by Angela Hamilron and Perce
Groves

A unton for SFU support
staff? But there’s all that award-
winning architecture to look at,
free lunch-hour concerts, a pub
where interesting people meet —
what more could anyone want?
And, after all, the registrar’s
office is a long way from the
green chain, pushing a book-cart
10t like dmmD a truck, operat-
ing a typewriter isn’t like running
a chain-saw. What would make a
clerical worker decide s/he needed
a unicn?

Maybe it was the day [ learned
that the Personnel Office was
seairching i'or someone with a
flair for organization who could
type over S0 words per minute,
take shorthand in French or
English at over 160 words pmr
minute, and speak French and
E;l“.j: ~>h Salary for this superstar
5)‘71‘ 15 fisted $268.16

to start, which is $3.84
per hour. 1t seemed odd to me
that some of the lowest paid
unionized workers were
$5.10 each hf:rn they worked for
tiie University ~._L=,m_._g out gym
equipment, s‘:;-r::{n; and delivering
mail, or clerkng in Central Stores,
and that what they needed to
qualify was Grade 10 graduation,
gond health and a union card.

(‘)*' n«=e‘i*.;az}:; i'{ was the day an

colleague of mine was pro-
Mot '_‘= to a supervisory position
i my old :.;t'.;'...';-. tie didn't quite
meet the academic requirements
pf\s-’e d by pe-‘vcm" "‘, but he had
worked in the ofiice for a few
onths. | ‘.u

worti

about those

temicatly-
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qualified women who had worked
there for several years. Of course,
maybe none of them had applied
for the position, but why? Could
it be that they had no reason to
believe that being a good clerk

or secretary could be excellent
training for a job supervising
clerks and secretaries.

Or maybe it was the day Uni-
versity News Service personnel
told me that SFU Week, a flyer
listing campus events, couldn’t
publish names of speakers or
organizations represented at an
upcoming information session
on unions. They “didn’t want
anyone to think that the
cpproved of such
‘Sade was publici-
. 50 was Fellint’s

vour own conclus-

adminisiration ¢
things™. Marar!
zed that week:
Romua. Draw
10ns.

Or maybe it was reading all
'ihf)s\, ietters that started “Dear
Sir”’. Why was it that nobody
ever as Jnm that 2 woman
could have the authority to
answer a ietier? And even more
puzziing, whyv was it that some of
my co-workers could compose
and type letis r., but only a man
could ‘ﬂ_.;'l ths ‘T*l

r perhaps it was the day that
two of ?.hta women in my office
received several hundred dollars
in retroactive pay because their
jobs had been rcc{acs‘f‘ml re-
classification being wiut happens

when someons ::uttw, hat the
demands of a job have becom
substantially gre; i*ci han they

were when the job description
was written. It seemed curious
thatt our supcrvisor’s origing

pplication tor this procedure

begin was dated over fifteen
months before the process was
completed.

Maybe I just realized that no
binding contract existed to en-
sure that all the staff benefits -
subsidized dental plan and lﬂt‘dl-
cal plan, generous sick leave
policy, partial rebate of tuition
fees — were mine for as long as |
worked at the University.

t any rate, early this year I
begdn looking for a union with
lecal autonomy which would
have special concern for the
needs ot female workers in the
University, and soon found
AUCE.

At its first Annual Provincial
Convention on September 28th
and 29th, the Association of
University & College Employees
will be looking back on iust over
a year of existence. The member-
ship was smalt at the time of the
founding convention in August
of 1973; current members num-
ber some 1000 people, all of them
members of staft at British
Columbia institutions of hicher
learning, and spread through
three locals: Local No. ! at the
University of British Columbiz,
No. 2 here at SF U and Local
No. 3 at Notre Dame University
in Nelson. The locals at Point
Grey and Nelson are both cerii-
fied unions and, at the time of
writing, both are negotiating
first contracts witl ?hf‘i:' erii-
ployers, while the AUCE n.em-
bers at Simon Fraser are awaii-
ing an imminent decision from
the B.C. Labour Relations Bour
> pature of the SFU
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Leaving the psychological,
sociological and political reasons
aside, the fact is that the pre-
dominantly female, secretarial-
clerical sector of the work force
has remained largely outside the
union movement. Those who are
union members often find them-
selves part of a large “catch-all”
unit, which is faced with trying
to represent the diverse and even
contlicting interests of all mem-
bers. The people involved in the
beginning of AUCE — themselves
clerical and secretarial workers —
were searching for an organiza-
tion to represent wor kers with
similar problems and interests,
but in a very particular setting:
the universities and colleges of

B.C. The concept evolved further:

large national and international
unions seemed to us far removed
from the day-to-day needs of
OUF WOk ;1":' Hives, soa smuall,
provincial union scemed to be
the answer, but there was none.
The only solution was to start
one: a democratic. British
Columbia uuion (one witich
could never. by detinttion, be-
COMe OVer wige. uwnmanggeable
and impersonaly, one supported
and operate: by the members,
one dedicated specitically and
solely to representing support
staft in yniversities and cotleges
it this province., The resudt was
the Associution of University
and College Emplovees (AUCE
15 in saucy:or AUCE a5 in
IHL_!J_\},- depending upon personal
preierence ).

We are new. we are simall, but
we belteve we huye a democratic
and woerkable constitution which
provides the maximum ol auto-
nomy for individual locals while
ensuring {*'f'wmu:—v' e support
from other locals (nothing is
perfect; the experiences of this
first year will bring forward
several Convention resolutions

L = + ™ ‘!' . i 3 d
for constitutional changes and

efinements. ) With goodwill and
- . os B . L } Sy 4

a lot of hard work we belicve it

iy possible to represent university

ively and fairly from the inside,
with the minimum of profess-
ional help. Who, for instance,
understands the staff role or the
unique difficulties of catering to
the needs of an academic con-
ference better than the people
who actually perform the work?
Can an outside, professional
negotiator, despite the high price
tag, really understand what it is
like to work at a university?

For many of us the years of
“paternalism’ (Premier Barrett’s
characterization) have taken
their toll; we are looking for
self-determination and the dignity
of the bargaining table.

Local No. 2 at Simon Fraser
University was chartered in
February this year, just in time
to run into competition from the
Office and Technical Employees
Union and, later, from the SFU
Staft Association, whose members
had decided to work towards the
Association’s becoming a union.
Among statf members with very
little direct experience of union-
ism, many of whom held a very
stereotyped view of unions as
only relevant to “blue collar”™
workers, the picture rapidiy
became muddy. Several support
staff were i the rather unusual
position of belonzing simultan-
cously to two u mv\- 15 45 well as
to the Staff Association. Organi-
zers on the SFU campus were
faced with a Labour Code which
defines “employer’s” time and
premises, but which fails to
specity the rights and wrongs of
organizing activitics on a universi-
ty u;lmpm which, after all, is
really put "IL. property. AUCE
Local No. 2 wuas most reluctant
to hccomc a test case by defying
the ground rules laid down by
Administrative Vice-President
George Suart: no
to be set up near cateterias: no

1 o L ST O !
Lse « 1_'“!'---.‘]“-1:'\' duplicatine

tabies or hooths

‘\gﬂinus'ln:-un fon ol orzani-
zers office locations or internal
telephone numbers in literature.
University factlities ot this sort
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interest groups, but not to us.
The absence of the traditional
sidewalk outside of the factory
where we could buttonhole
employees and hand them liter-
ature made our task difficult

and slow. The SFU Staft Assoc-
iation, on the other hand, had
the built-in advantage of a
“core”” membership which had
been built up over the years
since 1967 with the assistance
and blessing of the University
Administration. Their other
built-in advantage was, very
simply, that staff members who
normally would not support a
move towards unionization
would bow to the inevitable if
the Association should become a
certified union. The Associa-
tion’s major problem lay in the
fact that ¢/l non-teaching employ-
ees of the University were eligible
for membership, and this clause
remained in the very-little-changed
constitution and by-laws sub-
mitted with their application for
certification. Consequently, they
could expect a large number of
the membership to be excluded
from any bargaining unit defined
by the Labour Relations Board
it’s really very simple: the mer
bers of a bargaining unit cannot

bdmam amongst themselves!

This Spring the OTEU made an
unsuccessful application for
certification of 12 staff members
in the Physical Plant and Plan-
ning section at Simon Fraser. The
Board ruled (and the SFU
Administration concurrad) that
“fractionalization’ was undesir-
able and that, although geographic-
ally some distance from the muin
campus buildings, the Phyvsical
Plant & Planning staff nevertheless
shared common employment
conditions with other SFU statt
members.

Following a general meeting in
June, attended by 80-0dd members,
the Stall Association’s new, bul
basically unchanged, constitution
and by-laws were submitted to
the LRB with an application for

certification of 4 unit to includ
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all non-teaching staft at the
University. AUCE Local No. 2
long-planned July Sth application
for certitication followed a few
days later. Our application de-
fined a bargaining unit consisting
of secretarial and clerical em-
ployees only. After having
examined the situation and hav-
ing talked with a number of
technicians on campus, we had
decided to exclude technical
employees. The July 1, 1974

pay scales had provided for a
separate scale for technical staff,
a fact which we felt illustrated
one of the very basic differences
between the two groups of em-
ployees. And the lack of response
to our campaign from technicians
as a group indicated to us that it
would be unethical to include
them in our application, even
though we could have met the
Labour Board’s requirement that
35% of ‘he mne mbers must be
signed up prior to an application

-

for a Board-a Llali“b[t,‘b(i vote
among e loyu.x

The i_.hmo-..u Relitions Board’s
resnonse to the complicated
situation 4t SFU was to schedule
a .1:carmu to determine who should
represent SFU staff and the
nature of the bargaining unit.

; saring extended over a total
of four and a half days and was
presided over by IW A President
Jack Moore. Much of that time
span was taken up by an applica-
tion by the International Associa-
tion of Theatre and Stage Em-
ployees (1IATSE) on behalf of
three SFU Theatre technicians,
who argued rhd althouzh small
in number their specialized duties
and wmkirm ’,lhl(.l[!C‘I"'\ warrant-
ed a separate certification. The
University presented no evidence
in oppositicn t "hc AUCE and
Statf Association cases, except to
state that it f: vn‘:;_:c,l a bargaining
unit encompassing secretarial,
clerical and technical employees;
however, the University expressed
opposition to the 1ATSE apphca-
tion on the same crounds on

v ds. B a4 enanipe {2 TN Sy |
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OTEU application.

AUECE Local No. 2°scase was
very ably put by our lawyer,
Stuart Rush. who worked very
closely with, rather than for,
union members, We presented
considerable argument on our
definition of the burgaining unit,
pointing out that the separate
technical pay scale recognizes
the special working conditions,
training and duties of technical
staft and, perhaps most import-
ant, the almost total lack of
transterability between clerical
and technical jobs. In presenting
our case, we stressed our view
that the Staft Association would
be unsuited to representing em-
ployees’ interests by virtue of its
long-standing relationship with
the University Administration -
a relationship which has always
been an amicabdle one and quite
legitimately so when an organiza-
tion has no legal rights. We also
gxpressed some dismay that the
Association hud not ahou*nu it
necessary to run an organizing
campaign in the usual sense and
had instead m%‘:mi[red a current
mnemberstiip st to the Labour
Relations Board. a list which
included the numes of people
who hadl
to be represented by the Associa-
tion by sigeing an application to
that effect, but rather were pre-
sumed to be m support of the
application by virtue of the fact
that they remained members. We
buttressed our argument on this

not expressed a desire

point by informing the Board

that Association memberships
have for some years been auto-
matically renewed each January
by payroli deduciion of a yeur’s
dues: thus 1t was reasonable to
mber of employ-
ees had been taking far from an
active part in recent Association

e W ol e '
business. We aiso questioned the

assume that a nu

‘é'i"iiti“ of rhe Assoctation's

maintaining an otfice on Universi-
ty property. provided rent-free
h\ the Administration, with
‘
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to apply for certitication of a
union.

Our lawyer’s closing remarks
reiterated our position on the
nature of the bargaining unit,
but indicated our willingness to
represent technical employvees as
well it the Board so ruled. We
now await the Labour Relations
Board’s decision, which may well
include a referendum vote among
all eligible staftf members to be
conducted by the Board.

On August 24th, AUCE re-
ceived the Labour Relations
Board decision on its applicarion
for certification. The university’s
definition of an appropriate
hargaining unit was accepted;
clevical. secretarial and technical
workers must be organized in the
same unit. The applications of
AUCE and IATSE were rejected

because neither met this definition.

Jack Moore, Labour Relations
Board spokesmuan, expiressed coin-
cern that the Staff Association
membership included 40 tirst-
linte supervisors, whose eligibility
for membership in tiis bargain-
ing unit is questionable, as well
as 15 professionals and 14 high-
ranking supervisory persoinnel
who are definitely excluded by
the Labour Code. '[!.fc Staff
Association was directed o g0
through the usual procedure of
having irs meinbers sign forms
applying for union membership
within at least three monihs
hefore making any fuiiire
application. Because of the atito-
matic dues deduction from pay
cheques after initial member-
ship in the Association, it seemed
loubtful that all persons on tie
roster were i fact interested in
belonging to a uiion.

AUCE’s response is to reapply
with a bargaining unit which in-
cludes technical statf. The mem-
hershiip drive has gained strengrh
since support staff are now con-
fiddene that U("i'."ﬁ?;‘é.‘ el
nent. Work on contract ';e FHS
proceeds so that they w
nrepared for a _f&{:'r)m'e_.-'.r'! fe i’r_';'-;'r i

itrer the next applicat!
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