: ' .... dispute had arisen over the

earnings of other groups of staff, and were being
brought down to the earning level of the Registered
Dock Workers.' (66)

Management in return pointed out:

'Over the last 7 years or so there had been
numerous issues over the question of
comparability and in 1974 the NUR had claimed
parity with Registered Dock Workers, and in

1979 the Allied Trades had been on strike

for 6 weeks over the same point. The situation
was now reversed and the Registered Dock Workers
were claiming comparability with other sections
and the decision had been taken to, as far

as possible, treat everyone the same.' (67)

This revelation is particularly notable because
in such a relative short span of time, the RDW's
pay potential would have appeared to have fallen

behind the other work groups in the dock.

The container berth agreements were rescinded

by management, and the rest of port foremen supported
the container berth foremen, agreeing to work

only 8 a.m.- 5 p.m. Monday to Friday. On 15th

July 1981, management stated that they would be
advising the TGWU that 30 foremen would be made
redundant. Both sides met the next day to discuss

a 4 shift system proposed by management, which

was rejected by the foremen because the differential

between foremen and RDW's had decreased from 10%
to 5%. (68)
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The problem areas of rotation through the port,

use of supplementary turns and manning levels

at 204/5/6, were not resolved until August 1981,
when management reported back to the RDW's the
terms agreed to with the foremen. It was explained
to the dock workers representatives that relative

to foremen: -

' .... the arrangements on 204/6 consisted

of 4 teams of 15 men (foremen) who were required
to cover all duties. There was no possibility
of the teams enhancing their earnings by
supplementary overtime turns. There would

be supplementation of teams when the level

of work required it in only two circumstances

if a team fell below twelve men.

The circumstances were:-

a) where because of leave commitments already
made for 1981, more than 3 men in any
team were absent at one time; and

b) where foremen were released for trade
union business. Replacements would be
drawn, not from within the teams, but
from those foremen employed in the rest
of the port.

A similar system would apply at berths 201/2
based on 3 teams of 10 men. Supplementation
for Ro/Ro operations would again only take
place to the extent that operations required

it. Foremen would rotate through the three
areas, i.e. 204/6 berths, 201/2 berths, and
rest of port on a 6 month/3 month/3 month
basis. The agreement covering the container
berths would run for a period of 18 months.' (69)

Running concurrently with the foremens' dispute
was the checkers' which came to the forefront of
publicity during September 1981.

The Checkers Dispute

The background to the dispute was historical in
content as the agreements adopted by the checkers

were a result of a long tradition of the past.
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As early as 1942, agreements for dock work exemptions
had been established, i.e. 'The definition of
Port Transport work agreed upon by the Southampton
Port Registration Committee on 2nd June 1942 is

as follows .... Schedule of exemptions: All
operations when performed by regular staff where
conditions of employment are governed by Railway
Agreements.' (70) Consequently, checking work

at Southampton Docks was traditionally performed
by NUR members, whose number totalled between

135 and 200 daily, depending on the fluctuations

created by seasonal trade.

The checkers position was further protected by

the Transport Act 1947 which again exempted checking
work at certain ports. With growth in the world
trade and the increase in demand for labour after
the Second World War, checking requirements had

been supplemented by RDW's. In 1951 a Tripartite
Agreement had been established between RDW's,
checkers and management which defined the rules
governing checking duties in the port, and more
importantly (as it turned out later), the numbers

of men required to carry out such duties.

The introduction of container work brought about

a large reduction in dock worker manpower. Together
with a revised Dock Labour Scheme to pass through
Parliament, the long series of identifying what
duties constituted dock work was resurrected.

During either late 1979 or early 1980 the South

Coast Board was approached by RDW representatives

and claimed all checking work. Although the submission
was rejected by the employers, inter-group attitudes
were already formed. The checkers intensely resented
further inroads in their direction by RDW's. This
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resentment was already present because of RDW
militancy following a tribunal as long ago as

the late 1960's. The tribunal concluded that

NUR checkers had privilege to TWGU foremen's positions.
This situation was never to be upheld as a result

of intense RDW opposition. (71)

Individual group interest was paramount, and next
on the list to job protectionism was group earnings
potential. 'The NUR were aware that container

work led to large numbers of RDW's being 'bumped'
elsewhere in the port and therefore lowered their

possibility of earnings.'’ (72)

It is the aim of this section to examine the circumstances
and outcome of events between RDW's and checkers
during the 1981/82 dispute.

The pre 1981 checkers agreement

The nub of the dispute was the earnings potential
of rival groups within the dock area. At the
lucrative container berths of 204/5/6 the agreement

for rostering arrangements was such that:

'The day turn and night turn will be covered
by men rostered for five and seven turns
respectively. The evening turn of duty will
be covered by men allocated on a supplementary
basis from those men who have already worked

a day turn of duty either at 204/5/6 berths

or elsewhere in the port.

All weekend turns of duty will be at overtime
rates.' (73)

In effect, the whole of the 4-11 shift was on

a supplementary basis, and the container berth
manning requirement was a substantial proportion
of the total number of 176 checkers employed at
the port. Consequently, double-day working was

a necessity for NUR checkers to perform in order
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to supply cover for a 4-11 p.m. shift. An iniquitous
pay structure arose because, (1) the number

of checkers was controlled by the 1951 Tripartite
Agreement; (2) the number of checkers supplied

to the container berth was established by local
agreement; (3) to enable 24 hour coverage with

a limited number of men, checkers were required

to work out-of-turns or double-~days.

Shortly before the two 24 hour stoppages in March
1981 which led to the lock-out, management made

a declaration to the NUR checkers ( as they had

done to the foremen) that they would alter agreements
in a manner so as to erase out-of-turns. (74) The
checkers agreements were formulated at national
level, but checkers at local level instructed
management that national policy dictated a shift
premium of 35% of basic rates for three shift

cover and 22%% for two. (75)

On 9th March 1981 management gave one month's

notice that new rostering arrangements were required,
and later (23rd April 1981) gave proposals of

shift systems and a statement that mannings needed
to be reduced. By the date the RDW's had agreed
their 18 month agreement (18th July 1981) the
position with the NUR checkers was that management

sought from them a 4 shift system.

Friction was caused by the fact that the checkers
were expected to accept arrangements that would
cut their earnings, while the dockers improved
an offer of 11.7% to one worth about 14%. The
checkers rejected the 4 shift proposals and commenced
day work (8 a.m.- 5 p.m.), Monday to Friday work
only. The impact on container berth operations

'

was profound. Fortunately: .... normal working

resumed (31.07.81) while talks continued on new
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shift proposals made by the employers.' (76) r1n
order that normal working could take place while
negotiations continued it had been agreed that

for a short period only, the checkers should revert
to their previous working arrangements' (77) .

Hence checkers continued working out of turns

while negotiations took place.

The dispute was exacerbated by the checkers referring
the matter of shift patterns nationally within

the framework of their machinery of negotiation.

The RDW's indicated that the checkers could claim
supplementation in the short term. Almost four

weeks later, on 3rd September 1981: ' ... the
checkers situation had been referred back to the
locality for discussion by the NUR. The preceding
week the checkers had asked to be allocated to

shifts in accordance with the national agreement

but there was a difference of interpretation with
regard to shift premiums.' (78)  wo agreement

was forthcoming over shift-work arrangements (79) ana
following a two day stoppage on 2lst and 22nd
September by checkers who claimed they had been
locked-out, work commenced: ' .... but on a restricted

8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday to Friday basis.' (80)

No urgency appeared imminent from the NUR side.
'Consideration of Board proposals by the executive
of the National Union of Railwaymen (had) been
delayed because several members have been attending
the Labour Party Conference.' (81) Although:

'Some progress was reported ..... after the first
meeting with ACAS (09.10.81).' (82) an agreement
was made at national level on 15th October 1981

but was rejected at local level over a rostering
issue relating to 201/2 berths. The matter was
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passed on to the RDW's who subsequently:
' .... expressed concern that such a situation
put the checkers in the position of being able
to sustain a dispute on 201/2 berths based on

the earnings that they would be receiving from

cther areas of the port.' (83)

The grievances of the parties were further heightened
on 27th October 1981 when the RDW's supported

their stewards to terminate the container berth

shift agreements. '"The (dockers) vote, supported

by all but two ..... vastly increases the pressure

on the Board to make the 150 checkers accept new
working practices which would cut their pay by

about £30 per week.' (84)

By the end of October the position of the RDW's
remained as adamant as ever, stating: ' .... that
if the NUR agreement meant that other groups of
staff received more favourable treatment than

the TGWU, then the latter (RDW's) reserved the

right to come back and improve the terms of their

own agreement.' (85) In early November, ACAS
was: ' .... to appoint a mediator who ..... will
propose a peace package ..... Most accept that

pay comparability lies at the heart of the port's
difficulties.' (86)

The leap-frogging threat spread to other groups
in the docks. A meeting of the liaison committee
and management held on 7th December 1981, shed

clerical supervisor representatives stated:

' .... that even if arrangements could be

agreed for working 201/2 berths at present,
there was deep concern for the long term
stability of the Port on the question of
comparability. He hoped there would not be
some major new factor implicit in any
settlement with checkers which might upset
the balance of pay comparability with other
groups.' (87)
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A major fear for management was that they:

' .... hoped this comment did not imply that other
groups were looking for opportunities to re-open

new claims once the checkers' problem was resolved. ' (88)
The threat of increasing the number of bargaining

units involved in pay comparability was feared

by local M.P.'s, one of which proposed:

' ... - the creation of joint wage
negotations for all Britain's port
workers ...

- immediate privatisation of Britain's
17 state-run ports.

- immediate review of the National Dock
Labour Scheme.

- disclosure by local port bosses of how
far they have succeeded in introducing
uniform working patterns.' (89)

Furthermore, Southampton Test M.P., Mr. James
Hill, was quoted as saying: 'What we have got
to stop is leap-frogging of demands from unions
..... a joint negotiating council should be set
up with representatives from all port unions,

employers and some major customers.' (90)

By the end of November 1981 it was claimed that
a breakthrough was imminent in the ten week old

checkers dispute.

'The checkers have agreed in principle to
working shifts in the container port - a
considerable concession, as it means reduced
overtime - but they are resisting manning
cuts. There is also disagreement about the
date any agreement should be implemented and
possible compensation to 150 checkers for
cash lost through the dispute.' (91)

In early January 1982, there remained two unresolved
issues that prevented a swift resumption of normal
working. They were: ' .... the effective date

(of the agreement) and a claim for retrospective

payment.' (92)
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Although 204/5/6 container berths had ceased operations
since October 1981 and the rest of the port was

reduced to day work only, the dock workers were

to give notice of terr.ination of the container

berth agreements in their entirity if the container
berth shifts were not reinstated by 16th January

1982. (93)

The seemingly endless intransigence of all the
parties involved led the local press to level

some criticism at the management. One local M.P.
reported that: 'The gossip now is that even the
management have lost interest.' (94) However,
pressure on the negotiators of all sides was
dramatically increased following a dire warning

by the port director that because the port had

lost £10m through disputes, the dock faced bankruptcy,
as the Board no longer had the cash to pay its

staff. As a result of this ultimatum, it was
reported that: 'Crisis-hit Southampton Docks

should return to normal working (following) remarkable
summit talks between employers and foremen, dockers
and checkers leaders at which a peace pact was

agreed. The pact ..... has been accepted by dockers
and checkers.' (95)  (20.01.82)

A principal feature of the pact was that it was
agreed that: ' .... no out-of-~turns will be worked
to fulfil checking duties normally performed by

NUR checkers whilst Registered Dock Workers are
surplus to requirements.' (96)  Furthermore,

talks commenced to discuss how to man extra checking

jobs should every section be fully employed. (97)

Leading hands

The draft agreement between dockers and checkers
tabled in January 1982 was one hurdle towards

industrial peace at the port. The focus of attention
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then was on the issue of leading hands.

The concept of RDW leading hands was seen, by

the foremen, to be a method of limiting the requirement
of foremen's out of turns. A dock worker having

no work requirement at the start of a shift, would
carry out a foreman's task; so erasing the need

of a foreman working two shifts in one day. On

19th January 1982 the dock workers were: ' ....
prepared to have meaningful discussions with other
sections (i.e. foremen) to find a formula on 'out

of turn' working by 31st March 1982.' (98)

The background to this commitment was that after
the checkers dispute, peace-hopes were dashed
again when: ' .... 140 foremen declared an
immediate strike in protest at a deal made between

employers and the port's 1,400 dockers.' (99)

The result of the deal was expressed by management

in a letter to the docks officer that confirmed:

' .... we have not entered into arrangements with

any group of staff which allows for out of turn
(e.g. double full shift) working.' (100)  The
foremens' representatives and area officials met

the following day to clarify the situation.
Management stated that:

' .... the 2/28 Branch (RDW's) had made it
quite clear that their members would not work
on any job where Foremen were working out

of turns and it was therefore not possible
for the Board to enter into that situation
..... (management) went on to say that the
Board's intention to stand up jobs if there
were not sufficient rostered men was common
practice in other ports.' (101)

This situation led to the foremen being unwilling

to work under the prevailing circumstances. A
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further complication arose when RDW's: 'could

not accept a situation whereby the foremen could

determine by their availabity what trade was serviced

at the port .... ' (102)

Towards a 'Final Solution'

With a management objective to finalise agreements
by 31st March 1982, the negotiations focussed

upon 204/5/6 manning levels, and the question

of leadinghands. The foremen attempted to conclude
manning levels at the container berths, which

were in their view, realistic and provided a 'self
contained' feature. This would reduce the need
for RDW leading hands at those berths. As talks
progressed there came a direct equation between
mannings at 204/5/6 and leading hands. There
existed a vast rift between the parties towards
the end of March 1982; as only two days before

the deadline the foremen stated that:

' .... They had considered the possibility

of operating with 18 men teams on 204/5/6
Berths, but it would not be possible, and

even with 19, which they were prepared to
accept, it would be difficult to cope at peak
times ..... (However) they understood there
might be circumstances when Leading Hands
would be required but under no circumstances
would they accept them being used on the 5 p.m.
to midnight shift.' (103)

In other words, a situation existed whereby the
RDW's were not prepared to stand up operations
because of lack of foremen who were prevented
from working supplementary turns; nor were RDW's
prepared to carry out operations where foremen

were performing supplementary turns.

The details of the disputes were the subject of
a TVS South documentary, broadcast on 28th January
1982, entitled 'Crying Wolf'. The researchers
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estimated that up until then, around 800,000

'man-shifts' had been lost due to the disputes.

Three weeks later the foremen issued a statement

as follows:

Points raised by the Foremen to be presented to

the Registered Dock Workers.

1.

All the undermentioned points are conditional

upon Agreement on the level of recruitment.

No RDW's to undertake Leading Hand duties
until all their (Foremen's) working requirements

were met.

If all RDW's were fully committed to operational

duty, then overtime would be worked by Foremen.

There should always be a Foreman in charge
on both ship and shore in accordance with

past practices.

Should any overtime be worked by the RDW's
on a continuity basis, the Foremen would also

expect to be allocated to such overtime turns.

There should always be 12 men on the 5-12
shift, i.e. holidays would not be taken on

the evening shift.

Any manning of vessels including Leading Hands
would be expected for future working when

no Leading Hands were available.

In the event of large numbers of Leading Hands
being used, then further recruitment should

be considered.
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9. In the event of 11-6 shift working being re-
introduced at 201/2 Berths, then further
recruitment should occur for Rest of Port

area.

10. There should be no Leading Hands on the
Container Berth. (104)

Management produced a document of the Board's
'proposals' and the 'reactions' to them by the
foremen and RDW's respectively. The two key issues
of disagreement remained the foremen's manning
levels at 204/5/6 and the use of leading hands

on the 5 p.m.- 12 p.m. shift. (105) with the
deadline date of 31st March 1982 past, management
issued a four weeks notice of suspension of shift
arrangements to take effect from 6th May 1982.
This move was a result of management's decision
following a cranedriver's dispute. 'This notice
would have been rescinded on the resumption of
normal working by the cranedrivers but in the
meantime, the RDW's had given their notice to

terminate Container Berths shift working.' (106)

The escalation of the dispute increased when the
foremen registered a 'Failure to Agree' on the

22nd April 1982, and referred the matter to their
national officers. Trio Line threatened to totally
pull out of the port, and Britain's port employers
were expecting moves towards an all-out dock strike
from 10th May 1982 over the delayed implementation
of the Dock Work Regulation Act 1976. Work groups
were informed that shift working would cease at

the Contaiﬁer Berth from 8th May 1982. (107)
Furthermore, management: ' .... threatened to

axe 1550 jobs = half the workforce - because of

the unresolved docks crisis.' (108) The local
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representatives of the foremen realised that they

could hold out no longer without risking the livelihood
of hundreds, possibly thousands, of other trade
unionists and workpeople, and decided 'to call

it a day'.' (109)

The National Officer of the TGWU, together with
local union representatives for the foremen, met
management on 5th May 1982, and together reached
an overall agreement in respect of the mannings
on 204/5/6 berths. 1In addition, the foremen had
put proposals on the use of leading hands that
had not been rejected by the Board, but it was
understood these would be put to the RDW's.

The termination period arrived and: 'Southampton's
vital container port reverted to a single shift
operation today - with no obvious peace moves

in sight.' (110)

The turning point of the dispute came on 10th
May 1982 when management informed the foremen's
District Officer:

'"In 1981 Southampton lost £15m of revenue
due to industrial disputes. This completely
distorted the financial stability of the
Board and there is now no money to repeat
this in 1982.

The Board's staff whom it is proposed to declare
redundant on present traffic prospects are
as follows:~
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Present No. Number of Remaining No.

Staff Group Employed Reductions Employed
Management 74 27 47
Clerical (indoor) 135 67 68
Clerical (outdoor) 59 44 15
Technical 8 2 6
Supervisory 90 36 54
Manual Grades

(including

Cranedrivers (131 (98 (33

Checkers 155 128 27

Other Groups 169) 50) 119)
Dock Foremen 142 107 35
Allied Trades 366 213 153
R.D.W.'s 1302 800 502
TOTAL 2631 1572 1059

— —_ (11D

The threat of wholesale redundancies was received

by the union side as real and imminent. The impact

was immediate and dramatic, because ten days later,

on 20th May 1082, management, foremen, RDW representatives
and union full time officials met in the offices

of the TGWU to discuss, and finally sign, the

contents of a joint Agreement, between the foremen

and RDW's regarding the issue involving the use

and implementation of RDW leading hands (see Appendix 5 ).

The agreement recognised the two prime issues

that the foremen had striven for throughout the
lengthy and costly dispute in that: 'The Foremen's
manning at Berths 204/5/6 will be 19 men per team,
operating on a self-contained basis to cover all
the duties required (and) it is jointly agreed

that Foremen will have priority of opportunity

in respect of weekend working.' (112)
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The contentious issue of out-of-turns was compromised
in that: ' .... the principle of one shift in

one day will prevail and any further requirements
will be met by Leading Hands.' (113)

In an attempt to ensure that the leading hand
issue would not recur it was: ' .... jointly
agreed that discussions between both sections
will continue in the spirit of co-operation with
regard to all aspects of working relationships

within the Port.' (114)

Costs and Criticisms of the Dispute

Over the duration of the disputes, 311 registered
dock workers took voluntary severance. This figure
increased to nearly 500 by the end of 1982. 1In
financial terms the checkers suffered the most.

It was estimated that their total annual earnings
were reduced by approximately £1500 as a result

of the revised shift patterns. The dispute cost
each checker about £4000 in lost earnings, and
fifteen men took severance. Similarly, the foremen's
revised agreements amounted to a longer working
week; less supplementation and an estimated £2000

loss in annual earnings potential.

On the management's side, Solent Container Services
was estimated to have lost €3 million, while the
port suffered a £15 million loss of revenue* 1In
addition, the cost of the BTDB leave of appeal

to the House of Lords over the 1981 lock-out was
£678,000.

In terms of reputation, the cost of the dispute
was collossal Criticisms levelled at the unions
were more benevolent and sympathetic than that

of management. For example, one observer noted

* See table overleaf showing BTDB pre-tax profit/loss.



British Transport Docks Board (Associated British Ports)

Table showing Turnover, Capital Employed, and Net Profit/(Loss)

before tax*, 1972 - 1981

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
f£m fm £m £m £m £m f£m £m £m fm

Turnover 49.9 56.3 64.2 77.5 99.1 110.5 119.9 133.7 140.7 129.8
Capital
Employed 136.1 141.4 146.4 151.8 161.1 169.3 177.0 179.0 179.2 170.6

Net Profit/

(Loss) before
tax (2.0) 4.3 4.1 3.8 17.0 20.5 21.4 22.4 11.5 (10.3)

* As at 3lst December, each year.

(Source: BIDB Report and Accounts, 1981)
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in International Freight Weekly that: '.... jealousy
betwen the groups is intense. The NUR feels
particularly bitter about the jobs for life section
of the National Dock Labour Board scheme which

it says gives the dockers greater confidence in
industrial disputes.' (115) The Managing Director

of SCS criticised the unions: ' .... pathological
insistence on equality but said it developed out

of past bad management whereby under the blue-eyed
system a favoured few received higher than average

wages.' (116)

From a union viewpoint, the cause of the disputes

was recognised by observers with some understanding.
However, the 'macho-management' stance (117) adopted

by the BTDB was critically commented upon. 'Southampton
port management (have) taken a blasting from the

users of its handling of the 18 months of discontent.' (118)
Described as ' .... 'high~handed', 'distant' and

'bad communicators', the British Transport Docks

Board must take the major share of the blame for

the dispute, say local executives.' (119)  gig

Rushton, branch manager of United Baltic Corporation
stated: 'The biggest single problem at Southampton

is bad management. There is nobody in the docks

board with 20 per cent management potential. Half

of them do not know their jobs properly and I

would not even employ them to make tea at UBC. ' (120)

Charles Jones, freight marketing manager of P&O

Ferries, said:

'"There is a saying that there are no bad soldiers,
only bad officers, and if there have been troubles
at the port, the management must take a large
share of the responsibility. .... The management
at Southampton have made the mistake of looking
upon the dockers as if they came from some other
planet, they often remain very distant and

are bad communicators.' (121)
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A more objective and even-handed approach was
made by John Hovey, then Managing Director of
Solent Container Services, who felt: ' ... a lot
of difficulties are caused by the rotation of
workers around the port, insisted upon by the
unions so that all workers share in the high

earnings to be gained at the container terminals.' (22)

Summary and Conclusions

The central feature of the 1981/82 disputes was
the imminent privatisation of the docks. Whilst
Devlin had been concerned with modernisation and
'productivity' per se, private ownership demanded
commercial 'efficiency' in free competitive market
conditions. However, since the SAEC's talks in
1978, Southampton Docks had maintained a pool

of surplus labour. This in turn encouraged the
practice of 'welting and spelling' (described

by Devlin as highly organised forms of bad time-
keeping), which to some extent established a
further form of 'casual' attitude. Prior to intended
privatisation management adopted a commitment

to lessen costs by reducing excess labour thereby

increasing productivity/efficiency.

The acid test in an attempt to reduce the size

of the register by employers took place in Liverpool
Docks during 1980. The RDW's response was to

call an all out national strike. At local level,

the threat of job cuts generated claims by dockers

on checkers duties, which in turn established

secular group interest. The situation was further
complicated by large wage disparities caused by

a variety of working arrangements at the container
berths. Management recognised post-Devlin disparities

existed which unfavourably treated dockers.
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The 1981 dispute started over productivity payments
(the Zama Maru dispute) which established work

group isolationism and a tough uncompromising

stance by management (this tough line was responsible
for the lock-out in March 1981). However, the

key to finding a solution to the RDW's dispute

was centred on productivity-based criteria, i.e.
agreement was reached to release 300 men in return

for ex gratia payments. This initiative came

from the union side in the form of a 'self-financing
productivity package' and assisted in bringing

the RDW's weekly wage in line with other groups.

The dispute then focussed on annual earnings disparities
which ultimately led to non-docker groups having

to accept working arrangements which kept differentials

at an agreed level.

The uncompromising management bargaining stance

used against the RDW's was similarly adopted against
checkers and foremen. The problem-solving bargaining
method used to implement containerisation in the

late 1960's was not adopted in the 1981 disputes.

The unions did however form a 'liaison committee'

in an attempt to get the various groups talking

in conciliatory terms; but the attitudes of the
groups were so incensed and entrenched that the
success of the liaison committee as a focal point

of constructive discussion was limited. The impact
of this committee was at best restricted, and

at worst was used on occasions to obtain a negotiating

advantage, thus reducing its credibility.

In conclusion, the 1981/82 disputes focussed on
management's aim to increase the competitive performance
of Southampton Docks in the face of imminent
privatisation. Apart from the RDW's 1982 pay

deal (which was a trade-off between jobs and pay,
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therefore indicating a productivity element),

the negotiations took on a distributive pressure
bargaining form. This would suggest that because
of privatisation, the outcome was not just about
selective redundancy, but of fundamental appraisals
of existing management policies and practices.
Therefore, there is growing evidence to suggest
that considerable development had taken place

in industrial relations strategies of the port

emplovyers.

The trade unions response was fragmented and
unco-~ordinated. In the absence of a self-confident
and authoritative shop stewards joint committee,
management were able to capitalise on part-time
stewards respresenting small groups of workers,
who felt isolated and vulnerable. Although a
liaison committee was established it never formed
a basis of trade union solidarity to seriously
oppose management's power. This would indicate
the trade unions were ignorant of the changing
industrial relations climate, and that the role
of shop stewards and their union structures were
different in the 1980's.

Some conclusions of the 1981/82 disputes are:

1) Prior to privatisation, management had to
tackle underemployment and lack of productive

performance.

2) Due to daily surpluses of labour and the
persistence of 'welting and spelling', reductions
in manpower became a central issue of management

policy.

3) Because of the harsh economic climate port
employers applied an uncompromising company

strategy to their industrial relations.
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The Liverpool incident prepared Southampton
RDW's for an imminent attack on the local

register.

This triggered off claims for job richts on
other work groups, creating secular interest

between workers.

The disputes were caused by the Zama Maru
car ship dispute over productivity payments
which led to:-

a) an agreement by RDW's to accept over 300

severances 1in exchange for ex gratia payments.

b) a recognition by management and RDW's
that vast disparities of annual earnings

existed between the RDW's and other grades.

c) a realisation that RDW's had fared the

worst regarding job losses since Devlin.

Management's attempts to rectify post Devlin

disparities were thwarted because of:
a) Intense opposition by foremen and checkers.

b) The complex nature of working arrangements

at the container berths.

The disparities focussed on various groups

pay and conditions. Those groups failed:-

a) to assess the changing industrial relations

climate.

b) to establish an effective industrial relations

strategy.

c) to establish an effective inter-group

committee of communication.
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CHAPTER 7
PERCEPTION AND ATTITUDES OF
SHOP STEWARDS TOWARDS THE 1970 PRODUCTIVITY DEAL

Several observers of the productivity bargaining process
focussed upon the 'attitudinal' aspect involved in

the integrative/problem solving method of conducting
industrial relations. This implies therefore that

a psychological element contributes to a negotiating
situation. The scope of industrial psychology is far
reaching, including areas of personalities, backgrounds,
needs and motives. The aim of this chapter is to assess
the 'attitude' of union negotiators towards productivity
bargaining, and their altered attitudes caused by
subsequent events. The 1970 Southampton Blue Book
Agreement forms the basis of the productivity deal

to be analysed, and the 1976 SAEC's negotiations and
1981/82 disputes form the subsequent events. These
three series of events, therefore, establish a time-
scale from 1970 to 1982.

To achieve the aim of measuring attitudes raises the

guestion of which method to adopt and what units can

be used (see Footnote). It therefore follows that
anyone attempting to measure attitudes should first

pose the question: what is my purpose in trying to
measure this attitude? The principal aim of this chapter
is to determine if there exists a correlation between

the occurrences of the three case studies examined,

and the subsequent attitudes emanating from the impact

and implications of the initial productivity deal.

Footnote: See Paul F. Lazarfeld, 'The Art of Asking Why?',
National Marketing Review, Volume 1 (1935) pp.26-38 for a
statement on this point.
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It may be suggested that at present there is no way
of making sure that an attitude scale is valid (see
Footnote), but could be argued that the criteria to
use in judging an attitude scale should relate to its

practical benefit. Therefore it must. be asked: does
the scale discriminate in a reliable way between the
attitudes of different groups and different individuals?
The study group in this survey are the shop stewards
involved in negotiations in either all or some of the
case studies examined. The structure of the group

is as follows:

(1) 23 shop stewards were traced and interviewed.

(2) 11 of the group originally negotiated the Blue
Book.

(3) 16 of the group negotiated the 1978 agreement,
2 of whom did not take part in the 1970 deal.

(4) 16 of the group negotiated the 1982 18 month
agreement. 2 had not been involved in the 1970
or 1978 deals.

(5) 6 of the group had been involved at all stages:~-
1970, 1978 and 1981/82. This group formed a
sub-group.

The method used to obtain information pertaining to
the aims of the survey was carried out by conducting

a questionnaire-based interview, which had three main

aims.

(1) To compile information regarding the achievement
and reward features of productivity bargaining
by adopting the criteria used by McKersie and
Hunter. This data was used to compare the dockworker

respresentatives'attitudes and the findings of

Footnote: In constructing any measuring instrument there are a number
of general criteria which should be met, viz:- reliability;
unidimensionality; reproducibility; interval scales and validity.
Validity means that the scale should measure what it claims to be
measuring.
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McKersie and Hunter. Such information would give
an indication as to whether the Southampton Blue
Book was typical or atypical. This was considered
relevant before analysing the elements of the

agreement in greater detail.

{2} To collect information regarding the factors which
came under review in the Devlin Committees' Report.
The Commission recommended that the modernisation

of ports should be associated with improvements

in the areas considered by Devlin to be the cause

of dissension and conflict.

(3) To assess the change of attitudes of dockworkers
from the introduction of the 1970 Blue Book
Agreement; the 1978 extension of containerisation

and the comparability disputes of 1981/82.

This brings one to consider the method of constructing

an attitude scale; the question of which gives several
alternative approaches. They include the Bogardus
Social Distance Scale which is considered useful in
measuring an individual's attitude to others or other
groups. The Guttman Scale, which has in practice been
little used except in theoretical and laboratory studies
where their use has led to the development in scaling
techniques. This method has now largely been superseded
with the advent of computer technology. The Thurstones
'Equal Appearing Interval' Scale, although considered

a useful means of establishing units of measurement

for use in measuring attitudes, was however criticised

for being a lengthy process (see Footnote).

Footnote: A.N. Oppenheim considers the various techniques available
for questionnaire construction, and their advantages and disadvantages
in "Questionnaire Design and Attitude Measurement' (1972), p.121-136.
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Likerts' prime concern, in his efforts to construct

a scale was principally concerned to ensure that all
items included in the scale should be measuring the

same thing, that is, the scale should be unidimensional.
He also sought to eliminacs the need for judges by
getting subjects in a trial sample to. place themselves
on an attitude continuum for each statement - running
from 'strongly agree' to 'agree', 'uncertain', 'disagree'
and 'strongly disagree'. These five positions were
given simple weights of 5:4:3:2:1 for scoring purposes.
This was the method (Likerts) adopted in this survey,

as attitude scales tend to rely on their effectiveness

on the co-operation and frankness of the respondent.
It was therefore deemed to be a useful tool in this

survey, bearing in mind the group to be studied.

Having decided the interview schedule was data gathering,
and having fitted a model to the data the next issue

for consideration was question sequence. The questionnaire

comprised of three sections, each containing a series

of twelve questions. The sections related to the periods
of 1970, 1976-78 and 1981-82, and the questions of

section I were repeated in sections II and III. Questions
1 and 2 focus on the 'achievement' and 'reward' features
determined by McKersie and Hunter (See Appendix 7

for copy of questionnaire).

McKersie and Hunter segregated the 'reward features'

as:-

o

increased earnings

greater leisure

.

ex gratia payments

improved fringe benefits

redundancy payments

: other rewards.
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The 'achievement features' were termed as:-

: quantity of work

: nature of work
working hours
manning

: change of methods
organisation of work

responsibility

Tables A:B:C show the frequency distributions of the
respondents rankings of the achievement and reward
features at 1970, 1978 and 1981/82 respectively. Table
D comprises the results of Tables A:B:C. Table E

displays the comparisons of McKersie and Hunters' findings

and those of the Southampton Docks Shop Stewards.

This aspect of the survey was carried out firstly so

as to enable an analysis of the similarities or differences
between Southampton Docks and McKersie and Hunters'
findings. This represented a starting point which,

it was hoped, would assist the subsequent analysis.

The second, and larger part of the questionnaire (the
remaining ten questions), focussed on the issues that
represented the quid pro quo for accepting modernisation

under the terms of the Devlin Commission, namely:-

- industrial relations (question 3)
- job security (question 4)
- preferential treatment (question 5)
- responsibility (question 6)
- management (question 7)
- amenities (question 8)
- inter-union relations (question 9)
- overtime (question 10)
- pay structure (question 11)

- the Blue Book (question 12)
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The scores given to responses recorded in questions

3 to 12 were given as listed below.

03:04:09:011: POOR =
BAD =
FATR =
GOOD =
EXCELLENT =

Ul o W N

Q5: INCREASED LARGE DEGREE =
INCREASED SMALL DEGREE =
REMAINED THE SAME =
DECREASED SMALL DEGREE =
DECREASED LARGE DEGREE =

Ut b W N e

Q6:07:08:Q010: MUCH WORSE =
WORSE =
SAME =
IMPROVED =
MUCH IMPROVED =

Ut b W N

Q12: VERY UNFAVOURABLE =
UNFAVOURABLE =
FAIR -
FAVOURABLE =
VERY FAVOURABLE

U W NP

Some respondents assessed their opinions at a mid-way
point and were given a split score of 0.5 One respondent
was unable to recall the information required in 1970

and subsequently was left out of the grouping.

Tables F:G:H show the result of the respondents scores
at 1970, 1978 and 1981/82 respectively.
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Table I shows the respondents ranking and mean to Q3
to Q12 of both 1970, 1978 and 1981/82.

Tables J:K:L show in histogram form the respondents

mean scores of Q3 to Q1l2.

The twenty-three respondents interviewed included a
sub-group of six, who had participated during the
three series of negotiations examined, i.e. 1970, 1978
and 1981.

Their figures were extrapolated on the method indicated
above and are shown in Tables M and N. This was considered
necessary to judge if any significant change was noticeable

between the overall group and the sub-group of six.

Tables O and P display in graph form the respective

mean scores of the two groups to questions 3 to 12.

In the construction of the questions, assistance was

given me by two BTDB superintendents who had not been
directly involved with the negotiations of the areas
explored,butwho as management were well aware of their

implications.

In conclusion, the purpose of the questionnaire surrounding
the survey is 'measurement'. The final product consists

of a series of tabulations and statistical analyses.

These are subsequently turned into a report showing

in what way the findings bear on the hypotheses. During

the quantification stage of this survey the phrases

chosen by the respondents were processed and then transferred

into figures in order to draw conclusions.
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Table showing the sections covered

by individual respondents

Section T Section II Section III
1970 1978 1981/82

R1*
R2

R3*
R4*
R5

R6

R7

R8*
RO* X
R10

R11

R12

R13%* X
R14

R15

R16

R17 X
R18 X
R19

R20 X

R21 X
R22 X

R23 X

Koo o X
MoK} X X >

Koo XX
I I A T o T ST =

>

11 16 16

* Denotes respondents who negotiated on all periods

observed, and are referred to as a sub-group of six.



QUESTION 1

Severance Payments

Improved Fringe
Benefits

Increased Earnings
Ex Gratia Payments
Greater Leisure

Other Rewards

QUESTION 2

Quantity of Work
Nature of Work
Hours

Manning

Change of Methods

Organisation of
Work

Responsibility
Note: X indicates the
questionnaire.

TABLE A
FINDINGS : 1970

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 TOTAL RANKING
6 2 5 6 6 6 6 3 2 X 42 6
2 3 2 4 X 2 3 2 2 4 X 24 2
111 2 X 1 1 1 1 1 X 10 1
5 4 6 5 X 3 5 3 4 5 X 40 5
35 3 3 X 5 2 55 3 X 34 3
4 6 4 1 X 4 4 4 6 6 X 39 4
57 3 7 X 6 7 7 5 5 X 52 7
& 3 7 4 X 7 4 4 6 3 X 42 5
2 2 2 5 X 3 3 3 4 7 X 31 3
11 5 3 X 5 5 2 1 4 X 27 2
34 4 1 X 4 1 1 2 2 X 22 1
6 5 6 2 X 1 2 5 3 1 X 31 3
7 7 1 6 X 2 6 6 7 6 X 48 6

respondent being unable to complete the

In such instances the whole of those

respondents’' data was illiminated from the tables in

order to obtain a more accurate assessment of the total

of the elements surveyed.
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FINDINGS

1978

8%
9%
8¢
6¢
9%
59

N M N - M N
Moo X XK X

~F

1V
0¢
Ly
81

~— ™M
oo | X

>

[4 6¢
9 X

\O

MR o X X} X

ST - A

>

Moo X K X X

T T A

>

~N = M O N

O

- N

N M o~ NN

— " N T

—_ o~ T

[sa BN eI o]

— N N

O Y = N

— T N

M~ ooy WO

]

N M O

—

N0 M A NN

<o R X

O o~ M N

g MM O

[ Y o BN e 32 IS

O o~ N

38}

M~ v M - T

-y M T

~ " — g O N

- N T

yud

NN N

NN e

L T T

MoK X

>

~ —~ N N W

— M N N

ONIANVE  TTVIOL 91

ST

71

€1

4!

11

0T

A3TTTIqISuodsay

oM
30 uorjestuedip

Spoy3sy Jo a3ueyn
Jurtuuey

SINnoy

jIom JO aaniey

qI0oM Jo L3T3uen)

7 NOIILSHND

spaemay I9YiQ
BANSIIT I191BIIH
sjuawded BIIBAH X4
s3utuaeyg pPaseaidul

s31Jouay
a3uray peaoadug

Sjuawieg 8dOUBIBAIG

1 NOILSAN0d



TABLE C

1981/82
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TABLE D
Results of Tables A, B and C

QUESTION 1

Severance Payments

Improved Fringe
Benefits

Increased Earnings
Ex Gratia Payments
Greater Leisure

Other Rewards

QUESTION 2

Quantity of Work
Nature of Work
Hours

Manning

Change of Methods

Organisation of
Work

Responsibility

1970 1978 1981/82  TOTAL  RANKING
6 6 6 18 6
2 2 2 6 2
1 1 1 3 1
5 5 3 13 5
3 3 4 10 3
4 4 4 12 4
7 7 7 21 7
5 3 6 14 5
3 2 5 10 3
2 1 3 6 2
1 3 1 5 1
3 5 4 12 4
6 6 2 14 5



TABLE E

Comparison of McKersie & Hunter's findings

ACHIEVEMENT
FEATURES

Quantity of Work
Nature of Work
Hours

Manning

Change of Methods

Organisation of
Work

Responsibility

REWARD
FEATURES

Increased Earnings
Greater Leisure
Ex Gratia Payments

Improved Fringe
Benefits

Redundancy Payments

Other Rewards

with Southampton Docks

McKersie & Hunter

Southampton Docks

M & H)
1963/66 1967/69

(s D)
1970 1978 1981

SN U W N e
N W B

(M & H)

w &~ N
w O N

|9

N.K.
N.K. 4

N W

—
b W = N W~
£~ o W i O

(S D)

N U Lo
N Ut W
N W B~

(o)}
[@xY
(@)
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Analysis of Achievement Features

1)

It can readily be determined that the Southampton
Docks group (S D) placed 'quantity of work' last,
while conversely, it had been placed first and
fourth respectively in McKersie and Hunter's (M & H)

findings.

This occurred in S D probably because the 'quantity

of work' element no longer posed a threat to the

labour force after the piece-rate system of pay

had been replaced by a 'guaranteed' weekly wage.

During interviews, it was stated that this factor

led to an actual reduction in productivity directly
after the Blue Book was implemented, but was rectified
when the level of mechanisation increased. Furthermore,
the RDW's were protected by the Scheme, and consequently
the work load was not then, in 1970, nor has been

since, a matter of major importance.

Several respondents commented on the closeness

of interpretation between 'nature of work' and
'change of methods'. It is noteworthy that in

M & H findings 'nature of work' dropped from first
to fourth place from 1963/6 to 1967/9. Meanwhile
'nature of work' had consistently been of lesser
importance to the RDW's. On the other hand, 'change
of methods' had risen from fifth to second position
in M & H and was of consistent importance in S D,

i.e. first-third-first.

The element of 'change of methods' therefore maintained
a high ranking position for a twelve year period,

even during the crises of 1981/82, which were
essentially disputes focussing on differentials.
Comment had been made by respondents that 'methods!
ultimately led to other factors, i.e. 'manning',

and therefore was the focal point from which other

elements emanated.
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In respect of 'manning', M & H findings ranked

on both occasions as third; which compares to
second place in 1970 by S D. This would indicate
a similar amount of importance placed upon it at
that period, and it would be understandable that
'manning’ had become the prime issue by 1978 when
the South African trade was unitised. However,

it did seem surprising that 'manning' was ranked
third at S D in 1981/82, against high unemployment,
concerted 'labour shake-outs' and threats of the
cessation of the Scheme. The 1981/82 disputes
were sustained for a long period and the level

of 'responsibility' was very much in RDWs' minds;
so much so that in 1981/82 S D ranked it in second
place. This came about by a 'responsibility’

to the industry or the port, and not so much the
'responsibility' generated by handling mechanised
equipment. In addition, 'responsibility' was
ranked seventh by M & H in both 1963/6 and 1967/9,
and was similar in closeness in S D in 1970 and
1978, i.e. sixth on both occasions. It could

be claimed therefore that 'responsibility' in

both industry in general, and the docks in isolation,

were of a lesser priority.

In relation to 'working hours', M & H's findings
ranked this item fifth in 1967/9. Conversely,

S D attached greater importance to it at a similar
period (1970) and ranked it third. This could

be attributed to the fact that when 24 hour working
was indicated during the Blue Book, it would make
Southampton the first port to give such a cover.

In S D there appears to be a relationship between
'manning' and 'working hours' insofar as they

both increase in importance in 1978 (when unitisation
was extended). By 1981/82 both factors had dropped

in ranking order to below the original 1970 rankings.
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Considering the low importance given to 'quantity
of work', it could be suggested that actual working
hours were governed by the level of manning, and
over a period of time, the agreed manning levels
led to 'working hours' becoming a less important

element.

5) Regarding 'organisation of work', McKersie and
Hunter found that it occupied a much more important
role in clerical groups than in manual groups.
However, when both groups were combined this factor
ranked sixth in both 1963/66 and 1967/69. S D,
on the other hand, placed it third in 1970, fifth
in 1978 and fourth in 1981/82. This is probably
attributable to the new form of the supervisory
structure and the creation of new work-group systems
implied in the process of container berth operations.
(This not only affected RDW's but also foremen,
as Stephen Hill clearly described in 'Dockers:

Class and Tradition .in London).(l)

Excluding S D 1981 rankings (because of the increase

in ranking order of 'responsibility') there is a noticeable
dissimilarity between M & H and S D rankings regarding
'working hours'; 'manning'; 'change of methods'. M & H
placed them consistently in a varying order of either
second, third or fifth. Conversely, S D placed them
continually in an order of either first, second or

third rankings. (see Table E)

In conclusion, there would appear to be little relationship
between M & H and S D, except that McKersie & Hunter

found in the transport and communication industries
'manning’' took prior place, as it did in S D. This

raises the question: could the dissimilarities of both
findings be attributed to the 'quantity of work' feature

in S D being of minor importance, as it was ranked

last, and so affecting the results of the other features.
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Analysis of Reward Features

Table E displays the reward features of M & H and S D
findings. It can be seen that in both observations
'increased earnings' ranked first on all occasions;

while 'other rewards' maintained a constant fourth
position in order of importance. Another correlation

was that the S D findings of 19270 and 1978 were identical,
and could indicate a definite stability of negotiated

collective bargaining elements over an eight year period.

The findings of M & H placed 'redundancy payments'
fifth, while S D apportioned it last (sixth position)
on all three observations. This could probably be
attributed to an extremely strong feeling by the RDW's
that they were not keen to negotiate the sale of jobs.

'Ex gratia payments' featured fourth and sixth in M & H
observations, and in S D it found a mid-way point at
fifth place in 1970 and 1978, but rose to third place
in S D by 1981.

'Greater leisure' held second place in M & H, while
S D placed it third in 1970 and 1978. This may be
attributed to S D shop stewards having an awareness
that there existed a relationship between 'manning'
and 'greater leisure'. It therefore did not attract
the importance given to it in industry in general,
as found by M & H. This concept is substantiated by
the element of 'greater leisure' slipping to fourth
in 1981/82.

'Greater leisure' was placed second in the rankings

of M & H and third in S D in 1970 and 1978; conversely
'improved fringe benefits' came third in M & H and
second in S D in 1970 and 1978.

'Tncreased earnings' ranked first in both M & H and

the S D findings. Furthermore, 'increased earnings'
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featured first in 90 per cent of the 4091 agreements
analysed by McKersie and Hunter. This would suggest
that at shop floor level higher productivity indicated
increases in pay. In the case of Southampton Docks

this was by far the most important feature at all stages,
but particularly so in 1970 when the Blue Book was

introduced.

McKersie and Hunter commented that in practice it would
have been more useful to have had some breakdown of

the ways in which increased earnings were given to
workers, for example, by transfer from piece-work to

day rates or straightforward increases in basic rates.

In the case of the Blue Book, the change from piece-rates
to a guaranteed weekly wage was without doubt the single
most important factor of the deal. Some shop stewards
saw 'increased earnings’' not only as a prospective
increase, but also as an opportunity to earn a social
wage. This would erase an invidious system inherent

in the docks which had led to work being an ad-hoc

arrangement.

The stability of an 'increased earnings' potential

possibly led to the reason for 'fringe benefits' maintaining
second ranking throughout all three periods. Such

fringe benefits as job security and rostering duties

to illiminate unfairness was rated first by some respondents

and featured high overall.

In conclusion, the productivity bargaining experience
of Southampton Docks, in view of rewards and achievements,
was not typical of industry in general, when compared

to McKersie and Hunter's findings.
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Response Ratings of Areas of Industrial

Relations Examined by Devlin

The method used to construct a frequency distribution
of the areas of concern examined by Devlin (questions
3-12) was to build a matrix from the respondents' answers.
This was achieved by allotting a score from 1 to 5

to the corresponding areas examined by Devlin. Responses
were taken for periodsof 1970, 1978 and 1981. From

the information obtained an analysis was made.
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Respondents' Rankings Q3 to Q12 1981/82
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TABLE I
Rankings and Mean to Q3 to Q12
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TABLE M
Sub-Group of Six who negotiated in 1970:1978:1981/82

1970 FINDINGS

Q3
Q4
Q5

Q6
Q7

Q8
Q9

Industrial Relations
Job Security

Preferential
Treatment

Responsibility

Structure of
Management

Amenities

Inter-Union
Relations

Q10 Overtime

Arrangements

Qll Structure of

Pay

Ql2 Effects of Blue

Book

1978 FINDINGS

Q3
Q4
Q5

Q6
Q7

Q8
Q9

Industrial Relations
Job Security

Preferential
Treatment

Responsibility

Structure of
Management

Amenities

Inter-Union
Relations

Q10 Overtime

Arrangements

Q11 Structure of

Pay

Ql2 Effects of Blue

Book

Rl &3 R4 R8 R9 RI13 TOTAL RANKING MEAN
1 2 3 4 5 6
4 4 5 4 4 4 25 b .17
4 5 5 & 4 5 27 2 .50
5 5 5 5 5 5 30 1 .00
.5 4 3 4 5 4 23.5 8 .92
4 4 3 5 5 5 26 3 .33
.5 3 5 4 4 22,5 9 .75
3 4 4 3 3 5 22 10 .66
3 3 4 5 5 5 25 4 .17
4 4 4 4 5 5 26 3 .33
4 5 5 4 5 4 27 2 .50
.5 3 3 4 3 4 19.5 10 .25
3 4 4 3 4 4 22.0 3 .67
5 5 3 2 3 5 23.0 2 .83
2 2 4 4 4 5 21.0 4 .50
3 3 4 4 3 4 21.0 4 .50
.5 3 4 3 5 4 22,5 2 .75
3 3 3 3 4 4 20.0 9 .33
2 3 3 4 4 5 21.0 4 .50
3 2 3 4 4 5 21.0 4 .50
3 2 4 4 5 4 22.0 3 .67



TABLE N

1981/82 FINDINGS

RI R3 R4 R8 R9 RI3 TOTAL RANKING MEAN
1 2 3 4 5 6
33 Industrial Relations 3 1 2 3 2 4 15 7 .50
Q4 Job Security 3 1 3 2 4 1 14 9 .33
Q5 Preferential 2 3 3 3 3 5 19 3 .17
Treatment
Q6 Responsibility 2 2 2 3 4 4 17 6 .83
Q7 Structure of 2 2 2 3 3 3 15 7 .50
Management
Q8 Amenities 3.2 3 4 3 4 19 3 .17
Q9 Inter-Union 1 1 1 2 1 1 7 10 .17
Relations
Q10 Overtime 3 1 2 3 5 4 18 5 .00
Arrangements
Ql1 Structure of 3 2 2 4 5 4 20 2 .33
Pay
Ql2 Effects of Blue 3 3 3 4 5 4 22 1 .67
Book
1970 1978 1981/82
Q3 1Industrial Relations 4.17 3.25 2.50
Q4 Job Security 4.50 3.67 2.33
Q5 Preferential 5.00 3.83 3.17
Treatment
Q6 Responsibility 3.92 3.50 2.83
Q7 Structure of 4,33 3.50 2.50
Management
Q8 Amenities 3.75 3.75 3.17
Q9 Inter-Union 3.66 3.33 1.17
Relations
Ql0 Overtime 4.17 3.50 3.00
Arrangements
Qll Structure of 4.33 3.50 3.33
Pay
Ql2 Effects of Blue 4.50 3.67 3.67

Book
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Analysis of Blue Book Features

Table O indicates, with two exceptions (namely the

'responsibility' and 'amenities' features of the 1978

findings) that there was an overall deterioration of

attitudes involving all aspects of the Devlin elements.

Table O displays that 'responsibility' increased in
the 1978 figures, over those of 1970. Although, as

one respondent stated during interview: 'By 1978 there
were rumblings of discontent of the 1970 deal. It
wasn't the copper-bottomed deal we thought it was.'

The 1978 negotiations were seen as vital to maintain
the numbers of RDW's in the port. It was considered
that surplus labour could be absorbed by the existing
and projected trade within the port.

Regarding 'amenities', it can be seen that they improved
between 1970 and 1978. This is not surprising as they
were strongly criticised by Devlin. The 1981/82 mean
score for amenities shows a drop to its lowest point,
denoting that the RDW's did not achieve their objectives

on that issue.

Excluding those two factors, it can be observed that
there was a downward trend on all the areas examined.

It is worth noting that Table O could be further bisected
by a horizontal line along the Q9 point. From Q3 to

Q9 the graph shows a gradual reduction in esteem between
the eight years from 1970 to 1978, whereas the shorter

3 year period of 1978 to 1981/82 highlights a much

reduced assessment of the Q3-Q9 factors.

Conversely, from Q10 to Q12 the opposite is the case.
This could be attributed to the fact that by 1978 it
was considered by some respondents that although the
'overtime arrangements' were fair (because of the roster
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system) there was increasing criticism that too much
reliance was being placed on overtime working, i.e.
the guaranteed seven shift concept. This explains
why the 'structure of pay' factor fell significantly
between 1970 and 1978, and again {but less so) at the
1981/82 point.

'Preferential treatment' received the highest score

on all three periods observed and focussed the dockers'
importance towards fairness. Apart from minor abuses,

the roster system was highly regarded by all respondents.
The 1981/82 drop in its rating was brought about by

the claim that the RDW's were being treated less favourably

than other work groups. The 'preferential treatment'

factor moved from an inter-group element to an intra-group
one, in that the RDW's claimed the foremen and checkers

were being treated more favourably.

This may have led to 'inter-union relations' having

the largest variation in ratings from the period of 1970
to 1981/82. Similarly, 'industrial relations' fell

by a similar margin. It could be interpreted that

a correlation between 'industrial relations' and 'inter-

union relations' was established, albeit in a detrimental

direction.

The contraction in the 'job security' ratings is noticeable,

and by 1981/82 it was considered such as to be placed

just below a 'fair' rating.

The revised 'structure of management' was favoured
highly at the outset of 1970, but declined steeply

over the 1978-1981/82 period. Having a single management
to negotiate against was an initial advantage after
the Blue Book. However, criticism was made of management's

ability and complacency in the ensuing period.
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Having considered the elements examined by Devlin,
the findings of all the respondents demonstrate the

'effects of the Blue Book' at its commencement in 1970,

as midway between 'favourable and 'very favourable'.

By 1978 the rating had fallen to a midway point between
'fair' and 'favourable'. More importantly, the Blue
Book continued to maintain a position above being a
'fair' deal during the 1981/82 era.

Table P illustrates the findings of the sub-group of
six, who having negotiated and experienced the Blue
Book since its inception, may have perceived the impact

of the agreement extrinsically.

There is a readily visible uniformity between Table
O and Table P. The main differences are that as a
group, the sub-group of six rated more emphasis on

'preferential treatment'. The sub-group did not view

'industrial relations' as regressive as the overall

group; but laid greater emphasis on the reduction in

'"inter-~union relations'.

The sub-group also viewed 'job security' with more

concern when compared against the group as a whole
between the periods of 1970 to 1978 and 1978 to 1981/82.

'Overtime arrangements' and the 'structure of pay'

shared similar values but the 'effects of the Blue

Book' maintained a rating that was the same in 1981/82

as it was in 1978.

This suggests that the sub-group were more appreciative
of the gains made by the Blue Book, having experienced
the inequities of the casual system. Furthermore,

some respondents outside the sub-group thought that
the Blue Book had been 'overtaken by events', whilst
those within it viewed it as the mainstay of all later

agreements.
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Main Conclusions of Survey

As was stated in the introduction to this dissertation,
the implementation of containerisation raised a number

of questions for research, nanely:-

- to assess whether the Southampton Docks:Blue Book
was typical of the productivity packages and
agreements surveyed by McKersie and Hunter in
1973.

- to examine the attitudes of the negotiating shop
stewards, and analyse their responses to the areas

enquired into by Devlin.

- to analyse the major topics of concern which emerged

as a result of the initial productivity agreement.

Regarding the first question, the research shows

some similarities when compared to McKersie and Hunter's
findings. For example, similar to many agreements
examined by McKersie and Hunter, 'increased earnings'

was ranked above all else in the Blue Book 'reward
features'. This would suggest that productivity = pay.
The wage advance obtained in a productivity agreement

was a function of an intra-plant cost benefit exercise.
The changes in work practices undertaken by the labour
force directly financed the benefits received by the

workers in the arrangement of higher wages.

The reward feature rankings remained unaltered over
the period of 1970-78, and only marginally so from
1978-81. This enforces the priority given to the issue

of pay over a sustained period.

In his analysis of productivity bargaining, Tony Cliff
observed that: 'When the employers prepare the ground
for productivity deals, they are all sugar and honey

.... The question we have to ask is this: is the
sugar on the pill as thick as they pretend?' (see Footnote
on page 216).
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Cliff further suggested that the sugar-coating depended
very much on whether the industry was growing or declining.
Furthermore, there was a direct relation - to the strength

and determination of the workers organisation in the

industry.

In considering the docks, a major change to trade union
organisation took place as a result of the Devlin Final
Report recommendations, which encouraged Local Modernisation
Committees. The impact of these committees was a paradoxical
one. On the one hand they increased shop floor power

at local level by widening the scope of local bargaining,

and on the other, national solidarity and cohesion

was diminished.

Another critical view was expressed by Tony Topham,

in that productivity deals were associated with redundancy
both as a cause and effect. (2) This could not be

said in the case of the Southampton Blue Book. A consistent
and high priority was given to 'mannings' (see Table E),
while 'job security' was judged to be 'fair'. The
protection afforded by the Dock Labour Scheme could

have attributed to this point of view.

Regarding 'quantity of work', the survey displays a
marked contrast to the findings of McKersie and Hunter.
In their study 'quantity of work' ranked fourth in
1963/66, and first in 1967/69. At Southampton Docks
this factor ranked last (seventh) in all observations,
i.e. 1970, 1978 and 1981. This could be attributed

to the ending of the casual system and the introduction

of a guaranteed weekly wage.

However, because the local bargaining position was strengthened
immediately after 1970, 'manning levels' were not a

matter of major concern because they were maintained

Footnote: T. Cliff 'The Employers Offensive : Productivity Deals and
How to Fight Them', p.27, 1970. Cliff gives a well documented, although
sometimes emotional, account of productivity bargaining.
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artificially high. 1In addition, the study shows that
the 'quantity of work' factor was a topic of minor
significance. Against this background, the custom

and practice of ‘welting' and 'spelling' was preserved,
which was to become a central feature of dockland

industrial relations.

Devlin described 'welting' and 'spelling' as highly
organised forms of bad time-keeping. This practice
remained prevalent at Southampton Docks and together
with the custom of 'job and finish', this led to a

renewal of casual attitudes.

The method of supervision at the container berths was

in part responsible for this situation. The area of
responsibilities regarding supervision was at best

hazy and at worst badly defined. Due to the contractual
allocation of labour for container berths, supervisors

had no direct control over the workforce because labour
and supervision were supplied by different employers.

The traditional manner of supervising labour, namely

the foreman/docker relationship ended when containerisation
was established. As a consequence, discipline became

a nebulous area and was exploited by the docker. (3)

Finally, to return to the question raised by Topham,
the findings presented in Table O and Table P indicate
that the overall effects of the Blue Book, namely the
guid-pro-quo, was judged to be between fair and good

for the twelve years following the deal.

In conclusion, the study suggests that the concept

of productivity bargaining as a 'buy-out' method of
conducting industrial relations was a credit-worthy

approach, and gave direction to an eleven year period

of radical and rapid industrial change. Through productivity

bargaining, the Blue Book Agreement provided a platform
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of joint-negotiation throughout the 1970's. Although
being overtaken by supplementary agreements by 1980,
it remained a much respected agreement and one that

led Southampton into the container age.

In Retrospect

The 1970 Blue Book and 1978 SAECS negotiations were
conducted in a climate of relative economic prosperity.
By 1981 however, with the pending privatisation of

the docks imminent and a world economy in recession,
the 1981 disputes created group self interest in job
protection together with differences of opinion over

differentials.

A central feature of 'integrative bargaining' during

the 1960's had been the principle of 'sharing the cake'.
This raises the question as to whether the approach
adopted at Esso Fawley, where all trade groups negotiated
jointly, should have been the method adopted in Southampton
Docks. Before this is discussed it should be noted

that there was a major dissimilarity between Southampton
Docks and Esso Fawley. The latter had several thousand
workers at the plant who were subcontracted rather

than fully employed by Esso.

The main advantage of using Esso's joint union approach
would have been that 'differentials' could have been

agreed at the inception of containerisation.

The importance of differentials had been seriously
considered by the NBPI during the 1960's. The view

of the NBPI was that where a productivity package was
struck within a plant, the agreement covering the section
of the main protagonists should also take into account
the effect on differentials between other groups who

might not be able to take part in productivity bargaining.
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The Board firmly intended that consequential increases
to preserve differentials should be included in the
initial bargain, with the effect of spreading the gains

more thinly over a wider group.

The Southampton Blue Becck had no such undertaking regarding
monitoring differentials. Once the Blue Book was established,
normal distributive bargaining returned, with each

group protecting their own vested interests.

It must be said however, that at the time of negotiating
the Blue Book, none of the stewards (or management

for that matter) had any idea what the outcome of
containerisation would be. This would confirm that

the 'package' introduced at Southampton was a 'buy-out'
type, and future negotiations would take place under

a 'distributive bargaining' umbrella. Containerisation
was established at Southampton very much on a trial

and error basis, but it must be said that the Blue

Book was a major and successful achievement. For the
twelve years studied in this dissertation it provided
the central pillar on which industrial relations was

based in Southampton Docks.

Comprehensive productivity bargaining in the docks

was only a temporary phenomenon. The need for such
agreements was principally due to the pressures placed
on pay negotiations by the constraints of incomes policy
set against the background of the re~industrialisation
of the port industry. Management backed down from
continuing them possibly because of their belief that
they encouraged workers to develop work practices which

would have to be bought out again.
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CHAPTER 8
FINAL CONCLUSIONS
AND POLICY CHECKLIST

The principal aim of the study was to examine the degree

to which the impact and implications of technological
change through the Devlin modernisation programme and

the related subsequent comprehensive productivity

agreement influenced sequential developments in industrial
relations in Southampton Docks. To achieve this objective
some major topics were explored, and will now be considered

by way of conclusion.

Firstly, there is the question of the ability of trade
union training and education to cope with productivity
bargaining. Secondly, the shift in direction in
managerial control towards industrial relations is
answered. An important element of this topic is the
extent to which the exclusion of non-dockworker grades
from the initial productivity package laid foundation
for subsequent industrial relations problems. Thirdly,
the change in trade union attitudes towards productivity
bargaining which shifted from initial support to
subsequent criticism is concluded upon. Finally, I
will make a policy list of recommendations for trade
union shop stewards becoming involved in negotiations
embracing new technology. A final comment will be
made on the future industrial relations scene in the

port.

Trade Union Training and Education

The productivity/modernisation negotiations in the
docks took place at two levels. Firstly, negotiations

took place nationally which established decasualisation
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in the docks; and secondly, at local level, which implemented

modernisation to separate ports.

National Level Negotiations

The research shows that the decasualisation negotiations
were conducted locally and co-ordinated nationally.
However, although the concept ¢iI productivity bargaining
was indicated by the Devlin Commission and encouraged

by Government, its mechanics, advantages and disadvantages,
pitfalls and implications were not isolated and examined
by the union side during the lengthy negotiations.
Subsequently, no formal training programme was introduced
for national negotiators to equip them for an awareness

of the revised collective bargaining structure brought
about by the new orthodoxy. Thus, productivity bargaining
was viewed by the union side as an experimental form

of bargaining, rather than a tool of management used

to implement radical working arrangements to the place

of work. In addition, the major factor of the modernisation
side of the negotiations, i.e. containerisation, was

not enquired into in any great detail. Therefore,
obviously the impact of future prospects as a consequence
of modernisation were largely overlooked at this level.

Local Level Negotiations

At the start of the local modernisation committee
negotiations, productivity bargaining was not widely
understood by the shop stewards. In the main, it presented
the union with an opportunity to offer a management consultant
type flow of information in a joint problem-solving

exercise through a workpeoples 'working party'. It

was not until the direction and content of negotiations

had been embarked upon at length did one of the negotiating
team for the union side (having obtained material relating

to productivity bargaining) realise the importance

containerisation would have on the port and industry
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more generally. At that stage the pattern of negotiations
were so entrenched the position was ultimately irreversible.

Furthermore, the only local opposition to the implications
of containerisation was expressed by the International
Socialists, whose main aim was to present an alternative
to Devlin either in the way the industry was to be
organised, or in the terms given to the dockers. The
theme of opposition the International Socialists adopted
was a propaganda campaign which attempted to win support
from those dockers who felt they were being inadequately
represented by trade union officials, and from those

shop stewards who had become suspicious of the Devlin
programme. The International Socialists did not influence
the mainstream of negotiations because the non-political
trade union members were, in the main, overwhelmed

by the complexities of productivity bargaining. The
International Socialists did, however, indicate through
the Southampton Port Bulletin publications a constant
warning of the pitfalls which could emanate from containerisation.

The research indicates that during the course of negotiating
the modernisation package both the national trade union
officers and local shop stewards were unprepared to

grasp the implications of containerisation on two main
grounds. Firstly, they received little or no information
from management on the commercial and organisational
background to the negotiations, and in fact they would
probably not have known how to use such information

even if it were forthcoming. Secondly, they had received
no training from their union to prepare them for conducting
negotiations invoiving the complexities of advanced
technology. This, however, is most surprising taking
account of the vast publicity, propaganda and encouragement
afforded to the new orthodoxy. This therefore indicates
how slow the union was in responding to changing management
strategies, and led to a disadvantaged negotiating

position on the part of the union side.
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Managerial Control of Negotiations

The research suggests the 1970 Blue Book productivity
prackage was a technique used by management to implement
containerisation, rather than an indication of more
fundamental, long-term change in the management approach

to industrial relations. A major feature of the 1967/70
negotiations was the adoption of an integrative approach
which was jointly problem-solving rather than a
confrontational win-or-lose form of negotiations. The main
protagonists involved in these negotiations were Registered

Dock Workers.

By 1976 this form of bargaining had been abandoned

by management as it no longer served their purposes.
For example, when negotiations took place to extend
containerisation through the South African trade talks
between 1976-78, management's negotiating technique
shifted from the central theme of 'productivity' (which
was at the heart of productivity bargaining and the
Southampton Blue Book) to one of 'efficiency' embracing
a terminal team concept within the container terminal.
This shift in concept and approach to negotiations

by management heralded a return to the traditional
distributive or 'pressure' bargaining, i.e. your gain
is my loss. However, the principle of the productivity
concept was as justified and deserving in the 1976
South African negotiations as it was in the original
1970 Blue Book productivity talks. The Department

of Employment policy and criteria at that time (1976-78)

substantiates this fundamental issue.

This clearly demonstrates that it was management who
established the framework, direction and pattern of
both series of negotiations. Conversely, the union's
role was a reactive and responsive one. This would

support Topham's concept of productivity bargaining
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as attempting to incorporate the trade unions as instruments
of management policy, and Cliff's criticism that it
sought to undermine trade union control at shop floor

level.

Managerial Control over Non-Dockworker Group

The 1970 Blue Book negotiations did not include a number
of groups, i.e. foremen, checkers, cranedrivers and
clerks. These groups were not as widely involved or
directly affected by containerisation as were registered
dock workers. In the subsequent negotiations which
ensued throughout the twelve year period examined,

the non-dock worker groups (which were by comparison
much smaller bargaining units) achieved more favourable
terms and conditions. This they managed by the smaller
scale of costs involved, and by the relative strength
of their bargaining position. In the long-term, these
circumstances led to resentment by dockworkers and
ultimately to the 1981 comparability disputes. 1In

this respect, managerial manipulation of negotiations
involving dockworkers during 1967-70 and 1976-78,
unwittingly created an industrial relations problem
which erupted a decade later. During the period of

the 1981/82 disputes, management found it increasingly
difficult to exert any form of control once inter-group
rivalry was established. This lack of control was

only contained by management's threats of wholesale

redundancies by the ports' closure.

The research therefore points to the important role
differentials play in industrial relations, and suggests
they are inherently a complex phenomena. The study
indicates that pay differentials are determined within

a variety of bargaining units at different points in

time. There are no co-ordinating mechanisms by which
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differentials can be adjusted: the standard bargaining
method is between employer and individual pay group and

not between the pay groups themselves. However, the social-
fairness function of occupational differentials would

appear to have a high level of tolerance which is in-built
in part by ignorance of intra-plant pay mechanisms, and in
part by an unseen acceptance of the hierarchial structure

of an intra-plant labour market. It is therefore important
to stress the comparative role between hourly rates and
annual earnings potential. Inter-group conflict occurs only
after a massive catching-up exercise is deemed necessary.
Furthermore, only if management take the initiative

can fair pay structures be negotiated and agreed upon.

In this way management can maintain adequate control

over differentials, the unions can share in the
determination of pay levels, and employees can be fairly

treated.

Trade Union Attitudes

The study demonstrates by empirical research, albeit
somewhat surprisingly, that having negotiated major
agreements under a framework of management guidance
and direction, the shop stewards attitudes towards
the Blue Book package agreement had changed very

little after a twelve year period.

The overall shop stewards response ratings of 1978 as
compared to those of 1970 were lower in esteem.

Similarly those of 1981 were less than the 1978 ratings.
This would suggest that the 'novelty' of the improved
industrial relations atmosphere created by the productivity
bargaining process and integrative bargaining technique had

worn off.

After the internal disputes of 1981/82, industrial
relations and inter-union relations in the port were at
their lowest, but surprisingly the key factors of

productivity bargaining, i.e. pay structure, overtime
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arrandgements and the all-embracing impact of the Blue
Book, consistently remained above the 'fair-deal' rating
position of the scale used. This would indicate that
the overall conditions implemented within the Devlin
programme, in return for accepting sweeping changes

in work practices, together with their inherent pitfalls
and problems, were assessed on balance as a fair exchange
by the shop stewards, for the 12 year period studied.
However, the novelty factor of the new orthodoxy lay

in the range and depth of their coverage rather than

in the concept of productivity bargaining itself. This
in itself raises the question of how important and

what role was played by psychology in the Blue Book

negotiations of the ensuing period studied?

The study clearly shows that negotiations conducted

in an atmosphere allowing worker participation and

worker - management co-operation (as was the case in

the Devlin negotiations) can greatly improve industrial
relations, which is in part the result of the emotionally
based attitudes of the workers rather than of the objective
difficulties of the situation. This suggestion would
support the work conducted by Elton Mayo (1880-1949),

who has been referred to as the founder of both the

Human Relations movement and of industrial sociology.

Mayc was closely associated with the famous Hawthorne
Experiment which showed the importance of groups in affecting
the behaviour of individuals at work and enabled him

to make certain deductions about what managers ought

to do. Mayo's generalisation was that work satisfaction
depends to a large extent on the informal social pattern

of the work group. Where co-operation is established
because of the feeling of importance, physical conditions

have little impact.

The significance of the Hawthorne investigation relative

to this study was in discovering the informal organisation
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which it is now realised exists in all organisations.

It demonstrated the importance to individuals of stable
social relationships in the work situation. For Mayo,
one of the major tasks of management is to organise
spontaneous co-operation; conflict, competition and
disagreement are to be avoided by management understanding
its role in providing the basis of group association.

The failure to recognise this statement was in part
responsible for the 1981/82 disputes. To quote Mavo,
'management succeeds or fails in proportion as it is
accepted without reservation by the group as authority

and leader'. Therefore, it could be concluded, on

the basis of this study, that the state of industrial
relations within an undertaking is very much dependent

on management, and their realising its role in furnishing

a platform for inter-group participation.

However, whether this objective is significant at present
for management is another topic and has to be set against the
background of changing management strategies in industrial
relations. It could be argued that the so-called 'macho-
management' (initially associated with Michael Edwardes

at B.L. and Ian MacGregor at B.S.C.) has become the

order of the day; that 'macho-management' is going

into a second phase, i.e. an attack on trade unionism
itself. This trend is supported by the government's
insistence that civil servants at G.C.H.Q. gave up

their trade union membership and I.C.I.'s withdrawal

of recognition from the Association of Management and
Professional Staffs. Furthermore, there have also

been media reports suggesting that 'union-busting'

consultancies are being established in Britain.

Assisted by world recession, managements have been
able to shift the emphasis in collective bargaining
from joint regulation to joint consultation. Thus,

the consultative approach it would appear, is favoured
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by many of British managements at present. If the
objectives of business and industry in general are

to be achieved, there will have to be substantial changes
in a wide variety of working arrangements and practices,

as was the case in the 1960's and early 1970's which
embraced the prouductivity bargaining era. Similary, such changes
need to be managed with the minimum of disruption,

whatever the implications for existing employees. Within
the management 'consultative' approach it is important

for employers to explain to their labour force the

pressure they (management) have to cope with. In other
words, the 'consultative' approach requires a very
significant element of what the American negotiating
theorists Walton and McKersie call 'attitudinal
structuring'. This would imply a revival of the integrative
bargaining approach after managements reflected disquiet
with the developments in collective bargaining in the
latter 1970's. However, under the present industrial
climate the fragmented trade union organisation, such

an approach might be seen as 'union by-passing', either

in the sense of a management preference for dealing

with an inexperienced lay official or of a refusal

to use union officials as the only communication link

with employees. 1In the light of the evidence of this

study I conclude with a policy checklist of recommendations

for trade unionists.
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

As a trade union member, I feel that lessons have been
learned from the Southampton Blue Book experience and

its consequential impact on industrial relations. Trade
union negotiators involved in bargaining which introduces
new forms of technology could consider the policy checklist

below.

(1) Become familiar with the changing managerial
strategies and the influence they cause to
machineries of negotiation. Furthermore, understand
the major areas of industrial psychology and
industrial sociology which influence management

thinking.

(2) Reach terms which permit union negotiators paid
time off for training and education purposes,
with particular reference to the use of
information and access to research on new

technology.

(3) Be particularly mindful of the effects new
technology has in increasing managerial control
over 'job content', i.e. regarding computer
technology, outputs (work functions) can subtly

be altered by inputs away from the workplace or

office.
(4) Unions should rethink and revise their local area
structure. Instead of providing a scarcely needed

back-up service to powerful groups, all unions
should develop an extensive network of local
officials having the ability to cope with the

many problems passed on by the local stewards.

(5) Establish inter-union liaison committees at the
outset and negotiate with management at workplace

level on a single and unified basis where practicable.
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(6) A 'preliminary assessment' stage should be
demanded in order to consider the impact and
possible alternatives of managements' main

proposals.

(7) The joint-union liaison committee should, as
part of negotiation, agree with management a
timetable of 'parallel progression', i.e.
negotiations between both sides adhere to a
sequential timetable, thus preventing one side

or one group going too far too fast.

(8) The liaison committee should establish in strict
sequence, firstly, what changes will take place
and what new duties will be required to be
performed. Secondly, how many people the revised
working arrangements will require, and thirdly,
then assess the pay/work bargain having particular
regard to differentials, which should, if possible,
be agreed by all party to the deal before the

implementation of the technology.

(9) 1Insist on establishing a 'post-negotiations
monitoring agreement' which has the power to
invoke major reviews after the initial agreement.
This will ensure an extension of the liaison
committee and urge it to act as a 'fire-fighting'

force to overcome inter—gfoup difficulties.

NOTE: In the harsh realities of the 1980's it is
debatable whether such agreements could be achieved.
They could however, be part of union policy with

a change in the industrial relations climate.
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Furthermore, the revised union structure suggested
will need to be supported by a stream of information
and advice, i.e. analysing company plans and
explaining the union response. These changes may
mean an end to the relatively cheap era of post-

war trade unionism, although membership resistance

to higher subscriptions is likely to be considerable.
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National Number of Registered
Dock Workers, 1956 - 1977

1956 78,722
1957 76,691
1958 74,132
1959 71, 846
1960 72,550
1961 71,679
1962 66,811
1963 64,597
1964 64,083
1965 65,128
1966 62,522
1967 57,505
1968 54,481
1969 52,732
1970 46,912
1971 45,491
1972 41,247
1973 34,509
1974 34,582
1975 33,638
1976 31,062
1977 29,470

SOURCE: National Ports Council Annual Digest Report



APPENDIX 2

Southampton Port Piece-Work Rates 1965



SOCIA TION.
apour).

TIOm‘ PERCENTAGE IHCREASIS
ON AMND PRCM MONDAY
7

Ra “S s 10.5 FEH
hebe
INCLID L

Digcherging ex chip 1 Leading away cx ched
— T A
[ sthevs. 9 stevs. f 3 men 10 men
! |
; : |
BLIES !
| i
Bacon - § -
Bagasse - b -
Bark (Wattle) &/1%a -
Basils o i -
Beaver Beard - -
Buchu - &/1%G -
Coir - - -
Corx 48 1bs. pack 9/% d -
Cotton I -
hsparto grass - 4 -
Feathers - !j -
Felting tarrni) ; - | -
Felting (not tarred) / 1& f - j -
Flox ] ! : -
Tibra v ‘ . f -
Gunnies 0554 ’ i -
Hair { ! - 1 - H
Hay 5/14 - i -
Hemp / 8d - ! -
Hessian 3/94 - i -
Hides (dry) | - 1/114 i .
Hides (wet) i - i/11d | -
Hooves and Horuo - G/11a -
Hops 3/114 -~ ! -
iht@ 3/8d - I -
apok &/ aka - h -
Leathur (Cape) - 4/114 y -
Leather (loose bundles) -~ 4/11d -
Iinoleun l 2/8%3 - i -
Mohair - 4/1%4 ‘ -
Newsprint 3/5%4 - ; -
Paper (other than | ‘
HNewsprint) 5/84 - | -
Paper Pulp 4/1%a - ‘ -
Piasava - 5/2%4 -
Raffia 3/84 - -
Rags 3/34 - -
Eubber 3/5%¢ i - [
Skins (Karakuls) - 10 - ;
Skins (Rabbit) - 5 - |
Skins {Sheen) - 5 - i
2D i@gb‘l - 4 - l
Tobacco 4 - |
viax H - |
Jool i - g , - {
Wool, Sheepsicing & i |
Hides (dry; (To ! ! !
Rond Vehicles) i - | - | - Time Hate
! | v 6/6d. |
I .
. L




COMMODITY

RATES PTR TON

Discharging ex ship

Lozciny away ex

7 stevs. 9 stevs.

8 men

10 =

BAGS

Antimony Ore
Apple Pomace

Asbestos (normal size
]

and weizhts)
asbestos ¢
bags - 8% to ton;

hLebestos (normal size -

slack bags)
hsphalt
Barley
Beens
Boneneal
Borax
Bran
Bulbs
Carrots.
Cement
Cocoa
Coconuts
Coffee
Concentrates
Copper Sulphate
Copra
Cottonseed

Cucumbers ex Cape Vessel

(160 to ton)
Diatomite in 56 1b.
Parina
Flour
Fuller's Zarth
Grazphite
Grass Seed
Ground Nuts
Linseed

(smalil yaper

] -
i

9]

cgs 4/6%a= -

5/-14

Lucerne leal and alfalfa 3/544 5/424

ilaize

Mica (from Chembers)
ex Cape

liiddlings

Meal

yrabolans

Nails

Oats

Ochre

Oilcake

Onions

Onions (281b. pack)

Ore

Palm Kernels

Peas

Phosphates

Platinum matte

Flunbngo

Pollards

Potatoes

Potatess - Scoteh ware

Potatoes - Irish and
Scoteh Seed

Potatoes (33 1b. pockets
from Chambers ex Ca

Rice
Rolled Oats
Saso

Saltpetre

3/104 -
4/~xd -

o~
\
(o))
e A
Qu
7
S~
n
W
oy

S T T T T T

— - 5/-d

6/4%a

8/6a 4
11/114

6/4%3

6/4%4

AN NN TN N PN TN TN N TN N N

PN TN TNSTTN SN TN FIINSTN TN SN SN TN TN NN NN N Ve W N
o
N
[
[

[ B |

i

LI S T T}

PN N S T A A O |

1

[ N T T A T A T O

tt I

¥

[ B O |




E— e i

T T N TS D P AW S A A A YT A S <

3 73
o lie B N o N o |
[ I 100 1 owo LI 00 e

PN = =N QNS TaY

3
g
-1

5

N [ARRAY [T

1
i2aY P S TN

R T R UV AP

(SRR S}

eI

N T
(@]

- e

o oor
2,0 5

)~ {42
0
[ RIaNS

R N

in

neas

in
G

A
n mi

3

{

)

te

ed

0] L
o 2o jol

cr

AV wx
[QERVANG D ;
4+ L w O

—

Grapelruit

Orenges
Orengces

Lenc

attl




RATES PER TON

COMRODITY Discharging ex ship Toading away ex shed
7 stevs. | 9 stevs. -8 men 10 men
3. ChsEs (Cont'd).
i
Tettuce (B.T.D. vessels) =~ 8/10%4 - -
Iachinery & Tractor paris - 3/84 6/10%4 -
Yelons in bins | - 6/11%d - -
Metals 2/5%4 - 5/11+d -
Mica - 3/84 6/10%4 -
Mistletoe (BID vessels) = 8/ ixd 16/1%4 -
Onions (crates) ! 4/1%4 6/10%d -
Peaches, Nectarines and

Apricots (280 trays

to ton) - 6/3%d 15/1%4 -
Pears )

48 cases to ton) - é 7/4%4 -

112 voxes to ton - 3/11d 1/ 454 -

140 boxes to ton - 10/6%d -

i (200 trays to ton) - 10/624 -
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(64 cases to ton) - 4/84 8/34d -
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Plums as above -~ 1O
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‘ vessels i - - 13/2&@ -
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Billets & Trays) - 4/9%4 - -
Rolled Oats 6/ 454 - 10/1124 -
Rubber 3/5%4 - 6/ 4%4 -
Synthetic Rubber . i

(crated & pallatiscd) = 5/54d 6/10%d -
Tea (chests - 4/84 8/34 -
Tobacco leaf - 4/10%d 5/524 -

- Tomatoes
. Guermsey - 5/3%4 - -

Jersey - 6/224 - -

Moroccan 4/5%4 - 10/11%4 -

Teneriffe - 4/5%4 ~ ~

(7 wilo pack)

Up to 200 maris - 5/744 - -

Over 200 & Up to

500 marks - 6/44 - -
" Over 500 marks - 1/ % - -
Vencer (crates) - 5/54 - -
4, CASKS, DRUMS /D
fosSHEDS.
Lécumulator plates ( ( ( -
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| hcia % -
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Lspnolt ( { -
Bacon ( 2 2 -
Benzol . oo -
Beer Drums{empty)(Cape) = 7/9%4 - -
Bitumen i i
Brags . . s -
Carbide 3/2% 3/84 4/6%4 ~
Casein (
Casings ( \ -
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RATES PER TON

COMMODITY

P
=
2
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" RATES PER TONW
COMMODITY Discherging ex ship Loading away ex shed
‘ 7 stevs. 9 stevs, 8 men 10 men
6. MISCELLANEQUS (Cont'd). ’
U.S. air Force Egpt. - 8/34d 9/1%3 -
U.S. Yaval Stores % \
Zapt. - 5/624 7/744 -
U.3. F.X. & Subsistente Tine
Supplies (exe. ! . Rate
cartonzd beverazes) - 12/10%4 + 8/54 -
U.S. P.X. cartoned i
beverases - 4/6%4 - -
U.S. P.X. Supvnlies &
Air Force Zapi. in i
Conex Containers - 6/8%4 - -
£ IncTusive of Acoees ang dirty Jifferenticls.
7. BULK CARGOTS Z
Ballast - - -
Granite - - -
Phosphaotes - - -
% T1DPPEer TO be Quavside p21d pro rat T0 SAip.
C} \_L\.\AI.L\G Jl/}. ST’I.L
COILIODITY res Ouayside
r Hate per ton per mon
13 men 9 nen
8. REFRIGIDRLTED CLEGORS
Bacon (bales) 8/3a 9%4 -
Beef-Hinds &« Fores .
Frozen 8/524 954 -
Chilled 9/-4d 924 -
Boneless lieat & Bags
of 0ffal 6+a -
Butter 5/~% 64 -
Crayfish tails 8/34 - 1054 .
Egz yolks in cartons 6,,10%4 6% -
Fal i)
Frozen foods ex Cape 6/5%4 6id -
Horsemezt in bags
ex Cape 8/1%4 8% -
Heat in Cortons (63 1bs.) 9/ 8% - 1044
Mutton, Lanmb & veal | Co
C“ f‘.nc:-\s . B/S%d 9%{3 .
Porlc Curecazaec : 8/3a 9%d -
Poultry & rlesn1n9~ 8 )
(enmon & cartons 9/8%d - 1023
Snrting to Sub—mﬂrxs
& sub-nusbers 5/5%a - 1084
9. MATIL :
(&) carried in freisht vessels as complete carso:
(b) formins part of = carso otherwise handled on a
piccework basis; and
(c) carried in ships otherwise worked on 2 timework
basis where the quantity exceeds 1,600 bags per
hatch;
- 1/10 1 per maun per 100 bags handled per gang
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9, MAIL {Cont'd).

N.B. VWith due regard to other work necessary to be performed,
where the bHail to be handled falls below the datum
figure of 1,600 bags in a particular hatch ard can be
inereased beyond the datum by the transfer of a gang
from another Mail hatch, the operation shall, wherever
possible, be on a piecework basis, provided that where
any one ship-gang is required to handle in aggregate
a number of bags less than the datum figure of 1,600,
the ship shall be worked on 2 timework basis throughout.

In 211 other cases, including Tender work, timework
vasis will operate.

Discherged from Elders & Fyffes' vessels See Special Barana
Handling agreement.
L " Royal Mail Lines' " 1/103d per man per
100 stems discharged
per gang.

" " Cape Vessels 2/6+d per man per
100 packages
discharged per gang.
" n u " (loading away) 2/7%d per man per
100 packages
handled per gang.

" in cellophane pack by board 1/1%3 per man per
100 packages
handled per gang.

11. SHED CFERATIONS. RATE PTR TON

8 men : 9 nen

Cased Gocds - Breaking-out

~and repitching 3/84 -
Yool - moving from shed to
shed - 5/524

Potatces in bags - un-
stacking loading %o
electric truck trays,

unleading and restacking 4/104 -
Cased oranges - sorting to
count & 5/52d -

Spanish Grapes in barrels,
half-barrels and cases -

sorting to sub-mark numbers 5/524 -
Tobacco - brecking out and
pitching ready for shipment 4/10%d -

Raete to apply to a2 gang
of up to 8 nen.

Digchareine ex Shiv (Fayment to
Yo on Bill of Ladinc quantities).

Per Per Mark
Standard Load loney
Deals, Boards, Battens & Discharging to
Laths direct to rail more than 10
or barge 14/54 - separate warks
D.B.E. 6" x 1" & down 2/-d per half shift
(not bundled) 18/10%d - per man extra, but
|

- 8 -




12, TIMBER (Cont'd).

Ship (Payment 1o
dir, guantities).,

Per Per lark
Staniard| Load oney
4 To gquay and runninz to when a get of marks
rail or dump in la ing is discharged for
shed N 16/31 - one receiver
Dutch ends 13/84 - without sevaration,
Firewood 16/6%54 - to rate as one
B.C.Pine(Dourlas Fir),Pitch ma s .
Pine, Oregon rine & Silver
Spruce, Spruce, Jestern T
~ Vhite Pine, Frincess ifine,
Eastern & Western Canadign
Spruce 16/724 -
Jarrakh Yood in bundles 24/2%4 -
Poplar Boards & Beech wood
strips 14/44
Ramin Board 14/44 -
Basis of
Measurement
Aspen logs - 5/324
Beech and Oak sawn ond
banded boles - 5/824 50 cubic feet
French Cak boles sawn
through and throuzh
(rot banded) - 6/%3 = 1 Load
Piteh Pine and Ozk sawn
and hewn -
Ranin logs - (Norwegian
Sleepers and Cressings - - Officicl
" " " (Jarrah “ood)- Veasurenment)
" " carried .
with lumber - g /184
Softwood loas - 4/74
Telegraph, Ricker and
Scarfold Ioles - 8/-%4

@ Seven Stevedores.
R

afting all Timber - Ifinimun Ganz, 4 men 3/-32d per load.
Rate subject to reduction on pro rata basis in the event

of absenteeism.

RATE PER

COMMODITY OUAYSIDE OFERATIONS TTANDARD
Ordinar; EX SHIP -
Softwoods % Unloadingz, sorting and piling
from rail -
Deals & Battens 2" in thickness
and over 26/7%4
Boards under 2" in thickness,
Loths and Doors 33/54
Strivping ond Rocking -
Deals and Battens 2" thickness
and over 9/124
Boards under 2" in thickness 10/~%4




RATE PUR

* B.C. FPine

(Douglas

ir), Pitch
Pine, Orezon
Pine & Silver
Spruce

if sorted

EX PIIZ - °

Loadinz -~
Deals & Battens
Boards

RE-PILING -
TEVEL-THDING-

Ex dump or pile
Ex rail vehicle

BX BARGE -~

Dischargins Deals, E?t
Boards direct to ra
(including men in bﬁ

to do their own tyinz
sheeting
LY SETP -

Unlozding from rail wveh

piling -

Boards under 2" in th
without crane
with crane

Deals & Eattene 29 in

thickness & over -
without crane
with crane

X PILE - -

~Delivery all sizes -

without crane
with crane

g Timber of an end area
45" or below, not dbun
/64 per standard dif

ALTHOUGH TT TS NOT ANTI
THAT, THIS CTASS OF TINB

BT THROWN DOFN IN L\I’DI"

IN 3UCH EVHNT THE RATTS

A5 FOLLOY : -
EY SHID -

‘Loading, Sorting & Fi
Boards under 2" in
thickness, with or
mlubcu+ erane

r—aown &

COMMODITY 0U.YSIDE OPERATIONS )
Ordinary EX DUMP -
Softwood s
(Cont'd) Loading .
: Ne sortln; 14/6§i
Sorting 20/~§l
Deals (measured) 20/~
Boards (measured) 24/8%4
Deals & Boards {(roasured)

5/6%3 extra

16/6%4
19/34

20,/8d

10,354
13/94

venlcles

ze), nen

23/4%

134
[ )
icle &
ickness
22/10%4
24/8 %d
2671d_
21/1154
17/10%4
16/634
of
dles -~
ferential.,
CIP“THD
WILL
SHED,
WILL, BE
ling -
31/54




COMMODITY QUAYSIDE OPERATIONS RaATE FER
P TITETTETTSTS
ST LDARD
B.C.Pine =¥ SHIP (Cont'd)
(Douglas Fir),
Piteh Fine, If crane is used to deal with
Oregon Pinell the larger 51zeu, it may
& Silver Scruce be used for Boards without
(Cont'd). reduction in the rate
Dezls & Battens 2" in
thickness and over
withsut crane 31/84
with crane 06/14
=X UMD -
Loadinz (messured)
without crane 24/3%4
with crane 20/34
Leoading (not measured)
without crare 19/34
with crane 15/1%4
RATE BLSI3 CF
P"R LOJ"XD u.IL_s.SU'P\_I‘ il T.L
Ramin lcg Delivery ex
duap 5/ -%4 50 cubic feet
Seftwood logs Piling from
rail vehicle 4/6%4 = 1 lead
Delivery ex (Norwegian
vile (men to Official
i their own Measuremnent)
tying-down) 4/6%4
?elegra;h rilirg from
Fales truexr with o
erone 5/524
Fe-delivery
from pile with
erane 5/5%4
- 11l -




PIECEVORK RATES — EXPCRT CARGOES

NOTES

Payment to be thatch-for-hatch' for shipping
operations and 'sang-for-gang', whenever possible,
for striking operations.

Military cargoes shipped in time~chartered
vessels to be paid at dead weisht rates.

Shipping H=2il,

The basis for piecework operations shall be:-

VVhen ail -

(2) is carried in freight vessels
as complete cargo;

(b) forms part of a carzo otherwilse
handled on a pieeawork basis;

(¢) is carried in ships otherwise
worked on a timework basis
where the quantity in any one
hateh exceeds 1,600 bags, when
such hatch shall work pilecework.

In all other cases, includinz Tender work,
timework basis to operate.

Ocean-Geinz Shins,

Jhere 2 commodity not listed for plecewerk is
shipred in 2 quantity exceedinz 50 tons, coensideration
shall be given to the cstablishment of a commadity

;rate.

Brratic deliverics by rozd or rail, handled by
a strikinz zans or gonzs engaged on & timewerk basis,

will continue to be performed on that basis.

Hhere two gangs are employed in any one hatch
working to one crane, the tounnage rates to be subject

to an addition of 20%.




/T LDMTLOYEESZ' 45
Ouay « nllied

B3 INCLUSI7E OF NATIONAL

X S Oy 10 ~xD THCTLUDING
. MDD FROM MONDAY 30TH
:h-r AND I JCLUDING LOCAL

TO0 RLTES AS oT 15TH JalUARY 1965.
TOMNAGE RATES FOR STRIKING TO SHED FLOCR,
and SIFPING
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APPENDIX 3

Trade Union's Document used in
their 1981 Wage Claim



The Trade Union's Case for their 1981 Waze Claim

From the B.T.D.B,'s offer of £101 Basic and £87 overtime calculator
made in January they had improved gradually to the position in
April of offering £105 Basic and £89 overtime Calculator,

Cn the R.D.W.'s claim to narrow the gap between themselves ard

" other section of employees of the B,7.D.B, they had offered

to change the formulae by which the 11 to 6 shift and the L to 11
shift was calculated, bringing it line with the formulae used
for other sections for some consideratle period,

Despite repeated requests from the Trade Union gide, the 3.T.D.B.
has refused to issue detailed financial papers as to how they
have arrived at their assessment that the offer they have made
represents 13%,

We have used the B.T.D.B. figures as issued by various bodies
as well as the figures issued by the National Dock Labour Board
to give you our view of the costs that would be incurred by

the B,T.D,B, if they accept the Trade Union's compromise offer
made on Friday, 12th June, 1981.

The B.T.D.B. have said that the 1980 Wage Bill for their
employees engaged in the Cargo Handling part of their enterprise
consisted of £18,000,000 divided between 1,600 Dockers
(£12,000,000) and 600 other staff (£6,000,000),

The B.T.D.B. were prepared to allocate a further £1,250,000
for the Dockers 1981 pay deal.

The offer broken down for each individual Docker would be a
Basic of £105 per week and an overtime calculator of £89 per week
thus giving payments as listed below:

LO hour week Mon. to Fri. 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. £105.00

5 to midnight 7 evenings per week:
£105 + £35.60 + £35.60 + £8.90
(Basic + Sat. + Sun. + Diff. Unsocial Hours)

L to 11 shift 7 evenings
£105 + £35.60 + £35.60 + £26,70
(Basic + Sat. + Sun. + Diff. 2505?)

11 to 6 Shift 7 nishts
£105 + £35.60 + £35.60 + £58,73
(Basic + Sat. + Sun. + Diff. 56:%)

Total Workforce at June 19th 1581 ~ 1575 3.D.7.'S.

Basic for 1981 = 1575 x 105 x 52 weeks

= £8,599, 500
£8,590,



Guarant@ed Overiime for 1981 . R

Sun . = £35 . 60
£60.07
8 to L Shift = 215 men x £60.07 (Sat. + Sun.) x 52

(6% day zuarantiee)

= £671,582

L to 11 shift = 217 men x £97.90 x 52 weeks
(7 evening zuarantee) .

-

= £1,10L,703

11 to 6 3hift = 193 men x £129.93 x 52 weeks

(7 nights guarantee)
= £1,303,977

S to midnight Shift = 130 men x £80.10 x 52 weeks
(7 evening guarantee)

= £5L1,1L76
Skill Money = 333 men x £15.03 x 52 weeks
333 men = £250,259
Holiday Pay = 1575 x £76
1575 men 2 £76 per annum = £119,700
TOTAL £44,001,697

This i® for a full year. Therefore Deduct £895,845 for 12 weeks dispute

BASTC FOR 1981 £8,599,500

GUARANTZED OVZRTDME FOR ‘
1981  £L4,001,697 -

TOTAL 1981 (OR FULL YZAR) £12,601,197

TRADE UIIICN CLAIM P0R 2 hour on O/T rates for 5 days per week
Mon. to Fri. as a supplement to be paid for men on

a) 8 to L shift 201/2 + 20L/5/6 Berth
b) 5 to 12 Shift

¢) Days or Bumping

£911,595

Number of men receiving £16.,68 = 1051 x 52 weeks

Cost B.T.D.B. can set againazt this:

No 11 %o 6 “hift 9 201/2 for next 6 months = £82,70¢C
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5 to 12 Shift Unsocial hours payment (£8.90)

136 men x £7.68 x 26 weeks = £27,156
TOTAL TC SET AGAINST = £16128f6

Therefore Cost of Supplement for 52 weeks less offsetting

£011,395 - £161,856

]

]

£7L9,739 FCR FULL YEAR
i.e., 1981 NO REZTROSPECTICN OF THZ £16,68 would equal

£293,941 ON CCST TO B.T.D.B.

This represents 2,2% of B.T.D.3. pay bill.

B.T.D.3, quoted S.C.S. following figures for 1981 Wage Bill:

Basic £8,600,000
Overtime £l,74L5,000 = (7.2% increase over 1980)
11 to 6 differential i—m

£13,%98,000

ACTUAL B.7.D.B, 1980 FIGUREZS FOR R.D.W. PAY BILL

Basic £8,118,000
Overtime £4,125,000
£12,543,000
1981 increase over 1980 equals £1,185,000

) ‘ 9.L5%



APPENDIX 4

RDW's 18 Month Agreement -
1st July 1981 to 31st December 1982



1.

2.

3.

REGISTERED DOCKWORKERS PAY DFAL EXPIRING ON
31.,12,82

The pay deal covers the following items:=-

1. Rate of Pay

2. Review

3. Retrospection

L4, Planning Meetings

5. Review of 1970 igreement
6. 5 to midnight shift

7. 201/2 Berth

The Docks Board guarantees that the Registered Dockworkers will
be treated no less favourably than any other sections in the future.

The Docks Board guarantees that this Pay Settlement will not be
disadvantaged by any other section of employees! Pay Settlement.

Rates of Pav

From the 1lst July 1981 to the 3lst December 1982 the rate of pay would
be basic £110, overtime calculator £90,

Review

(a) If the level of average pay settlements calculated on comparable
paybill costs for the Board's manual wages grades staff negotiated
nationally and for locally negotiated groups of dock foremen,
cranedrivers and allied trades is higher than 5% in 1982 then the rates
of pay for the Southampton Registered Dockworkers would be reviewed on
1st July 1982 taking into account any margin over 5%. Any variation
would be effective from lst January, 1982 and paid retrospectively.

(b) If verification of the paybill costs is required, then verification
will be available from Messrs, Price Waterhouse & Co., the Board's
external auditors,

Retrospection

For the period 29th December 1980 to 30th June 1981 a lump sum will
be payable to each Registered Dockworker. This lump sum is estimated
to be £400. Verification of this figure is available,

Cont,
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5.

7e

5 to midnicht Shift »

The 7-day guarantee covering the 5 to midnight shift will continue
until 31st December 1982 subject to the T & GWU not opposing the
Board's request for 300 voluntary severances.

201/2 Berth

The night shift (11 to 6) will no longer be worked on the night
shift until such time as the level of trade Justifies it., 1u the
meantime, however, an arrangement will be negotiated whereby singie
night working will be available. Registered Dockworkers will work
the four weeks notice required to terminate the 11 to 6 shift

at 201 Berth.

Planning

In order to ensure the development of trade thus bringing greater
prosperity to the port, it is agreed that to facilitate this development,
regular meetings (suggested monthly) will be held with selected senior
represeniatives of Registered Dockworkers (and possibly other groups

of staff) to discuss planning and developments and also to arrange

for prospective customers to meet the proposed new Planning Group.

1970 Agreement

The present Agreement with Registered Dockworkers is based largely

on the 1970 igreement and since that time there have becn substantial
changes in working requirements and the trade dealt with in the port,
It is, therefore, agreed that discussions should take place in order to
cover all working arrangements to ensure that all of the various

groups of staff employed are, as far as possible, placed on the same
working arrangements. Where progress has been made and individual
items agreed, then these can be introduced piece meal and need not

wait until all arrangements have been agreed,

Should the entire working arrangements for all sections in the port

be completed before the expiration of this Agreement then this Agreement
would lapse and the new working arrangements would be introduced,

Cont.



SICK PAY AGRUWEMENT FOR MANUAL GRADES

Present and Proposed

(Effective from

implementation date to

those manual grades

staff whose absence

commences on or after
that date)

PRESENT

On completion of 12 months and
under 3 years service

On completion of 3 years and
under 10 years service

10 years service and over

PROPOSED

12 months and under 3 years
service

3 years but less than 6 years
service

6 years but less than 10 years
service

10 years service and over

BASIC PAY 1ESS
STATE BENSFITS

BASIC PAY LESS
STATE BENEFTITS

(WEEKS)

13

16

20

26

APPLICATION OF TMPROVED PRRIODS OF BENEFIT

(WEEKS)

13

16

26

HALF BASIC
PAY

(WETKS)

10

13

Calculation of entitlement to sick pay will take into account
absence through sickness during the 12 months immediately preceding
the commencement of the illness in gquestion.

Cont.
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REGISTERED DOCKWORKERS

Basic £110
0/T Calc. £ 90

OVERTIME RATES

per hour £2,25

Saturday: 8am to lpm

£
2L.75

lpm to 5pm (if worked) 18.00

Sunday: 8am to Spm
Spm to midnight

Working 6am to 8am

Monday to Friday per hour
Saturday and Sunday per hour
Working after Spm

Monday to Friday per hour
Sunday per hour

Working from S5pm to 9pm

Monday to Friday - Baggage, Stores

& Cargo
Sunday

Working from 9pm to 6am

Monday/Thursday. Daily Wage
plus differential
Friday, Saturday and Sunday

Working Through Meal Hours

Weekday 8am to Spm

Weekday 5Spm to midnight
Weekday 9pm to 6am

Sunday

Saturday:Sunday S5pm to midnight
Saturday:Sunday 9pm to fam

Working from Midnizht to lam

Weekday
Saturday and Sunday

Statutory - Proclaimed Holidays

8am to Spm
Spm to midnight

Shift Premiums
Spm to midnight
- Lpm - 1lpm
llpm - 6am

Container Berths
Day £110 + £60.75

36,00
36,00

22,00
36,00
9.00

36.00

L0.00
L40.00

9.00
27.50
55.00

Evening £110 + £72,00 + £27.50 + £2,70
Night £110 + £72.00 + £55.00 + £6,30

Flexibility Pay £4,50 per day
Holiday Pay

Mech 4id Money (Skill Money)
Mon, ~ Fri. 1,69

x 5
8.45
3.375
X 2
6.75

=£15,20

22 days per annum

b uu

Unsocial Hours:

£170.75
£212,20

£243.30

3.60

0.45

OQhS P/hr



APPENDIX 5

Joint Agreement between 2/28 RDW's
Branch and 2/206 Foremens' Branch
and BTDB, Southampton



3.

L.

e

9.

R S

MEMCTANDUM OF AGREIMENT
BETWLEN

/28 R.D.Ws DEANCH AND 2/206 FORFMEN'S TRANCH

AND W BRITISH TRANSPORT DOCKS BOARD, SOUTHAMITON

The R.D.Ws representatives confirm that the introduction of
Leading Hands is rot intended to circumvent or usurp the
role ox status of Foremen in the Fort of Southampten. .
The Foremen's representatives confirm their acceptance of the
utilisation of Lesding Bands and accordingly undertake that no
job/work should be delayed or held up as a consequence of the
non-availability of Foremen. ’

The Foremen's manning at Berths 20&/5/6 will be 19 men per
team operating on a self-coniained basis to cover all the duties
required.

201/2 Berths shall be manned as at present with idditional
Foremwen baing sllocated in accordance with operational requirements.

In the event of {nsufficient Foremen dbeing avail ible such jobs
will be supplemented by the use of Leading Hands.

Positive recruitment to permanent Foremen shall immediately
take place from within the RDW labour force and in addition

‘the parties concerned will use their best endeavours to exsmine

ways and means of zttracting sufficient numbers >f appiicants.

The Sb- 12 roster will operate on the basis of 1 in 5.
Positions will be filled from within the REST of the Port's

‘ available Forenmen.

The cgreed forrula appertaining to the allocatica/responsibility
of Leading Hands, is ae follows:- .

(a) The . B.T.D.B. will be responsible for allocating

leading Hands bearing in mind that at all times only
competent R.D.Ws who have sufficient ghip-=gide experience
will be allocated.

(b) A register will be maintained by the B.T.D.B. - -

of all R.D.Ws who do not wish to participate 28 Ieading Henda.

It is jointly agreed that Foremen will have priocity of opportunity
in respect of weekend working. .

Vhilst the spirit of Paragraph 8 is that Foremen will have fivat
“ehoice of those jobs appertaining to their section, the principle

of one shift in one day will prevail and any fur ther requirem:nts
will be met by Leading Hands. =~ °

In addition, and in the case of emergency operations and/or ‘
when late or special dispensation for 5 - 9 working is required,
continuity of jobs will prevail for both sections.

This Agreement excludes those Foremen and/or R.D.¥Ws who are

allocated to Container Berths. .

Out~of-turn working will only operate in accordance with the
arrangements as previously agreed by all sections which include
the R.D.Wg and Toremen. .

wee. The intent of this paragraph is that no out~of-turn
working over-end-above the arrenzements as provided for
in 9. above will takz place unlees and until an agreed
common alternative system or practice is concluded
involving ell relevant sections in the Port, in consequence
both partics commit themselves to early anl meaningful
discuesiona. seve
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1.

12.

13.

114-

Managehenf may, following appropriate consultation and in
accordance with established practices operate with leas than
the norma. number of Supervisory Staff.

Management: may, following appropriate consultation and in
accordance with estavlished practicee operate a reduced
R.D.W. mayning in order to facilitate the application of
Leading H: '_nds . >

Where 2.D.Ws are allocated as Leading Hands on an 8 -5
turn and in the event of extra working being required past
§ p.m. (i.e. "Tickler" or 5 - 9) in those circumstances job
continuity will be maintained.

Moreover, the Foremen's 5 - 9 rester will be maintained.
As there _is an operational requirement for a Supervisor to
be in ove-all control, this position will be covered at all
times by : Foreman, ) )

It is Jointly agreed that discussions between both sections
will cont nue in the spirit of co-operation with regard to

- all aspec:s of working relationships within the Port.

This AGREEMENT is applicable to all Berths, at all times, within

the Port of Southampton and is confirmed by the Signatories appended'
hereto.

SIGNED ON BEHAL'® OF

SIGNED ON BEHALF OF

R, D. W. 2/28 BRANCH

FOREMEN /206 BRANCH

DISTRICT OFFICERS

BRITISH TRANSPOIT DOCKS BOARD REPRESENTATIVES

DATE givevacesvocacan

QO HAT /C/S’u



APPENDIX 6

Machineries of negotiation for RDW's,
Foremen, Shed Clerks, Cranedrivers and Checkers;

and background to structure of Port Industry



MACHINERY OF NEGOTIATIONS

REGISTERED DOCK WORKERS
(TRANSPORT & GENERAL WORKERS UNION)

LOCAL MODERNISATION COMMITTEE

—/ |

MECH AID/WELFARE/SAFETY/TRAINING/CLOTHING COMMITTEES

Remit:- Working conditions - mannings - local disputes
~ health & safety - productivity - pay. Does not include
~ definition of dock work - severance - recruitment.

IF UNRESOLVED

Reference back to Mass Meeting

IF UNRESOLVED

LOCAL NDLB PORT EMPLOYERS ASSOCIATION

Pay - mannings = (Advisory body in the main)

Productivity - Problems with port users/

Def. of dock work - licences - tug crews -

Blue Book Agreement mooring gangs

NATIONAL NDLB NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PORT
EMPLOYERS

HIGH COURT (CIVIL)
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EMPLOYMENT
RE LEGISLATION




MACHINERY OF NEGOTIATION

FOREMEN
(TRANSPORT & GENERAL WORKERS UNION)

LOCAL PORT COMMITTEE

Remit:- Pay and conditions - shift premiums - productivity.

REPRESENTATION

4 Representatives & Middle Management

IF UNRESOLVED

PORT COMMITTEE

Same local representatives + local and Senior

local management. TGWU Official, i.e. Docks Officer.

IF UNRESOLVED

NATIONAL LEVEL

REPRESENTATION

Local representatives (2) National Officers and
ABP Senior management of TGWU. Docks Officer present.

Directors.



MACHINERY OF NEGOTIATION

SHED CLERKS
(TRANSPORT SALARIED STAFF ASSOCIATION)

LOCAL PORT COMMITTEE

Remit:- Local conditions of service -~ shift patterns -
local productivity deals - Does not include - salaries -
annual leave - overtime rates (this is negotiated at
national level by TSSA. FTO's).

REPRESENTATION

4 Trade Union Representatives & Middle Management

IF UNRESOLVED

PORT GROUP COUNCIL FOR SALARIED STAFF

REPRESENTATION

1 Shed Clerk, 1 Technical grade Representative
1 Supervisory Grade Representative, 1 Marine grade Rep.
Divisional Secretary of TSSA (FTO)

& Senior Management

IF UNRESOLVED

SALARIED STAFF NATIONAL NEGOTIATING COUNCIL

Remit:~- Pay - holidays - National agreements - unresolved

local items.

REPRESENTATION

Full-time National negotiating officer - local lay-reps
(one per grade as above)

& Senior ABP Directors



MACHINERY OF NEGOTIATION

CRANEDRIVERS & CHECKERS
(NATIONAL UNION OF RAILWAYMEN)

Local Port Committee & Management
(4 Representatives) (usually 'middle' management)
Discuss:~ conditions of service -~ pay awards - disputes

procedures - mannings.

[ IF UNRESOLVED

i
Manual Grades Port Group Council

Representation: - 1 Checker
1 Cranedriver
1 Manual grade representative (operations)
1 Manual grade rep. (Dock Master's Dept.)
1 Manual grade rep. (Port Engineer's Dept.)
NUR Branch Officer

& Senior management, i.e. Deputy Port Director - Personnel &
Industrial Relations Manager - Operations Manager - Port
Engineer - Port Accountant - Dock Master.

|

IF UNRESOLVED

|

Manual Grades National Negotiating Council

Meet at ABP Head Office, London, to discuss National issues

& unresolved disputes.

Representation: -

ABP Directors, Port Director (or D.P.D.)

National Union of Railwaymen Area or National Officers,

IF UNRESOLVED

|

Acceptance or Action

Local Lay-Reps.




MANNING LEVELS FOR OPERATIONAL GRADES
IN THE PORT OF SOUTHAMPTON

YEAR RDWs CHECKERS SHEDCLERKS C/DRIVERS FOREMEN
DEC 1970 iggii{i‘l;;. 179 51 161 121
DEC 1973 éggotig‘l;;. 176 53 154 128
DEC 1976 é§§7t:1rrl1;s 167 59 159 138
DEC 1979 1720 171 63 153 161

JUN 1982 1300 - - - -

DEC 1982 1099 154 60 133 151
SEP 1984 1047 151 60 133 149
FEB 1985 752 79 36 81 95

Note: DETAILS OF THE DIFFERENT GROUPS RATES OF PAY AND HOURS
OF WORK INCLUDING AMOUNTS OF OVERTIME WERE REQUESTED
FROM THE DOCKS BOARD MANAGEMENT SO AS TO MAKE A SEPARATE
ANALYSIS OF WAGE RATES OVER THE PERIOD THAT THE STUDY
COVERED. THIS INFORMATION WAS DECLINED DUE TO THE DELICATE

SITUATION PREVAILING IN THE DOCKS AT THAT TIME.



NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PORT EMPLOYERS (NAPE)

This body is in essence the "employers' union" for
the industry, acting as a central body for consultation
and co-operation between employers of Port Transport

Workers.

More "specifically, it is the body through which the
employers nominate their members of the National Joint
Council for the industry, and through the NJC the employers'
representatives on the National Dock Labour Board.

It therefore plays a vital role indirectly in the
negotiating and conciliatory procedures for registered

dock workers (RDW's) and in administering the National

Dock Labour Scheme (NDLB).

More general functions include the exchange of views

and advice on legislation, training and education and
accident prevention, while affiliation to the Confederation
of British Industry (CBI) provides a platform for expresing

members views to the Government.

NAPE has eight territorial groups covering the U.X.

and is financed by a levy on employer members.

In practice, NAPE consists almost entirely of local
port employers associations which are affiliated to
it, while retaining independence. However, it is not
essential for a member to be a port employer; bodies
like the Shipping Federation and the Timber Trades
Association are also affiliated, as is the ABP as a

port authority rather than as an employer of labour.

Local Associations of Port Employers, acting through
Port Joint Committees with the local unions, negotiate
port agreements for RDW's within the national agreements

laid down by the National Joint Council. Issues covered



include piecework and overtime rates, specialist and

shift differentials, manning and general working procedures.

BRITISH PORTS ASSOCIATION

The British Ports Association (BPA) is the "trade association”
for port authorities, a separate function from NAPE

which represents port employers, although there is

obviously a large degree of common membership and the

two organisations share the same offices and secretariat.

BPA gives opportunities for port authorities whether
large or small, to discuss general matters affecting
them, particularly in the areas of engineering, research,

finance, training and legal developments.

THE NATIONAL JOINT COUNCIL FOR THE PORT TRANSPORT INDUSTRY
(NJC)

The NJC was established in 1920 following a recommendation

by a committee under the chairmanship of Lord Shaw
(the Shaw Report), that had enquired into a failure
in negotiations between employers of dockworkers and
the trade unions of a pay increase, although it was

not until 1944 that a written constitution was drawn
up.

The NJC may have up to 50 members, one half appointed

by NAPE and the other half by the Transport and General
Workers Union (TGWU). There is an Executive Committee

of not more than 8 from each side and a National Conciliation
comprising of 5 from each side. In each port, or port

group, there is a Port Joint Committee consisting of

equal numbers of local representatives of employers

and unions.



If a Port Joint Committee cannot resolve a local dispute,
it can request the National Conciliation Committee

to appoint a Panel of not more than 3 each side, to
reach a settlement. If the Panel fails to agree, the
matter can go to the NCC, or eventually to the full

NJC.

The NJC decides the framework of conditions, i.e. basic
pay and guarantees, holidays, overtime payments and
differentials - which the local Port Joint Committees
use as a basis for port agreements for RDW's. In the event
of a breakdown in local agreements, all RDW's would

go onto the national conditions.

Another important function of the NJC is that it must
nominate 8 members (4 from each side) of the National
Dock Labour Board. Similarly, Port Joint Committees

nominate the members of local Dock Labour Boards.

THE NATIONAL DOCK LABOUR SCHEME

In the inter-war period, voluntary registration schemes
for dock workers were implemented with varying success

in many ports, but none of them achieved the goals

of controlling the number of men presenting themselves

for work, and improving the pay and conditions of those
who did find work.

Ernest Bevin, the "Dockers Q.C." was appointed Minister

of Labour in the World War II government, and took

the opportunity of compulsorily registering dock workers
and employers, and introducing for the first time
'attendance' money, a guaranteed payment to men reporting
but without work. To administer this scheme, a National
Dock Labour Corporation and local boards were established,
both on the principle of joint control between the

employers and unions.



In 1946, employers and unions could not voluntarily
agree to the terms for continuing the scheme, but under
the Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment) Order 1947,
a National Dock Labour Board and Scheme were created
with effect from 1lst July 1947, preserving the war-time

principles.

The 1947 Scheme has continued ever since, although
amended to some extent in 1960, 1961 and 1967 - the
latter amendments led to decasualisation. The Dock
Workers Regulation Act 1976 introduced significant

changes and will be mentioned in more detail later.
One of the objectives of the 1967 Scheme was:

' .... to ensure greater regularity of employment
for dock workers and to secure that an adequate
number of dock workers is available for the
efficient performance of dock work.' (see Footnote)
The scheme is administered by the NDLB, which consists
of a Chairman, Vice-Chairman and 8 to 10 members, all
appointed by the Minister after consultation with the
National Joint Council for the Port Transport Industry,
with 4 members nominated by NJC to represent employers
and 4 to represent dock workers. In practice there
has been more than 8 members, and the Board has maintained

equal control by both sides.
More specifically, the functions of the NDLB are:-

1 - to ensure the full and proper utilisation
of dock labour, in order to give speedy
transit of cargo and rapid and economic

turnround of ships.

2 - to regulate recruitment and discharge of
dock workers, their allocation to and transfer

between employers.

Footnote: The Dock Workers Employment Scheme 1967, Para.l(2).



3 - to give or withhold consent to the
termination of employment of a dock

worker by an employer.

4 - to determine and review the size of
local registers, with regard to the

circumstances of each port.

5 - to keep, adjust and maintain employers'
registers, and to enter, remove or suspend

any employer as reguired.

6 - to keep, adjust and maintain registers of
dock workers and where required remove the

name of any worker.

7 - to make provisions for the training and
welfare of dock workers, including port

medical services.

8 - to levy and recover from employers the cost

of operating the Scheme.

At port level, most of these functions descend to the

Local Dock Labour Boards, which themselves consist

of equal numbers of employers' and workers' respresentatives,
usually nominated by the Local Joint Port Committee

and approved by the NDLB. It is usual for the Chairman

to be drawn alternatively from each side. Particular
functions of the local boards were to control and allocate
supplementary and temporary unattached workers, to

arrange inter-employer transfers on a daily basis according
to demand, to run training and welfare facilities,

and to administer the disciplinary procedure for both
employers and employees. The last function gives the

local Board the ability to uphold, amend or cancel

any dismissal or suspension of a dock worker by an

employer.



The 1947 and 1967 Schemes applied to 80 ports ranging
in size from London to Porthleven and Portreath in
Cornwall. The ports were included on the basis of
their importance in 1947, since when many have declined,
while ports such as Felixstowe have grown outside the

Scheme.

The Scheme applies strictly to loading, unloading,
movement or storage of cargoes in or "in the vicinity

of" their ports.



CHRONOLOGY OF HISTORICAL REPORTS AND INQUIRIES

1825-1908
igee
1912
1916
1919
1920
1920-1923
1924
1930-1931
1931

1932
1937-1939
1940

1941
1941
1941
1945
1946

1946
1947
1947
1947

1947
1951
1954
1956
1962
1964-1966
1976
1978

Labour under the London Dock Companies

The
The
The
The
The
The
The
The
The

Port of London Act
Liverpool Dock Scheme

Port Labour Committees
Roche Committee

Shaw Inquiry

Unemployment Insurance Acts
Maclean Committee

Maclean Committee

Departmental Committee of Inquiry

in Port Labour

The

Royal Comm. on Unemployment Insurance

Decasualisation proposals

Dock Labour (Compulsory Registration)
Order 1940

Mersey and Clyde Scheme
Essential Work (Dock Labour) Order 1941

National Dock Labour Corporation Limited

The

The
Act

The
The
The
The

Evershed Award

Dock Workers (Registration of Employment)

Forster Inquiry
Cameron Inquiry
Hetherington Inquiry

Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment)

Ordexr

The
The
The
The
The
The
The

National Dock Labour Board
Leggett Inquiry

Evershed Inquiry

Devlin Inquiry

Rochdale Report

Devlin Committee

Dock Work Regulation Act

Draft Dock Labour Scheme



LEGISLATION: EMPLOYMENT OF DOCKWORKERS *

The London Dock Companies 1825-1908

The demand for dock labour during this period was both
variable and intermittent, caused by & multiplicity

of reasons:~ conditions caused by season, weather or
tide. Similarly, market forces and economic conditions
both national and international led to the consequence
that men offering themselves for the work had been

a variable force. Some men followed the docks regularly
while a large fluctuating group of other men sought

dock work occasionally, particularly when employment

was slack in their own trade.

The old London Dock Companies recognised the evils

of the system of the 19th century and established the
system of A, B and C men. The A men were permanent
dockers on regular wages. The B men were first-choice
casuals or 'preference' men. The C men were given

tasks after the preference men, if required.

The Port of London Act 1908

The Act established the Port of London Authority, and

replaced the Dock Companies.
The newly established Authority were instructed to:-

'take such steps as they think best calculated
to diminish the evils of casual employment.'

As a result the system of A, B and C men continued.

* The following is a synopsis of Dock Labour Legislation
compiled by Mr. J. Barrett who was a member of the
NJC during the Devlin negotiations who kindly allowed
me the use of it.



The Liverpool Scheme 1912

Under the scheme a number of port employers amalgamated
and established a register of all regular men, giving
them preference when work was available. Wages were
centralised and paid weekly and the men's insurance

cards were stamped.

The Port Labour Committees 1916

These were committees of the Board of Trade and secured
registration of genuine dockers at U.K. ports so as

to reserve them as necessary from military service

in the 1914-18 war.

The Roche Committee 1919

Due to an increase in men seeking work at London Docks
after World War I a committee was set up under Mr.
Justice Roche who recommended the establishment of

a Registration Scheme - the Port of London Registration
Scheme.

The Shaw Inquiry 1920

After failure by dockers and employers at national
level of increased pay, the matter was referred under
the Industrial Courts Act, to a Court of Inquiry under

Lord Shaw of Dunfermline. The inquiry's findings were:-

- a new daily wage of 16s.

~ a recommendation that registration
should be applied more widely.

~ the dock industry should accept the
responsibility for the maintenance
0of registered men both unemployed
or underemployed.



The Underemployment Insurance Act 1920-1923

Dock workers were encompassed in these Acts, but required
several amendments to frame a plausible rule as to

continuity of employments It was agreed that any three

days or more of unemployment (not necessarily consecutive)
occurring within a period of six consecutive days constituted

a continuous period of unemployment.

The Maclean Committee 1924

As part of a new National Agreement signed in 1924,

the Minister of Labour was invited by both parties

to nominate an independent Chairman (Sir Donald Maclean)
to preside over a Committee to seek improvements in

registration and the implementation of the Shaw Report.
The Committee's findings were that:

- the registers be overhauled firstly.

- thereafter decasualisation be tackled.

The Maclean Committee 1930-1931

Finding the working of the Unemployment Insurance Acts
wanting, a further committee under the chairmanship
of Sir Donald Maclean was set up to investigate the

possibilities of decasualisation; of which no result

was achieved but registration was vastly improved.
Central Call Stands and Surplus Labour Stands were
introduced but in general the registers remained too

large to afford employment to all the men.

The Royal Commission on Unemployment Insurance 1932

The survey urged that the Minister should take power

to introduce a decasualisation scheme himself should

voluntary agreement fail.



Decasualisation Proposals 1937-1939

The daily time wage of 16s conceded in 1920 (under
the Shaw Inquiry) had by 1937 been eroded to 12s.
The trade unions, concerned with the problem of under-
employment, sought an increased rate to compensate

for the lack of regular work.

An eventual wage increase of 1ls per day was agreed
as welil as a joint effort to tackle the decasualisation

problem afresh.
The employers formulation included:

- reduced registers

a guaranteed minimum wage

- non-attendance at recognised calls
to be penalised

- central reporting offices

- employers having Government assistance
to finance the scheme

- holidays with pay

- weekly engagement men to be outside
the scheme.

War-time Developments 1939

The Dock Labour Committee recommended that registration
be established by Government Order, as surplus labour
stands were revived at Liverpool, in an attempt to
secure full use of all wrokers and labour mobility
which failed as some employers were not subscribers

to the registration scheme.

The Dock Labour (Compulsory Registration) Order 1940

Compulsory registration for the port industry was introduced
in June 1940.



The Order required:

- a register of employers and port transport
workers to be generated in all major ports.

- provision of suitable engagement points

- the restriction of employment to registered
men.

Regional Port Labour Inspectors were appointed, assisted
by Port Labour Officers (PLO's).

Dock Labour Schemes for Merseyside 1941

In 1941 all registered dock workers (RDW's) on Merseyside
passed into the direct employ of the Minister of Transport.
The Merseyside dockers had a guaranteed weekly minimum
wage of £4-2-6d, and the registered employers became
'approved employers' within the scope of the Ministry.

The scheme was extended to Clydeside shortly afterwards.

National Dock Labour Corporation Limited 1941

The Ministry of Transport in 1941 sought to introduce
labour arrangements at all principle ports on an effective

war footing.

The Joint Council produced a scheme whereby the normal
working week was divided into 11 half-day 'turns' and

every RDW who reported for work was to receive either

his piece-work earnings or his time-rate earnings,

or 5s 'attendance money' for every turn.

The National Dock Labour Corporation Ltd. was established
to monitor the new wartime scheme and relieved employers

of the direct payment of wages.

The Corporation had a National Board and Local Boards,

both having equal representation of employers and workpeople.



Essential Work (Dock Labour) Order 1941

This order effectively introduced the National Dock
Labour Scheme to all principle ports as of 15th September
1941, with the exception of the Clyde and Mersey ports.

The War Years 1941-1945

The provisional schemes of decasualisation as was applied

during war time, brought to the docks more favourable

and stable conditions. In 1944 the Government indicated

to the industry that there should never be any return

to casual working conditions and as a consequence requested
the industry produce proposals for a permanent post-war

scheme for the decasualisation of dock labour.

Amongst other things, the employers prepared scheme

included such proposals as:-

- Control should not be exercised by one National
Body, but by the statutory Port Authority in

each major port.

The Port Authority would be the legal employer
but when at work the men would be under the

engagement to an approved 'operational employer'.

- A guaranteed fund which was to provide RDW's
with a regular wage in the absence of work
would be established and maintained in part
by payment by the operational employers (by
a mark up on their wage bills) and in part
by increased dues on goods to be levied by
the Port Authority.

- In recognition of their proposed new status
as permanent employees on a guaranteed wage,
RDW's should agree to a review of overtime
rates, manning of gangs and introduction of

mechanical aids.



The Evershed Award 1945

In 1945 the unions pressed a claim that would raise
the daily time rate from 16s to 25s. Negotiations
failed and led to the establishment of a Committee,
under the chairmanship of Mr. Justice Evershed, to

consider the matter.

They recommended 19s a day and this was accepted and

applied from November 1945.

Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment) Act 1946

The Act became law on the 14th February 1946. It continued

the war-time labour schemes until 1st July 1947.

The Forster Inguiry 1946

The unions failed to agree with the employers proposals

regarding the provisional scheme towards decasualisation.

They mainly objected to the proposed control by Port
Authorities and to the conditions attached to the guarantee.
Both sides sought assistance through the Ministry of
Transport, which in turn appointed Sir John Forster, K.C.

to hold an inquiry.
Forster recommended that:-

(1) Decasualisation schemes should be administered

by a National Joint Body through Local or Area

Boards.

(2) Port Registration Committees should be abolished
and the registers be controlled by the National
Board in consultation with the area boards.
Reductions or increases to be carried out as necessary
by the National Board.



(3) Labour should be mobile within daily travelling
distance. Transferability should be included
in the schemes but deferred in practice until
housing and billeting difficulties became less

acute.

{4) There should be a weekly guarantee and all earnings

whatsoever should be set against it.

Hetherington Inquiry, June 1947

The Forster Inquiry left the actual details of the
guarantee unfixed. The Minister appointed Sir Hector
Hetherington and a Committee of four to consider the

point.

Their findings were accepted by the industry with the
amendment that the guarantee was fixed at £4-8-0d a
week with weekend work earnings not counting against
it.

The Cameron Inguiry 1947

Following an inquiry to examine the objections of the
Minister of Transport's Scheme and Draft Order, a scheme

emerged from the inquiry in the following manner:-

(1) The objectives of the scheme are to secure an

adequate number of dockers regularly employed.

(2) The scheme covers the 83 principal ports in

Great Britain.

(3) A National Dock Labour Board adminsiters the

scheme.

(4) There is a Local Dock Labour Board in each port.



(5) Wages, conditions and holidays with pay shall
be in accordance with current agreements both

national and local.

(6) A guaranteed minimum weekly wage shall be paid
to registered men in accordance with National
Joint Council agreements or the Minister's

directions.

(7) The National Board will obtain funds to operate
the Scheme by requiring every employer to pay
them a percentage levy calculated on the gross

wages he pays to the men.

The Docks Workers (Regulation of Employment) Order 1947

This Order was established by the Minister of Transport
on the 16th June 1947. The Order set up the National
Dock Labour Board and the Scheme came into full operation
at the end of that month.

The Leggett Inguiry 1951

The three years following the establishment of the
NDLB, i.e. 1947-1950, four major strikes took place
in London Docks. So serious was the position that
a committee under the chairmanship of Sir Frederick

Leggett, C.B. was appointed to investigate it.
The Committee's terms of reference were:-

'In view of the stoppages that have taken

place in the London docks to investigate

the problem fully .... with a view to reporting
what steps can be taken to avoid further
unofficial action.'

Attention was centred on the roles of the trade unions

and unofficial movements, and the performance of the



1947 Dock Labour Scheme. The report did not recommend
any basic changes to the scheme and argued that its
misgivings were not the result of any basic defect

in the scheme but rather that of defects in the operation

and operating bodies of it.

The Evershed Inquiry 1954

Another major strike led to the appointment of a commission
under the chairmanship of Mr. Raymond Evershed, M.P.,
to inquire into the circumstances and cause of the

dispute.

Ostensibly the root of the dispute was caused by the
'overtime' clause of the Dock Labour Scheme (clause 8(5))
and its interpretation which required an RDW to work
for such periods as are reasonable in his particular

case.

The report added that to understand the overtime problem
it was necessary to study past history and in this
connection remarked that the Leggett Report of 1951

drew attention to the disorganising activities of the

unofficial group known as the Port Workers Committee.

Transport Act 1962

This dissolved the BTC and created four separate Boards
to take over its assets - British Railways Board, BTDB,
British Waterways Board, London Transport Board, from
the 1st January 1963. Section 1 (5) set out the
constitution of the BTDB and section 9 the duty and
powers of the Board. Sections 18 and 19 cover the

main financial provisions. The Third Schedule sets

out the harbours transferred to the BTDB.



The Rochdale Report 1962

Published only a month after the passing of the above
Act this 'Committee of Inquiry into the Major Ports
of Great Britain' 1962 Cmnd. 1824 under the chairmanship

of Viscount Rochdale, has as terms of reference:-

' .... to consider to what extent the

major docks and harbours of Great Britain
are adequate to meet present and future
national needs; whether the methods of
working can be improved; and to make
recommendations'. (see Footnote)

Attention was concentrated on 15 major ports:

Southampton - London - Bristol - Newport - Cardiff

- Swansea - Liverpool - Manchester - Glasgow - Grangemouth
- Leith - Newcastle upon Tyne =~ Middlesborough - Hull

and Immingham.
Some of the principal recommendations were:-

(a) a review of the constitution and finances of

major ports.

(b) merging of pilotage and conservancy into

port authorities.

(c) fewer port labour employers and greater

involvement of the port in cargo handling.

(d) greater use of management techniques and

training.

(e) a non-operational National Ports Authority
to be established to vet capital expenditure,
consider appeals against port charges, formulate

reorganisation schemes and generally promote the

efficiency of the industry.

Footnote: The Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Major
Ports of Great Britain. HMSO Cmnd.1824, PI.



(f) abolition of statutory control of port charges
and improvement of profitability of ports, which

are to be self-sustaining.

(g) reorganisation of major ports into local or
estuarial ports trusts, including the transfer
of all BTDB ports to such trusts.

The Harbours Act 1964

This Act embodied the main principles recommended by

the Rochdale Report and gave legal effect to:

(1) the establishment, constitution and powers of
a National Ports Council (in lieu of Rochdale's
NPA) .

(2) a legal framework for Harbour Revision Orders
and Reorganisation Schemes to assist the subsequent

rationalisation of port ownership.

(3) schemes for controlling the movement of ships

in harbours.

(4) repeal of statutory limits on certain port charges

and establishment of rights of objection to charges.

On the various Reorganisation Schemes which followed
this Act, four major ones affected the BTDB, one of
which was that the Southampton Harbour Board was taken
over on lst July 1967.

The Reorganisation of the Ports (White Paper) 1969

This paper set out the Government's proposals for public
ownership of all ports handling more than 5 million

tonnes per annum, so 'nationalising’ 10 existing port
authorities, but also taking in the whole of the BTDB.

A National Ports Authority (NPA) would be formed displacing
both the NPC and BTDB.



with full responsibility for its ports, including a
greater involvement in stevedoring. The NPA would
establish subsidiary authorities to control ports or
port groups, and these would have a large degree of
autonomy in their own areas, while being subject to
general policies and objectives laid down by the NPA.
The National Dock Labour Board (NDLB) and local Dock
Labour Boards would also be merged into the NPA but
with provision for special Committees to continue the

principle of joint control embodied in the NDLB.

Ports Bill 1969

This Bill set out the main proposals of the above White
Paper with the exception of the dissolution of the
NDLB. The Bill was abandoned in June 1970.

(Note: It still remains Labour Party policy to
nationalise the port industry but no further Bills

have been promoted to that effect).

Transport Act 1981

Dissolved the BTDB, and from 31st December 1982 created

Associated British Ports Holdings PLC (a private company).



APPENDIX 7

Interview Questionnaire



INTERVIEW QUESTIONAIRRE:

DAY

DATE:

PLACE:

TIME CONMMENCZED:

TIME COMPLETED:

RESPONDENT ¢

INTERVIEWER:

SECTIONS COVERED:




PI. SECTION I.

Section I concerns itself with those respondents that were on
the shop stewards committee during the period that led to the
Blue Book Agreement of I870 and to the implementation of

modernisation.

The interview commences when it is established that the
respondent was on the shop steward committee durirg the

period above.

Q.¥ere you on the shop steward committee when the Blue Book

Agreement was implemented in IS70 ?

NO. Interview for this section (I) ceases.

Continue to Section 2.

YES. Commence interview of Section. 1.



PAGE 2.
SECTION I.

QI.

The modernisation vrogramme of 1967 to I970 has been called a
'productivity package' whereby in return for the acceptance of
modernisation and increased flexibility, certain gains could be

made by registered dock workers.

Below is 2 list of different features. Plezse put them in order
of importance as you saw it at the time of the Blue Book Agreement.

Severance payments.
Improved fringe benifits.
Increased earnings.
Ex gratia payments.

Greater leisure.

aENne

Other rewards.

ANY COMMENTS:



PAGE 3.
SECTION I.

Q2.
Bearing in mind again the modernisation programme and the

Blue Book Agreement of 1970, listed below are a number of

features that may have affected you personally.

Please put them in order of importance as you saw it at the
time of the Blue Book Agreement I970.

Quantity of work.
Nature of work.
working hours.
Manning.

Change of methods.

Organisation of work.

T

Responsibility.

ANY COEMENTS:



PAGE 4.
SECTION T.

The Devlin Committee reported in 1965 that certain aspects of
the dock industry was caused by the ‘*casual system'.

The following questions are asked as you saw those aspects
directly after the introduction of the I970 Blue Book Agreement.

Q3.
Directly after the IY70 Agreement industrial relations in

Southampton Docks were :¢-

POOR.

BAD

FPAIR

GOOD
EXCELLENT

T

COMMENTS:

Q4.
Directly after the I970 Agreement job security in Southampton
Docks was :«

POOR

BAD

FAIR

GOOD
EXCELLENT
CONMMENTS:

i



PAGE 5.
SECTION I.

Q5.
Directly after the I970 Agreement ®ad the degree of preferential

treatment in Southampton Docks -

INCREASED LARGE DEGRES
INCREASED SMALL DEGREL
REMAINED THE SAME

DECREASED SMALL DEGREZ
DECREASSED LARGE DEGREER

aNAN

COMMENTS

Q6.
The Devlin Report stated that:-— 'A full sense of responsibility
reguires recognition that...... to strike is the last resort

and not the first reaction.!

Directly after the I970 Agreement was your responsibility

towards your employer:-—

WMUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

INMPROVED
MUCH IMPROVED

T

COMNENTS:



PAGE 6.
ECTION T.

Q7.
The Devlin Report stated regarding casual management:-—

'The only gunlification for entry on the register of employers

is8 a wish to employ dcclt labour.'

Directly after the I970 Agreement was the structure of

management -

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

IMPROVED
MUCH IWPROVED

A

CONIMENTS:

Q8.
Directly after the IQ70 Agreement were the amenities in

Southampton Docksi:-

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

IMPROVED
MUCH INPROVED

T

COMIMENT S



PAGE 7.
SECTION I.

Q9.
The Devlin Committee investigated trade union difficulties

with varticular reference to inter-union relations and

dissension.

Directly after the I970 Agreement would you say that inter-union

relations in Southampton Docks were:-

POOR

BAD

FAIR

GOOD
EXCELLENT

[

COLMENT 3¢

QIO -
The Devlin Committee concerned itself with *'reasonable overtime'.

Directly after the I970 Agreement would you say that over-time

arrangements in Southampton Docks were -

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAND

IMPROVED
MUCH ILPROVED

an

COMMENTS:



PAGE 8.
SECTION I.

QII.
Piece-rates were replaced by time-rates after decasualisation.

Would you say that the new pay structure brought about by

decasualisation was ¢-

POOR

BAD

FAIR
GOOD
EXCELLENT

T

COMMENTS:

QIz2.
Casting your mind back to the Blue Book Agreement of IS70
would you describe it zg a deal that was, at that time, as

being :-

VERY UNFAVOURABLZE
UNFAVOURABLE

FAIR

FAVOURABLE

VERY FAVOURABLE

i

COMMENTS:



SECTION 2

PAGE 9.
SECTION 2.

Section 2 concerns itself with those respondents on the

shop stewards committee during the period of negotiations
leading to the South African and European Conference (SAECs)
trade agreement in 1978, and also that sat on the committee
during the I98I/82 disputes.

The interview commences when it is established that the respondent

was on the shop steward committee during the period above.

,r\‘
%* Yere you on the shop steward committee when the SAECs

Agreement was implemented in I978, and also the I98T I8 month
Agreement?

NO. Interview for this Section (2} ceases.

YES. Commence interview of Section 2.



PAGE I0.
SECTION 2.

As you know modernisation was established at Southampton Docks
with the Blue Book Agreement of IG70. With that agreement came
many radical changes to work practices.

If you were not on the shop steward committee during the
modernisation programme of I967/70 , you still would be avare
of certain important elements relevant to 3Southampton Docks.

Murthermore, in iay I978 modernisation was extended at
Southampton Docks when the South African trade was
containerised (the SAECs Agreement. )

I would like to ask you cuestions about matters which may have

been important to you personslly at that particular time.




PAGE II.
SECTION 2.

QI.
Below is a 1list of different features.Please put them in vrder

of importance as you saw it at the time of the South African

container trade agreement of I978.

Greater leisure.

Improved fringe benifits.
Severance payments.

Ex gratia payments.
Increased earnings.

aEAnE

Other rewards.

ANY COMMENTS:



PAGE I2.
SECTION 2.

Q2.

Bearing in mind again the South African trade containerisation
negotiations of I977/78, listed below are a number of features

that may have affected you personally.

Please put them in order of importance as you saw it at the
time of the South African (SAECs) Agreement I1978.

Responsibility
Organisation of work
Change of methods
Manning

Working hours

Nature of work

T

Quantity of work
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SECTION 2.

Q3.
When agreement to the South African container trade was reached
in I978, would you say industrial relations in Southampton Docks

were -

POCR

BAD

FAIR
GOOD
EXCELLENT

aREy

COMMENTS:

Q4.
At the same time would you say that job security in the port

was &-—

POOR

BAD

FAIR
GOOD
EXCELLENT

i

COMMENTS:
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SECTION 2.

Q5.
At the same period again (I978) how would you view the problem

of preferential treatment in the port:-

As having :-

INCREASED LARGE DEGREE
INCREASED SMALL DEGREL
REMAINED THE SAME

DECREASED 3MALL DEGREZD
DECREASED LARGE DEGREE

S

COMMENTS:

Q6.
The Devlin Report stated that :- 'A full sense of responsibility
requlres recognition that....... to strike is the last resort

and not the first reaction'.

At the time of the I978 SAECs Agreement was your responsibility

to your employer :-

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

INPROVED
MUCH INMPROVED

AN

COMMENTS:
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SECTION 2.

Q7.

The Devlin Report stated regarding casual management:-

'The only qualification for entry on the register is a wish
to emrloy dock labour.'!

By the time of the SAECs Agreement I978, would you say the
effect on the structure of management was :-

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

IMPROVED

MUCH INPROVED

SN

COMMENTS

Q8.
Would you describe improvements to your amenities at 1978
as being :-

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

IMPROVED
NUCH INMPROVED

i

COMIMENTS:
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SECTION 2.

Q9.

The Devlin Committee investigated trade union difficulties
with particular reference to inter-union relations and

dissension.

Referring to inter-union dissension, would you describe them
by the conclusion of the SAECs Agreement 1978, as being:-

POOR

BAD

FAIR
GOOD
EXCELLENT

i

COMMENTS:

QIO.
The Devliin Committee concerned itself with 'reasonable overtime'.

Would you say that the overtime arrangements at the conclusion
of the SAECs Agreement I978 were :-

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SANE

IMPROVED
MUCH Ti[PROVED

T

CONMMENT 3
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SECTION 2.

QII.
Piece-~rates were replaced by time-rates alter decasualisation.

How would you describe the time-rate structure of payment at

the conclusion of the SAECs Agreement I978, as being :-

POOR

BAD

FAIR
GOOD
EXCLLLENT

i

COMMENTS:

QIZ2.
By the conclusion of the SAECs Agreement 1973, would you
describe the effects of the Blue Book Agreement as beiling -

VERY UNFAVOURABLE
UNFAVOURABLE

FPAIR

FAVOURABLE

VERY FAVOURABLE
CONMMENTS:

T



PAGE 1I8.
SECTION 3.

Section 3 concerns itself with those respondents on the shop
steward committee during the period leading to the I8 month
agreement of I98I and also during the comparibility problems
1982.

The interview commences when it established that the respondent

was on the shop steward committee during the above period.

Q. Were you on the shop steward committee when the I8 month

agreement was established and during 198272

NO. Interview for this section (3) ceases.

mnd of interview.

YES. Commence interview of Section 3.
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SECTION 3.

This is the final section and I would like to draw your
attention to the disputes of I98I and I982 that took place
at Southampton Docks.

I would like to ask you guestions about matters that may have
been imporsant to you personally at that time.

QL.
Below 1s a list of features. Please put them in order of
importance as you saw it during the I98I/82 disputes.

Improved fringe benifits
Greater lelsure

BEX gratia payments
Severance payments
Increased earnings

Other rewards

aRNA

ANY COMMENTS:
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SECTION 3.

Q2.
Regarding the dispute that place in I398I/82 , listed below are

a number of features that mey have affected you personally.

Please put them in order of importance as you saw it at the
time of the disputes.

Working hours
Quantity of work
Change of methods
Manning

Nature of work

Responsibility

SRRRRN

Organisation of work

ANY COMMENTS:
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SECTION 3.

Q3.
By the conclusion of the I8 months agreement of I98I would

you say industrial relations in Southampton Docks were :-—

POOR

BAD

FAIR
GOOD
EXCELLENT

T

COMMENTS:

Q4.
At the sezme period (IS98I) would you say that job security
in the vort wag ;-

POOR

BAD

FAIR

GOOD
EXCEZLLENT

n

COMMENTS:
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SECTION 3.

Q5.
At the same period agcin (I98I) how would you see the problem

of preferential treatment in® Scuthampton Docks - as having :-

INCREASED LARGE DEGREE
INCREASED SMALL DEGREE
REMAINED THE SAME

DECREASED SMALL DEGREE
DECREASED LARGE DEGREE

T

COMMENTS ¢

QO3
After the conclusion of the I3J8I agreement was your responsibility
towards your employer -

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

IMPROVED
MUCH IWPROVED

T

COMMENTS:
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SECTION 3.

Q7.
By the conclusion of the I8 month agreement of I98I, would

you say the structure of management was -

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

INMPROVED
MUCH INPROVED

an

COMMENTS:s

Q8.
Directly after the I98I agreement were the amenities in
Southampton Docks :-

MUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

IMPROVED
MUCH IMPROVED

|

CONNMENTS:
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SECTION 3.

Q.
Refering to inter-union dissensions, would you describe them
by 1982 as being i~

POOR

BAD

FAIR

GOOD
EXCELLENT

AN

CONMENTS:

QIO.
Would you say that the overtime arrangements by the conclusion

of the I8 month agreement were ;-

LUCH WORSE
WORSE

SAME

IMPROVED
MUCH IWPROVED

an

COMMENTS s



PAGE 25.
SECTION 3.

QIT.
Piece~rates were replaced by time-rates after decasualisation.
By I982 would you say the new pay structure brought about by

decasualisation was :-

POOR

BAD

FAIR
GOOD
EXCELLENT

AR

COMMENTS3:

QIZ2.
By the conclusion of the I8 month agreement I98I, would you

describe the erfects of the Blue Book Agreement as being :-

VERY UNFAVOURABLE
UNFAVOURABLE

FAIR

FAVOURABLE

VERY FAVOURABLE

e

COMMENTS:
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