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The Association of University and Colle ge Emplo yees, Local 2, 
has b een bargaining with Simon Fraser University since June 
1978 to arrive at a third contract. The second contract 
expired March 31, 1978. The AUCE Local 2 covers approximately 
600 library, technical and clerical employees at S.F.U. 

Responding to selective lockouts beginning on March 4, the 
membershi p voted to abandon rotating strik e action and under-
take a full-scale strike. The Union wishes to bring the 
background of the dis p ute to your attention and ask for your 
cooperation in the achievement of a just settlement. t·Je 
anticipate that the government will p rotest that it cannot 
interfere in collective bargainingv but we believe that it is, 
on the contrary, exactly that interference which has brought 
about the present situation. 

The outstandin g items p rimarily concern wages. The Union's 
first position, based on inflation rates, was that the Union 
should be given a 9% increase over a one-year contract. 
(Because of the AIB, our last contract gave us a 3.86% increase 
in a 4% gui d eline year). 

Af ter 6 months of fruitless bargaining, the Union agreed to 
drop all non-monetary d emands, mostl y concerned with rights 
for temporary employees, in order to receive a wage offer 
from the University. The offer was a two-year contract, with 
no wage increase for the first year, second year to be discussed 
after the first year had been acce p ted. Instead of a wage 
increase, the University offered a one-shot "bonus " , leaving 
the employee working at '77-'73 p ay rates at the end of 
November 197 9 . 

After rotating strike action began, the University adopte d 
its current po s ition, which the Union has accepted in part. 
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The Union's stand on the necessity o f obtaining the 3% increase 
in the last ~ months of the contract, is, of course, based on 
the certain knowled ge that inflation will have far exceeded 6% 
over the pe ri o d rlovember 1 9 78 - ~1arch 198 0. In addition, given 
the University's propensity for st a llin g contract negotiations 
(11 months thus far for the third contract, 11 months for a 
second contract, over 7 months for a first contract) it may 
well be March 1981 before we see another increase on our 
pay cheques. 



With that background, please consider the government's part 
in the dispute. 

The Simon Fraser University administration is using quotes 
from the Premier and the Minister of Finance to justify its 
wage offer. For example 

"Governments should not establish pay levels that the 
private sector cannot afford". 

This is a direct attack on our bargaining rights. 

To further say 
"Through this program of coordination and moral .suasion 

(our emphasis), backed by budgetary constraints, it is 
anticipated that compensation levels in 3ritish Columbia 
will be determined in the best way p ossible" 

is misleading when the government passes a bill that takes 
away a trade union's right to strike and enforces it with 
threats of firings and fines of $10,000 ~er day! Moral 
suasion ind e ed! 

On January 7 in the midst of our dis p ute Section 11 of Bill 46 
was proclaimed. Suddenly our union came under the jurisdiction 
of the Essential Services Disputes Act. At the time of 
proclamation we were and still are the only public sector union 
involved in a lab c ·i.r dispute. We strongly condemn the potential 
effect of this Act. As a trade union established under the 
Labour Code of this Province we have a right to collective 
bargainin g and strike action. 

We are shocked by the absurdit y of declaring educational 
services essential. We are amazed to find a disruption of 
educational services listed with " an immediate and serious 
danger to life , healt h , or safety, or an immediate and substantial 
threat to the economy and welfare of the Province and its 
citizens " . It i s obvious to us that Section 11 of Bill 46 is 
an unfair use of government p ower to take away the right to 
strike of public sector employees. Without the power to strike 
collective bargainin g b ecomes collective beggin g . 

The terms of arbitration set out in t h is Act are in direct 
contradicti on t o our efforts to gain equal pay for work of 
equal valu e . To sa y that the Arbitrator must consider 'terms 
and conditions of e mployment in similar occupations' means 
that clerical workers who are the majority in our union must 
be compared with other clerical workers who are largely 
unorganized and conse q uently underpaid. This government is 
legislatinq a continuation of the unjust status quo. 

In fact, these terms of arbitration have alr e ady been used 
against us. The University has offered us binding arbitration 
under substantially these terms, even though its negotiator 
remarked that to carry them out the arbitrator would be 
advised to ignore the section of the Canadian Human Rights 
Act which provides for equal pay for work of e q ual value, 
considering skill , effort, res o onsibility and working conditions. 
Stated bluntly, the arbitrator is directed to accept the 
employer's arguments, and to ignore t !1e emp loyee's position. 
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To a:5ain qu .)te the government's directions to the University, 
the program of coordination and moral suasion is to be backed 
by budgetary constraints, and the end result will determine 
compensat.:~cr: levels in British Columbia "in the best way 
possib :.~..:" o Tl:is seem s to be a roundabout way of saying that 
the pu~pcs~ of cutbacks to public service budgets is to 
justify offerir:g lo w salary levels to public sector employees. 

This puts the public sector employee in the untenable position 
of being asked to subsidize the cost of government services 
by accepting a reduction i.n standard of living, and at the 
same time to t,-3 content with reduced services. 

While the intent.ion oE the gcve rnment may not have been to 
inflict fi r..arJ.c:!.,,.1~ ha::dship on public sector employees, this 
has b~en tl H:1 eft{~r:t of its legislation and policy. We ask 
that yo~'!. q-3.ve zcrio us consideraticn to this presentation. 
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