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EXTRAIT DU PROCES-VERBAL
DU CONSEIL FÉDÉRAL DE NOVEMBRE 1983

BILAN DES NÉGOCIATIONS
ATTENDU que le Bureau fédéral avait mandaté le comité de stratégie de la dernière ronde de
négociation pour "faire le bilan de la négociation des CEGEP 1 9 8 2 - 1 9 8 3 " ;
ATTENDU qu'à l'étude, le bilan présenté par le comité de stratégie ne traite pas de certains aspects
qui apparaissent extrêment importants au Bureau fédéral, tels la question de la condition des femmes, la question juridique, la position de certains syndicats qui ont maintenu le rejet du rapport de
conciliation, certaines hypothèses comme la volonté du gouvernement de récupérer non seulement
sur les salaires, mais aussi sur le normatif afin de préparer le terrain à sa réorganisation de l'appareil
scolaire;
ATTENDU que le bilan du comité de stratégie constitue quand même une base de discussion
intéressante et valable;
ATTENDU que les contraintes de temps n'ont pas permis au Bureau fédéral de compléter le bilan du
comité de stratégie:
QUE le Bureau fédéral utilise le bilan du comité de stratégie comme document de travail, de même
que celui de la condition féminine, des " 4 1 " et des syndicats locaux afin d'écrire le bilan de la
fédération sur les négociations 1 9 8 2 - 1 9 8 3 .

Adoptée à l'unanimité

FOREWORD

This bilan of the negotiation of 1982-1983 is m fact the bilan of the CEGEP union negotiations In
effect, contrary to the 1978-1979 round, the private school unions decided not to get together
before knowing whether their demand for inclusion in law 55 would be accepted by the
government. This demand was carried forward by the CCNSP where they were represented lust
to the end of January 1983.
The shattering of the Common Front put an end to all hoipe of a strike for them and the unions
therefore pursued their local negotiations. Nonetheless, Law 70 didn't spare them.
These same unions will soon decide whether to produce a bilan about their efforts to demand
inclusion.
As far as university unions are concerned, both professors and chargé-e-s de cours had to
negotiate locally. Law 70 also applied to these unions.

INTRODUCTION

The struggle of the Common Front 1982-1983 will
remain as a major turning point in the history of our
federation and probably in the history of the labour
movement in Quebec.
More than a year ago, the government, w/hich had
affirmed for a long time its "favorable" prejudice in
our regard, decreed our working conditions for three
years after having refused to negotiate.
This decree was much more than the salary cuts,
more than the jobs which were cut, more than a
takeover by managerial powers locally or in the
Ministry. This decree underscored the swing to the
right of pequist policies. These policies, it now
becomes clear, consisted of a particularly conservative form of crisis management in the style of
Reagan and Thatcher.
This reorientation called into question the idea of
the "Etat Providence" and called into question many
of the gains of the Quiet Revolution. In the field of
education, this reorientation would occur not only by
means of the decrees but also by the multiplicity of
reforms proposed by the PQ: the projet of regulations
for collégial studies (PREC), the reform of the
school commissions (Law 40). That which was
reopen to question was the very goal of education
itself.
A general education permits individuals to fully
develop and gives them a handle on their lives in a
world which is constantly changing. This same
general education seems to have become a costly
luxury. From now on, the priority of the educational
system should be to prepare students in the best way
possible to adapt themselves to the job market with
all due servility.
The reaction of our members to this Party which
had raised so many hopes was equal to the degree of
the attacks and the dashed hopes. Humiliated by the
systematic denigration of their work, presented as
the selfish beings who were responsible for the
frightening increase in unemployment, teachers
massively voted to start a general strike. After more
than three weeks, in order to break their faultless
resistance, the PQ government enacted against our
members one of the most shameful laws ever
adopted by a government.
This law which attacked the most fundamental
human rights was defied massively for two days. That
was not enough and the conciliation report didn't
even "save the furniture". An unprecendented
struggle had resulted only in an unprecendented
defeat.
For the next three years, we are supposed to submit
to reduced salaries, cuts in jobs, the return of
authoritarianism, not to mention the multiple governmental counter-reforms. We are supposed to do a job
which has been devalued with a generation of
students for whom the future is uncertain.

Our union organizations came out of this battle
weakened and divided. Associated with the PQ in the
struggles of the early 1970's, the CSN has been
dragged along since 1976 with a certain tolerancy of
the pequist regime, itself capable of recuperating all
with an eye towards the referendum. Preferring the
"force the PQ to apply its platform" rather than firmly
opposing it, the CSN (at least its leadership) was not
able to retain, in regards to this power, to ideological
indepedence which should be the norm of no matter
what union movement. Through the years, since
1976, the CSN has abandoned that which had been
the source of its dynamism throughout the 1960's: its
blueprint for a free-er, more equalitarian society.
After the PQ's referendum defeat and its re-election
in 1981, the CSN was incapable of adapting itself to
the more conservative reorientation of the PQ.
Worse: by osbtinantly favouring a certain type of
"national negotiations", badly defined and badly
understood by the members, the CSN made difficult
any attempt to distinguish between it and the PQ and
accentuated the division among its members.
At FNEEQ, many of our members did not recognize
themselves in the official statements of their own
central. At time, those statements bore a strange
ressemblance to the pequist "line". Even for our
c e n t r a l , we seemed to be the " o v e r p r i v i l e g e d " ,
unaware of the crisis, stuck on what seems to have
become a luxury: a guaranteed job. We seemed to
have become in part responsible, by our selfishness,
for the dramatically grave situation being experienced by the young, the unemployed. Therefore,
during the strike and the defiance of law 111, at the
same time that we were fighting politically against a
government which was taking apart the acquired
rights which workers gained from the quiet revolution, our members realized that their struggle did not
have the support of their own union organisation.
And soon, more than this misguided orientation of
the union structures was called into question: it was
the very fact that this structure no longer seemed to
respect the will of the membership.
In effect, the analysis upon which the strategy of
the CSN structures rested during the last Common
Front — the quicker we make concessions, the
quicker we limit our loses — was never submitted in a
clear and explicit way to our members. It was only
presented bit by bit and, most of the time, bit by bit, it
was not accepted. This did not stop the union
structures from tirelessly returning with the same
type of propositions (these are the "missed opportunities" of Jean-François Munn): "one must be realistic, think of the crisis which is hitting the private sector
and make concessions in order to arrive at a signed
agreement". Never did the union structures present
the entirety of their strategy for the democratic
approval or disapproval of our members. They never
took into account the rejections by our members.
Tirelessly, inexorably, they came back to us over and

over with the same analysis. In order to have a clear
and coherent exposé of the underlying motives
w^hich explain the moves made by the CSN in 1982
and in 1983, one had to wait for the "bilan" of JeanFrançois Munn in May 1983 and that, through the
intermediary of the public press.
At FNEEQ, we were also divided, more or less on
the same basis and for the same reasons as at the
CSN, Nonetheless, from the beginning, the majority
of us, especiallty at the local level, were in disagreement with the analysis made by the CSN structures.
However, we stayed in a waiting position, contenting
ourselves with the rejection of one after another of
the "missed opportunities" of J.F. Munn. Why didn't
we propose our own analysis of the crisis, our own
strategy for confronting the PQ? Why did we always
attach ourselves to a larger group: to the Common
Front or the CEQ? Why did we fear having to defend
ourselves for ourselves despite the fact that we were
10,000 strong?
Nevertheless, our members never had as much
justification to fight. They never fought for as long.
They never defied a law so repressive? Never did they
fight with as much determination for stakes which

went so far beyond their own working conditions.
And, despite all that, we were beaten.
The degree of this battle and the degree of this
defeat raise serious questions about our syndical
orientations and practices. This forces us, among
other things, to ask ourselves about the place we give
to the demands and the specific dimensions raised by
the groups who represent the disadvantaged in our
own ranks, m particular women. How can we take
into account the points of view of minority groups in
the context of a battle in which we are all implicated?
That is the reason for the existence of this "bilan".
We wish neither to seek scapegoats nor to furnish a
prefabricated explanation. On the contrary, starting
with the errors and the few positive points — the
determination of our members, the degree of
strength in the women's struggle and the reinforcement of certain unions —, we wish to furnish our
members with the necessary elements for a debate
on our future orientations.
We absolutely must learn from the lessons of our
defeat in order to be able to face up the important
struggles ahead (regulations for future negotiations,
counter reforms, technological changes).

m

m

I — THE CONTEXT

The context of this struggle can be defined by one
word: CRISIS. In 1981-1982, the Common Front was
formed in a general atmosphere of crisis. A crisis
which was above all economic, but to speak of an
economic crisis is to speak of a social and political
crisis, as well. Even our own organizations, the CSN
and FNEEQ, started this "negotiation" in a state of
crisis.

A) THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IN CANADA

It was become almost trite to say that, for about ten
years, we have been in a period of economic crisis.
And when an economic crisis lasts for ten years with
no perspectives for its resolution, there is every
reason to believe that this is not a temporary or
conjunctural crisis but a structural crisis, crisis of the
entire system. Marked by a run away inflation rate, a
very weak growth of the GNP and a devastating rate
of unemployment, this crisis deepened seriously m
1981-1983, at the beginning of our negotiations. To
take just one statistic, the rate of unemployment
reached 15,6% in August 1982, its highest point since
the Great Depression. It is not so long ago that a rate
of 7% seemed to be unacceptable...

Without wishing to analyse all of this crisis, it is
necessary to touch those aspects which had direct
consequences for the orientations of the governments and the unions.
It is generally admitted that for the past ten years,
we have been living through a crisis of the economic
system which has hit all of the western industrialized
countries, and by ricochet the economies of the other
countnes. The analyses of this crisis, its causes and
Its eventual remedies, obviously vary according to
the interests of those who formulate them.
There is nevertheless general agreement as to
some of the causes of this crisis, for example the
leveling off of productivity and of the profitability of
capital in the industrialized countries. We are
witnessing, as well, an actual conversion of the
industrial structures of the western nations. Blaming
the costs of labor and social benefits, the large firms
have prefered to transfer to the third world those
production units which demand a great deal of
human labour (the workforce there costs less, is
better disciplined (sic) and the unions are less well
developed). This exportation of those industries
which generate jobs, joined to the competition which
their products impose on those local industries which
remain, aggravates further the level of unemployment.
We are heading towards a new international
division of work. Western nations have a tendency
towards specialization in the service and high
technology sectors whose characteristics are important for the future of the union movement: small units,
very competitive, very rapid conversion, extensive
movement rotation of personnel, centered on exportation. The low need for personnel and the rapid

evolution of such businesses lead them to favor subcontracting and temporary work. This recourse to
sub-contracting, joined to the small size and the
rapidly changing personnel, makes unionization
difficult.
Above all, the strategies of the different governments aiming to encourage this type of enterprise
have consequences on their general policies: an
acceptance of a high rate of unemployment, of a
greater "mobility" of workers, of a labour training
which is more and more specialized, of a limitation
on "social costs" to make this labour "competitive"
with the foreign workforce, etc.
We have not wished to analyse here the whole
crisis, but to highlight certain elements which have
direct consequences on the policies of the State as
employer and on the crisis in the union movement.

B) AND IN QUEBEC

In Quebec, as in Canada, the crisis was aggravated brutally between the summer of 1981 and the
spring of 1982. This aggravation is due in large part to
the decision of the Bank of Canada to apply
monetarist policies modelled on those of Reagan and
characterized by a rise in interest rates and the
accentuation of unemployment.
For the young, the crisis is a veritable tragedy: at
the moment, when they are leaving universities in
large numbers, the traditional outlets (public sector,
parapublic and large business) are closed to them,
because these are in a period of "triming the fat". In
addition, these young people without work find
themselves without a place to make themselves
heard, without the support of organized groups, for
most of their youth.
The agony which results from this situation was
cynically exploited by the PQ in order to make the
workers of the public sector feel guilty and in order to
present them as those really responsible for the
dramatic situation of the young: selfishly seated" on
our job security, supposedly we are the one who have
closed the future to the young.

As well, women were particularly affected by the
crisis, even though Mr Lévesque described it as
unisex in its effects. Even if the rate of female
participation in the paid work force is increasing, it
remains inferior to that of men (47,9% as opposed to
80,3% in 1981). In addition, the jobs traditionally
occupied by women are among the least well paid
and the most devalued.
We should note equally that women are much more
affected than men by the methods used by the
government in order to get out of the crisis. In the
service sectors, the jobs which are being automated
are principally those done by women. They are the
ones who are most affected by the tendency to
replace full time posts by part time posts, by
temporary work or by homework. Elsewhere, the

deficiencies of social services, among others in the
field of health, are felt more by women who have to
extend their maternal functions to aged persons, the
ill, etc.
Having to face a less rapid than expected rise in its
revenues, a predictable rise in its social welfare
expenss and a reduction in federal transfer payments, the pequist government found itself up
against the wall and had to "choose". Either a policy
of recovery such as those sanctioned by Keynesian
theory and repeated by the unions and the pequist
deputies "of the left": growth of the deficit, revision of
fiscal laws, an increase in State intervention... Or a
conservative policy on the monetarist model:
freezing the debt, cuts in public services, rise in direct
and indirect aide to the private sector, reduction of
the state's role in economic and social domaines... It
was the latter tendency which won out. The victory of
the right wing of the PQ was first expressed by the
Parizeau budget of spring 1982. The principal
elements of this budget were a quasi-freeze of
expenditures (in real dollars). With a rate of inflation
of 12%, the budget for education only went up by 8%,
and again: the resources for adult education were
raised by only 2%, those of public primary and
secondary education by 7% and those of the private
sector by 12%. These cuts, which had started the year
before, were aggravated and surpassed a billion
dollars. Direct taxes were raised (tax tables were no
longer indexed) as well as indirect taxes (alcohol).
On the other hand, the tax rate for small and medium
business was reduced from 13 to 3% whereas the rate
for large companies was progressively reduced from
13 to 5,5%.
More than a year later, Parizeau, in an interview
with La Presse, the 27th of August 1983, recognized
that this did amount to an important reorientation for
the PQ:
"The role of the government is to aide that group
which will serve as the "relief troops" (in this
case y o u n g f r a n c o p h o n e b u s i n e s s m e n )
whereas, on the ideological level, you know
what we represent. We needed time to reconcile
ourselves with this way of seeing things. Some
ministers had already understood this for a long
time: Landry, Rodrigue Tremblay, Rodrigue
Biron... From 1976 to 1980, this point of view was
not generally accepted (within the PQ)... it is to
our benefit; all the more because at the
beginning, our government, with a social democratic base, was not as well prepared to
reconcile itself with this idea".
This orientation of the PQ was not limited to budget
policies, it embraced the domains of social affairs
and education as well. In the same interview,
Parizeau indicated that our future would be dependent upon those small and medium enterprises in
high technology which are devoted to export. He
indicated above all that this support for the francophone leadership of the small and medium sized
enterprises went hand in hand with a "reform" of
health and educational services. In health services it
is the "ticket modérateur" and privatization. For
education, Parizeau is even clearer:
"In terms of immediate preparation for the work
force, we remain children when compared to
Japan... It is a matter of overcoming the
psychological obstacle which is presented by

the mentality of the people who built the
educational system in the 1960's but who hold
onto nostalgia and have the desire to pursue a
specific notion of adult education...'.
This turn to the right was clear in the spring of 1982
and it was a matter of much more than a simple
reordering of budgetary priorities. It was also clear
that this context would have very serious repercussions on the struggle which was beginning.

C) CRISIS AT THE CSN
Even if frequent réévaluation is healthy for a
democratic and combative union organization, the
one into which the CSN was plunged on the eve of the
Common Front was very exceptional.
There were above all the direct effects of the
economic conjuncture: massive layoff hit workers in
the private sector very hard. In addition, unionization
had become even more difficult: an overabundance
of workers, many small work-places, a deficient
labour code, etc. There were also the divisions which
one finds m all democratic organizations: conflict
between the elected officials and the permanent
employees, also a division between the Federations
of the public sector and those of the private sector as
to what sort of relations to have with the government
(ex. participation in the Health and Safety Commission, CSST). It seems that the union members of the
public sector considered the government above all as
a boss whereas those in the private sector saw it often
as an arbitrator; however this statement does not
explain it all.
In fact, this ambiguity in the CSN's position vis a vis
the pequist government results more, in our opinion,
from the legacy of the social and political role which
the CSN has played for the last twenty years.
The CSN which we know was born politically
during a long struggle against the reactionary
Duplessis regime. In the absence of a progressive
political party, the CSN was at the crossroads, as
much of people as of ideas, which would push the
Liberal Party to take power and to start the Quiet
Revolution. Under the leadership of Jean Marchand
by a dosage of opposition-concertation, the CSN
participated actively in the reforms of thie Quiet
Revolution. Its membership doubled in six years.
Later on the victory of the Union Nationale pushed
the central to become more critical and more
combative.
From 1966 to 1976, the evolution of the CSN was
marked by the development of nationalist and
socialist curents of thought. These two currents
joined together in a common opposition to the
Bourassa régime. Concretely, this took the form of a
very close tactical collaboration with the PQ 0970)
and a social project ("Ne comptons que sur nos
propres moyens") which served to orient the combative strategies (the Common Front, the fight for
indexation, against wage and price controls...). There
were evidently internal tensions with those who had
stayed with the Quiet Revolution, tensions which led
to splits and the formation of the CSD.
It is not a secret to anyone that the union movement
generally supported the PQ in 1976, while many of
the union militants worked vigorously for the victory
fo this party. From 1976 to 1980, the analyses began
to diverge. On one hand, there were those who

thought that the "good" strategy was "to oblige the
PQ to apply its program", that it was more efficient to
support the "left wing" of the PQ and, rather than
oppose pequist policies, it was more realistic to try to
amend them, because fundamentally these policies
were good. On the other hand, those for whom the
objective was to contribute to a more just society and
for whom independence was only a means, estimated
that the CSN should guard its combativity and its
distance in regard to the PQ. For these militants, the
social-democratic option did not correspond with the
profond orientations of the PQ nor with the interests
of the social classes which support it.
The debate — and the divisions — happened
around participation in economic summits, health
and safety and anti-scabs laws. For the "left wing" of
the CSN, the attitude of the PQ in regards to the
unions revealed mostly political marketing with an
eye to the referendum.
After the referendum defeat, the pequist turn to the
right, the aggravation of the economic crisis and the
weakeness of the CSN leadership, hardened the
positions. It would be mechanical to say that the line
of this division was between the private and public
sectors. In fact, the Federations themselves were
divided from the inside, we know something about
that ourselves. But the weakness of the leadership
and their evasions gave the impression of a central
torn asunder incapable of taking a position, underthe
cover of a discourse which remained radical. One of
the consequences of this division was to render it
impossible to form a consensus around an analysis
and a strategy. On the political level, the CSN no
longer had a general social project, it left the initiative
to the PQ.
In our Federation, the membership was particularly
homegenous and particularly connected to the
development of nationalism and of various socialist
projects, our adhesion to the CSN rather than the
CEQ came deliberately from a political choice, our
members were most sensitive to debates about what
attitude to take in regards to the PQ. Our federation
was moreover the first to confront the pequist
government, in the SPUQ strike in 1976-1977, and
many illusions were shattered on that occasion.
It was during the Common Front of 1979 that this
division crystallized, this as a result of the strategy of
unmitigated concertation which had been adopted
by the executive of the period. Since it seems to us
that we must look at this occasion for the origins of
the sharp divisions and of the crisis of confidence
which we experienced last year, let us briefly recall
the events.
In November 1979, the majority of our general
assemblies voted for a general strike in a Common
Front. Before the strike even began, the PQ passed a
special law. Law 62, which our general assemblies
refused to defy. FAS (the social affairs federation)
defied the law for four days and settled. The CEQ
postponed its struggle until the spnng. The negotiating committee of FNEEQ decided in the middle of
November to accept the bosses' final offers (below
status quo for the salaries and working conditions,
gains on maternity leaves and zonal job security). By
a weak majority, the "40" rejected this agreement.
Rather than accept that vote, the executive applied
"pressures" dunng the "night of long knives" on those

few delegates needed in order to reverse the majority.
The next day, the executive retook the vote: with
some of the delegates having changed their opinions,
the "40" accepted, by a very weak majority, to
recommend this agreement to the general assemblies. Evidently, the "40" was not consulted a third
time and the general assemblies were called very
rapidly. The results were to be a surprise. The
agreement was accepted by a small majority of
unions but was rejected by a majority of the
members. Contrary to the clichés in the media, the
members were less ready for compromise than the
union structures. Following this vote, the union
structures did not demonstrate great determination
in order to get into step with the CEQ, on the
occasion of the strike in February 1980. Then, as a
indirect result of the CEQ strike? Proximity of the
referendum? Strike by FESP? The government
lightly improved its offers and in March 1980 the
general assemblies ratified the agreement without
enthusiasm. On the other hand, one of the important
elements of this agreement was not settled until the
conciliator's report in 1983: this is the infamous case
of the 113 posts in adult education...
This agreement in principle which the executive
imposed by questionable methods, but which was
spontaneously rejected by the membership, was to
become a turning point in the history of the
Federation. The divisions were no longer of the type
which could provoke an animated debate, but they
were the type provoked by a fundamental difference
of opinion and a serious lack of confidence.
These divisions have only gotten worse since 1979
in regards to all of the important debates: Projet of
regulations for collégial studies (PREC), negotiation
bilan 1979-1982, reform of the statutes, elections,
etc. The distrust which flowed from this episode was
also one of the generators of the "left caucus" about
which we will have more to sav later on.
At the Conseil Fédéral in Chicoumiti (June 1982),
the logical consequences of these divisions was that
two slates were candidates for the executive, each
representing one of the two orientations present, and
that two members of each team were elected:
therefore FNEEQ undertook the negotiation divided
from top to botton. It is very unlikely that this result
was wished for by the majority of the delegates
present. We can only assume that with the Federation
divided almost equally into two onentations, some
delegates who split their votes provoked this result.
Profoundly divided about what attitude to have m
regards to the PQ (concertation in order to limit the
losses or a determined struggle), at the CSN and at
FNEEQ we were incapable of agreeing upon a
common analysis of the crisis and even less capable
of agreeing on the political objectives to give to the
Common Front. However, a Common Front is
political by nature, it should represent much more
than the sum of the interest of its various members.
Other than the obvious — we are stronger united than
divided —, the principle justification for a Common
Front is to be the most efficient tool in order to reopen
to question the State's social and economic orientations and to try to set a "pattern" for all other workers.
However, the Common Front 1982-1983 had none
of that. It was nothing but an empty structure. No
common political demand united the whole membership of this Common Front. It was a car without gas.

without a driver, whose wheels were not even aligned.
The result of this lack of common political project
was that each group would go into battle for its own
interests while watching its neighbor so that this
neighbor didn't run off with the treasure. It is not by
accident that adhesion to the Common Front was
done at the last minute and without any discussion;
This lack of a precise all inclusive social project had
other important consequences during the struggle.
This lack served mainly to reinforce the public's
notion that this time around the public sector's
struggle was "corporatist". One in which the workers
in the public sector, who were too preoccupied by the
defense of their own job security and indexation,
were unable to worry about the other victims of the
crisis (unemployed, welfare recipients) or even about
the quality of public services.
Furthermore, the absence of a shared content
made the functioning of the union structures rigid
and vertical. More than ever, it was the Federations
who ran the show and the "horizontal" meeting
places (conseils centraux, conseil d'orientation.,.)
were more neglected than ever. Having no common
project, it would have been astonishing if the
"solidarity meetings" had functioned well. Even the
strategy itself corresponded to this hierarchic structure complete with its lack of perspectives. Simmered
through the summer by the "High Command", this
strategy was rapid, "foresaw all", and didn't leave
much room for initiatives which came from the base.
The only role given to the membership was to ratify
the two hour, twenty-four hour and general strikes on
the dates which had been "carefully" chosen. This
structure, the manner in which it functioned and this
strategy were the object of so many criticisms that we
will come back to them again later.

There was a final consequence of this lack of a
political objective: the great empty shell which was
the Common Front of 1982-1983 will fuel the
arguments of those who wish to undermine the very
notion of a real Common Front. Already the principal
spokespeople for the employers and some union
voices are speaking of "local negotiations". We will
deal with this issue at the end of this bilan. For now,
we can say that the disaster which was the last
Common Front, was also a disaster because there
was no real Common Front only a Common High
Command. It would therefore be disastrous and
illogical to state that a strategy which was not used
was responsible for the defeat and that as a result it is
necessary to renounce this strategy.
The only winner was the government which found
itself alone on the political terrain. We were far
behind.
This lack of a global project was felt all the more
because there was no political party capable of
supporting the union movement. The government
ably used this weakness by pushing endlessly on the
political level, where as we now see, the unions could
not follow. For example, the PQ cynically used the
high levels of unemployment in order to reproach the
unions for being too "corporatist" and hence unable
to defend the unemployed. Meanwhile, it was the PQ
itself which was creating this unemployment with all
its might, thanks to its deflationary policies. For a
while at least, the PQ managed to pass for the
defenders of the unemployed against the selfishness
of the unions. One union, which represents some
workers seems less legitimate than a political party
which pretends to speak for everyone.
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Il —THE GOVERNMENT'S
OBJECTIVE AND STRATEGY
We have already seen the condition of economic
crisis in which the preparation of the negotiations
was worked on during the summer and fall of 1981.
We have also seen how, after the referendum defeat,
the PQ opted for a conservative management of the
crisis. In the Spring 1981 elections, the PQ presented
itself as a "good government". The social democratic
wing had been reduced to silence, whereas the PQ,
clearly tried to occupy the terrain left vacant by the
Union National. Moreover, Biron entered the government.
Another important element at this point: During the
summer of 1981, Reagan fired 15000 Air Controllers
who had begun an illegal (sic) strike.
The major objectives were clear: much more than
simple cuts in expenditures, the government wished
to profit from the negotiations and from the context of
crisis in order to readapt the structures of the State to
suit the ideology of "Bâtir le Québec" and also in

order to break the union movement or at least force it
to retreat. In its bilan of the negotiations, the
executive of the teachers union of CEGEP TroisRivières analysed the strategy adopted by the PQ
during the autumn of 1981 very well (Cf. Annexe Extract of the Union Executives Report which deals
with the Bilan of the Negotiations 1982-1983,
pp 5, 6, 7).
This is the new "philosophy" of the State, that is to
say, a return to the past m terms of political, social
and educational affairs. That is to say, attacking
women above all. Because it is not a matter of a
simple "trimmg of the fat" in the government service
when one denis women the right to paid work by
means of a series ot coherent measures which go
from cuts in the public service for which women
(traditional role) are supposed to compensate all the
way to the establishment of a new policy on families
which is resolutely pro-natalist.

Ill - SYNDICAL OBJECTIVES

A) OBJECTIVES OF THE CENTRALE

should we alone be called on to cease making
demands? Gilbert's second statement is more pertinent: the Common Front has managed to narrow the
gap between the higher and the lower-paid workers,
whereas in the private sector the gap has been
increasing.
But a political assessment of the Common Fronts
cannot limit itself to an analysis of salaries alone.
(Gilbert neglects to mention that the indexation
gained at the time of the first Common Front in 1972
provided an impetus for the struggle of the private
sector during the years 1973-1974). As well, the
relative increase of the minimum wage in Quebec
compared to other provinces was due, in part, to the
famous $100 a week a week in 1972. Furthermore one
year later, it would be interesting to confirm this
hypothesis: compare the number of unions who, with
our example, were forced to give up, with those who
were able to gain as a result of our losses. One is
reminded particularly of the food and textile unions.

The strategy committee outlined in its Bilan of the
objectives of the negotiations imposed as a result of
Marcel Gilbert's analysis:
"At the CSN, as of the end of 1981, a debate took
place concerning the economic circumstances.
An analysis which served as a starting point is
well-illustrated by the salarial bilan entitled
Neigher Locomotive Nor Messiah, by Marcel
Gilbert. The ideology underlying this document
was never accepted by our structures, neither at
the Conseil confédéral nor at the CCNSP. Later,
around March of '82, eight hypotheses were
presented to the Conseil confédéral, and a
consultation took place in the central councils;
the analysis that emerged affirmed more or less
the following:
The employer's capacity to pay no longer
being what it was, the workers in the public
sector will have to make important consessions;
if they don't consent to this themselves, "one"
will force them to consent. It is therefore
necessary to open up the collective agreements
before their termination, to loan money to the
government, asking for nothing in the normative
clauses: a possible outcome, though uncertain:
we would conserve most of our acquired
normative rights while our salaries would be cut,
though less for the lower-paid than for the
higher-paid. We could arrive at such an agreement, by negotiating, without a strike; the
government would get what it wants while
avoiding a costly political confrontation; we
would gain as well, not only in terms of public
opinion but with the government's agreement to
improve the situation of non-unionized workers,
the unemployed, welfare recipients, and, in a
general way, the lot of those who saw us as lazy
or well-to-do. Otherwise, if we demanded that
the government's signature on our agreements
be respected, we would become the victims of
examplary punishment, a situation as inescapable as it would be fierce.

One must consider the impact of the Common
Fronts on the social and political scene as well.
There, the locomotive was more effective. One
thinks, for instance, of the subsequent importance
accorded to clauses such as health and safety,
pregnancy leave, and affirmative action at the time of
the last Common Front. In terms of these issues, we
could argue that, although the Common Front itself
was a disaster, it did serve to sensitize unions to
demands for positive action ^ n d to the struggle
against sexual harassment.
The principles contained in Gilbert's analysis (and
shared by Munn) were contrary to those proceding
Common Fronts, and call into question the goals of
future Common Fronts. The goal of our principal
demands, especially in 1972 and 1976, was to create
an impetus for all of society, to eliminate obstacles
which imposed themselves (one is reminded of
Trudeau's wage and price controls of 1976), to break
up a freeze. For Munn and Gilbert, in 1981, the
opposite was true: the situation was frozen by the
economic crisis, we had to adapt. The CSN went
quietly from locomotive to fueling station.
And then we were recipients of the famous publicprivate tradeoff proposal. This issue was linked to the
notion of national negotiations that came up at the
CSN Congress In his assessment, Jean-François
Munn confronts this question as he recalls the issues
raised in the fall of 1981:

This perspective was not accepted by our
structures, including our members. It contradicted, in the eyes of the militants, the lessons
we have learned from our former struggles."
(pp. 7, 8).
On very questionable grounds, Gilbert's analysis
called into question the political role played by
former Common Fronts. It is not the statistics which
are called into question, but Gilbert's interpretation of
those statistics. First of all, he concerns himself
primarily with the evolution of salaries and indicates
that, over ten years, the salaries of the public sector
increased in the same proportion as those of the
private sector: as far as we are concerned, this result
proves nothing either way. But even given that our
salaries have kept up with the private sector, why

"Would enlargened objectives be accepted?
And, if so, how would negotiations take place
while preserving the specific interests of both
the public and private sectors?
In the coming economic context, would it be
possible to force the government to negotiate?
Within a perspective of enlargened negotiations, what will be the reaction of the employer
and would it be possible to lead them to
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However in April there was the government's
proposal to reopen the contracts of the public sector,
then the laws - 68, 70, and 72 - without any
organized union response. As for the private sector
unions, they called large meetings, but they were
only beginning their action plan. The counter-attack
thought out by the CSN executive (1) was to call a
Conseil confédéral for the end of August 1982, in
order to ask it to organize rapidly national negotiations on the economic policies of the québécois
government in relation to the objective of full
employment, unionization, and negotiating structures. But what was this type of negotiation to be
based on? What compromises would be brought
forth/since the idea would be to negotiate and not

negociate (in Québec, there are not any employers' associations that are representative.)
(p. 8).

B) NATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS

Since 1978, we have heard tell of such a form of
negotiations. The idea was first touted in a precongress visit, but before such reserved acceptance,
the CSN executive did not bring such a motion to the
1978 Congress. The executive's report of 1980 raised
the idea once again, and this time, it was accompanied by proposals to create an over-all coordination of negotiations in both the private and public
sectors, and by other proposals to create interprofessional unions and unions for the unemployed.
In fact, if the CSN wiches to speak for the population
in general, it must enlarge it's definition of the groups
it could bring together, given the low level of
unionization in Quebec. The November '80 Congress
adopted the constitution of the C C G N (general
négociation coordinating committee), but it was only
at the 1982 congress that the proposals for national
negotiations and for interprofessional unions were
adopted.
N a t i o n a l n e g o t i a t i o n s are d e s c r i b e d as an
"enlarging" of our demands (to negotiate with the
government such universal rights as insurance and
pension plans, an increase in the minimum wage, a
month of vacation for all workers, etc.), as a
transformation of our strategy for union action of a
restructuring of capital, finally, as a way of proposing
our solutions to the economic crisis. Such a model is
new for North America, but not for Europe within a
very different union context: the centrals are supported by political parties, there exist permanent
rights to strike, and so on. It would be interesting to
discover if the European unions are coming out of the
crisis better than we.
This project for national negotiations was spelledout clearly in Marcel Gilbert's salary bilan (other
analyses would follow) in the fall of 1981, and
underlies all the CSN's strategy since that time. So we
saw adopted at the expanded conseil confederal of
December 1981 a plan of action against the economic
crisis ("1981, changer le cours des choses"/1981, to
change the course of things") whose only proposals
were "to develop negotiation policies, sectoral development policies, and social policies, ~ all taking into
account the analysis"; and is added: "National
negotiations may be a way of attaining our objectives". The participation of the CSN at the Economic
Summit of April 1982 falls within such a context.

just to table our demands? Where was the innovation? There was a great deal of concern expressed by
the FNEEQ representatives to this Conseil inasmuch
as they were fully aware that Marcel Gilbert, backed
by the executive of the CSN, had proposed to the
CCNSP three weeks earlier to propose to the
government a loan of our salary increases, all this
without even allowing us the time to seek mandates
from our assemblies.
The third problem with national negotiations was
that is wat the only strategy developed by the CSN.
While the CEQ and the FTQ refused to cooperate.
The alternative for the CSN was... to continue to bring
the "broadening" of negotiations to the Conseils
confédéraux of September 1982, December 1982,
January 1983, and 20 February 1983, after the
passage of Law 111... December's Conseil at least
"notices" the decrees (Law 105) by demanding the
government's resignation (I) in a highly emotional
and politically empty text. This seemed to be a
gesture to de-stabilize the government, but which
would fall on deaf ears when made in isolation. For
the executive of the CSN, as Gérald Larose said, "we
are involved in a political strategy; it is too late for a
strike in January even if the CSN executive doesn't
have the power to make that decision."
At the beginning of January, while the private
sector, weakened, indicated that they were not ready
to join the public sector (e.g., CCGM), the CSN tried
once again to convince the FTQ and the CEQ to
propose to the government to undertake broadened
negotiations before the strike in the public sector.
Once again, the CSN was refused. How could the
executive of the CSN believe that the public sector
alone could bring about a settlement for both
sectors? Why bring up such an idea when they
already had concluded that the government didn't
want to negotiate?

The 1982 Congress adopted national negotiations,
but the analysis of the economic crisis which
underlies that decision did not meet with consensus
within the Central. That's the first problem.
As well, the delegate at the Congress also voted
that, as a precondition, we must unify ourselves with
the CEQ and the FTQ, and that the CSN assure
"largely circulated information, while there be a real
mobilisation within the Central, with other centrals,
with popular groups, and with the population atlarge." So for the delegates, national negotiations
meant undertaking long-term mobilisation. The rally
of the third of April 1982 and the March of the
Unemployed planned for August (but which took
place finally in May of '83...) were to have begun the
process.

C) THE THEORY OF THE
"MISSED OPPORTUNITIES"
As explained above in the bilan of the strategy
committee, the analysis of the economic circumstances led the heads of the Central to opt for a
compromise strategy. But unfortunately this strategy
was only presented in fragments, and only by reading
the bilan of Jean-François Munn can we begin to
understand more fully. He contrasts the new strategy
with the "traditional form that the public sector
negotiations take, and with the dominant mobilizing
rhetoric shared by a great number of militants."
(1) Cf. Message de l'exécutif
luin 1983, p. 15.
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aux mililantes

et militants

de la CSN,

This simple strategy for arriving at an agreement at
any price (a capitulation, if we were to sign it, does it
then become a victory because there was agreement?) had, as far as we are concerned, two major
consequences. First, it mcreased the discouragement of our members. Such a strategy implied our
acceptance that our working conditions, as a whole,
were "chrome-plated". In many of our general
assemblies our members began to realize that,
without a frank and honest debate, our leaders were
actmg as if they, like the government, evaluated that
not only our demands but even the status quo was
undefendable.

believe so. A government never signs an agreement it
it doesn't correspond to its desires, unless, of course,
It has become convinced that it can get no more or
that the price to pay (political or otherwise...) would
be too high. Now, if at each of the supposed "missed
chances" the government had accepted to negotiate
(which, of course, it didn't do), it would have quickly
found that the union rigidity was quite flexible.
Besides, on at least two different occasions, this
strategy of the "more we yield, the more we will
preserve what is essential" was put to the test: in
November 1982 (indexation in exchange for normative) and in April 1982 (our willingness to reopen our
contracts if negotiations begin). Both times, not only
did the government ignore the union concessions,
but took the occasions to stiffen its own proposals.

The second consequence of this strategy and
much more serious, was to continually encourage
the government to ask for more, faced with the
repeated weakness of the official union reactions.
The government's demands mounted: in December 1981, they only asked us to give up our salary
enrichment; in April, it was indexation or jobs, in June
they took indexation, enrichment, part of our
pensions, and the right to negotiate. By December,
everything went.

D) A TURNING POINT:
THE ULTIMATUM OF APRIL 1982
At the beginning of April, the three centrals agreed
to participate in the "Solidarity Summit". The unions
were invited as one of the constituant bodies of
society, whose interests were supposed to represented by the democratically-elected party responsible for governing the entire population, not just for
satisfying the vested interests of any single group.

If, given the first objective of this strategy (to obtain
suitable agreements), the results turned out to be the
opposite we had hoped for, the same goes for the
other important objective: public support. The upper
echelons of the CSN confused (throughout our
struggle) the support of other workers, which was
really needed, with the popularity ratings of Gallup
polls conducted concerning strikes in the public
sector. It is obvious that such results will rarely be in
our favour (who can be, in principle, in favour of "a
strike for a strike's sake"?). It's Utopian to even expect
such support, especially in the context of the
campaign against unions conducted by the media,
and it's ridiculous to waste our energies fighting the
media. That would be giving up our struggle tor real
demands, to try to catch a moonbeam. We would ever
argue that there is an important difference between
support we should look for and "popularity". And
such support will only be based on how effective our
fight is. It is only by proving that our syndical tools
work, that our unions are capable of improving our
working conditions, that we will be able to gain the
support of other workers. A year latter, the facts
suggest this line of reasoning. The CEQ, which
seemed to have struggled more firmly than the CSN,
seems also to have come out of last year's fight with a
stronger image than that of the CSN. This is no
coincidence. The credibility of unionism for all
workers relies much more on its ability to stuggle and
make gams than on its ability to "not rock the boat".

It would become quickly clear at this Summit that
there was an ulterior motive: to justify the government's position in the current round of negotiations.
In the public's view, the results of the Summit were:
1— There was an econimic crisis
2— This crisis meant for the State an unacceptable
supplementary deficit of 500 million dollars
3— While everybody was getting poorer, the employees of the State, already spoiled, would soon
be obtaining a salary enrichment wich was also to
the tune of 500 million dollars (a coincidence?)
A few days later, after an effective press campaign
(salary enrichment, or 17,000 functionaries laid-off),
Lévesque gives us his ultimatum: the government
wants to reopen our contracts to annul the enrichment clause which was to take effect on the first of
July, and in this way till the famous 500 million dollar
hole discovered at the Summit, two weeks earlier.
While our members spontaneously rejected the
ultimatum; while for once, the media and the
employers' representatives enjoined the government
to respect its signature, and to renegotiate contracts
as of January 1983; While the "41 " equally rejected
the government's ultimatum almost unanimously; the
CSN tried lobbying the other two Centrals so that the
response would not be a categorical "No " "which
would be badly seen by the population", and that it be
instead a "Yes, but...". Such a response would "place
us in a strong political position"!!! This all took place
while the other three federations of the CSN gave
their agreement (it must be added that the FAS
collective agreement didn't recognize minimal job
security mechanisms, and they were hard put to fill in
gaps, which was not our case).

The so-called "non-traditional" approach touted
by our leaders is, in fact, as old a tactic as a strike
itself. Who knows when the first worker went on
strike? But you can bet, that at the same time, next to
this worker there was another who believed that
getting along with the boss was a better tactic than
fighting for one's rights. A year later, is it possible to
evaluate what the results would have been if the
Munn-Gilbert strategy had been followed to the
letter? In other words, did we really miss opportunities? For example, in December 1981 (the first
"missed chance"), of the Common Front had proposed a real barter: enrichment in exchange for a
two-year extension of the status quo, would the
government have accepted? We certainly don't

The very day the three Centrals responded, the
government refused to accept outright. This rejection
should have opened the eyes of those who believed m
the theory of "the more quickly we agree to make
concessions, the less heavy they will be." it would
seem that the government strategists well understood the sign of weakness of our leaders.
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as unacceptable, would evaluate that concessions
were inevitable and, as a consequence, our demands
were unrealistic and resembled a "Christmas tree".
Those, on the other hand, who based their analysis
on the educational needs of the population and who
believed that budgets reveal more about political
choice than about economic inevitability would
conclude that these demands were socially justifiable
and constituted a reasonable basis for negotiation.

This episode in April 1982 raised serious questions
of trust in the determination not our hierarchy. The
bilan of the Jonquière CEGEP teachers' union
reveals what was going on at the local level:
"In April 1982, to solve its budgetary problems,
the government proposed to reopen our collective agreements in terms of salary. The union
movement was taken by surprise; we didn't
believe that the government would go so far as
to open our contracts unilaterally. In order to
gam the support of the public, the Common
Front came up with a position to stave off
confrontation: we offer the government the
possibility of beginning negotiations sooner
t h a n p l a n n e d . T h e g e n e r a l a s s e m b l y at
Jonquière votes a strong no to the government's
proposal, and, to support its vote, mandates a
24-hour strike to show that it had no intention of
being manipulated. Under the circumstances,
this was surely the least surprising of union
responses. However, FNEEQ, while rejecting as
well the Common Front's position, does not
decide to recommend action.
The government's response to the Common
Front take little time; sensing no significant
union resistance, the government adopts in
June Laws 68, 70, and 72, Union members take
part in an impressive march and rally on
Parliament hill, and leave for summer vacation.
It was a lukewarm response in terms of union
action, and it got things off to a bad start..."

Moreover, the women's demands went way beyond
the framework of our own collective agreement and
served as a good example of a certain kind social
choice. Even if we haven't always admitted it, these
demands were out of sync with the government's
policies favouring the survival of the traditional
family.

F) A CORPORATIST FEDERATION?
This "corporatist" label was stuck on us from the
very beginning of the negotiations, and this was done
as much by our own union leaders as by the
government. Some analyses even see a link between
the willingness of the more high-paid teachers and
professionals to fight, compared to the relative
moderation of the lower-paid (FAS, FESP, FTO). This
supposed link is not without consequences: it leads
to the interpretation that our struggle, despite the
economic crisis, was motivated by our unwillingness
to give up certain privileges; while the lower-paid
workers understood the necessity for sacrifice.
However, it is important for us to remember that, as
teachers, many of us preferred the CSN to the CEO. It
seemed that, rather than an affiliation which
appeared corporatist, we preferred a Central linked
with workers whose interests were at least as
important as our own. By "legitimate interest", we
mean those interests that are socially justifiable, that
have not been satisfied at the expense of other
legitimate interests of less-privileged groups.

E) OUR CONTRACT PROPOSAL:
A CHRISTMAS TREE?

In June of 1982 our contract proposal was adopted
in Its ensemble, except for the central table dossiers.
All in all, one could say that, for the normative
clauses, we were asking for the status quo slightly
improved, especially in terms of non-tenured and
part-time teachers. On two points, we were clearly
making important demands:
— On the status of women: pregnancy leaves, daycare centres, new demands on affirmative action,
protection against sexual harassment and technological changes.

Of course we recognize that, for historical, cultural,
and professional reasons, our working conditions are
relatively superior to those of most public sector
employees. Having said this, and reflecting on our
demands, we hardly appear corporatist. In fact, our
demands almost exclusively called for the protection
of those who were the least privileged: chargé-e-s de
c o u r s , p a r t - t i m e r s , n o n - t e n u r e d teachers, and
women. In terms of salaries, most assemblies wanted
indexation based on fixed amounts rather than on a
percentage which would have favoured the higherpaid. As well, it is false to say that our three — week
strike and defiance of Bill 111 was a result of the fear
of losing certain privileges. When we began ourstrike
in January, most of us were doubtful that we would
really improve the decrees in terms of salaries.

— On continuing education: integration with regular
education.
Only the demand on continuing education implied
significant funding. In its bilan, the strategy committee reflected on the process we followed in
elaborating our demands:
"The negotiating committee began to prepare
consultating dossiers without a clarification of
objectives from the "41", from the atelier, much
less from the general assemblies. The coup
d'envoi should not have been the first consultation document; prior to this, there should have
been prepared a political and economic analysis of the circumstances. Such a document
should have been debated and amended, and
eventually adopted as a starting point. "
But were our demands exaggerated? The answer
depends on the analysis of the economic crisis that
one made. Those who shared the analysis that the
crisis hurt the workers of the private sector more
severely, and who accepted the defecit in the budget

We fought to save the jobs of non-tenured teachers
and future MEDs, and to avoid an erosion in the
education sector. After the truce, some locals even
urged negotiations to take a even further cut in
salaries to protect workload and job security...
On this same question, we should note that, for
most of our members, the agreement of 1980 had
already hit hard at our salaries. In his study on the
salary impact of the Common Front, Marcel Gilbert
wrote:
"The higher-paid would even see, over the
next few years, their real incomes decrease
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somewhat, whereas they hadn't stopped
increasing over the previous eight years. As
well, teachers having more than 16 years of
scolarity would see, between 7 8 - 7 9 and the end
of 1982, their real incomes diminish on an
annual average of about 0,3%, while between
7 0 - 7 1 and 7 8 - 7 9 they had risen on the average
of about 2% per year."

cuts. Is it merely by chance that these groups are
made up of a majority of men, while the mam victims
of the cuts are woimen?
As a result, just before vacation, the 1982-83
negotiations got off to a very bad start. The general
situation looked like this:
1 — T h e three centals have yet to agree to form a
Common Front.
2— There is no common project, no common
analysis of the economic crisis, and no common
strategy for confronting the government.
3— At the CSN, Gilbert's analysis, even without a
consensus, continues to inspire the leaders.
— the workers in the public sector are "fat cats",
privileged and egotistical;
— it is necessary to re-open their contracts to
make up for the budget defecit and improve
the lot of those less privilege.

G) THE SITUATION
JUST BEFORE VACATION
In June 1982, the federal government launched its
campaign against the economic crisis, or rather
against inflation, and more precisely against federal
employees: their salary increases would be limited to
6 and 5% for the next two years. The Trudeau
government is clear: the federal public sector was to
serve as an example for the private sector. Finally,
even our own Marcel Gilbert noted that the conditions in the public sector have little or no effect on the
private sector.
In June as well, the PQ government adopted laws
68, 70, and 72. The police, employees of HydroQuébec, and prison guards would be saved from the

4— the government had passed three special bills
(68, 70, 72), despite efforts by the Centrals to get
negotiations going.
5— The government has already instilled in the
population the following ideas:
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IV — THE FALL STRATEGY

With the summer of 1982, the preliminary phase was
complete, the confrontation was to take place in the
fall. To assess this period, it seemed most useful to
isolate the most important events (the strategy plans,
the government offer, the postponement of the
strike...) and to look at certain important problems
that c a m e up at the t i m e ( c a u c u s e s , u n i o n
practices...)

dates which were to lead us almost automatically to
obtain a mandate for a general strike for the 15th of
November. First of all, by announcing the two-hour
and the twenty-hour walkouts, the union movement
was placing restrictions on itself: we needed to prove
to the government that we were capable of "delivering the merchandise". The government itself was
not affected by these partial strikes, unless they
snowballed: the PQ knew that the real test would be
the vote for a general strike and especially a defiance
of the special legislation that would follow. So the fall
strategy really froze the situation until the 15th of
November. I n fact, it would place greater pressure on
the unions than on the bosses. This feeling was
widespread in our general assemblies, especially
after the government "offers". Many of our members
did not understand that, after such "offers", we would
waste our time with the two-hour and twenty-four
hour walkouts when everyone knew that the
moment of truth came with the vote for a general
strike. The votes for these walkouts were reflective of
this feeling.

A) ANOTHER "MISSED OPPORTUNITY "

The lesson of May 1982 was not understood by our
leaders. In June 1982, a small group in the CSN
hierarchy (Gilbert, Munn, Rioux) came out with a
counter-proposal based on:
1 — t h e government's commitment to negotiate on
five main principles: among them, public finances, the labour code, and employment in the
private sector;
2— in exchange for this commitment, the Common
Front would offer substantial salary concessions.
This "enlarged" negotiation strategy was to take
place quickly, without consultation with our members. The CCNSP refused.

This strategy came from (or implied?) a vertical,
hierarchical structure paralleling that of our adversary. It made a whole in which everything had been
carefully foreseen and which it was impossible to
change. All that was wanted from the militants at the
base was to apply the decisions of the High
Command as efficiently as possible. The struggle
was almost entirely controlled by the Federations.
Intersyndical initiatives at the regional level were
neither much encouraged nor very useful; what were
militants to do other than compare orders received
from their respective leaders? Our leaders probably
did not willfully create the situation; it was more a
result of a too quick strategy, determined in the
absence of a common political project and in a
climate of defeatism.

B) THE FALL STRATEGY
Upon return from the summer break, the "41" had
to decide — (or rather to rally) — on a kind of
speeded-up "package deal" strategy; a two-hour
walkout, a 24-hour walkout, plus a general strike
around the 15th of November. This action strategy /
was presented as the only one possible, especially
given the situation with FAS which wanted to settle
quickly to avoid the salary cuts of Bill 70.
At FESP and at FNEEQ, hesitation was great since
we suspected a trap similar to the one we fell into in
1979. The framework was all pre-determined and the
fast pace created risks not only for our basic
objectives but for our mobilization as well. Despite all
this, the "41" recommended with reservation this
strategy plan to their general assemblies, who, in
turn, accepted it in the absence of any real alternative. This situation certainly explains the weak strike
mandates we obtained that fall. The main factor in
favour of the fall strategy was that the other
groupings (FAS, FTQ, and CEQ) seemed in favour of
it, and so our choice was either to join the rest of
reamin behind to do it alone m the winter.
Finally it was the CEQ which, according to
statements which were contradictory depending on
whether they were addressed to its partners or to its
members, forced the Common Front to hold off until
winter. After all, though we had our mandate, the
votes were not that strong. A year later it's difficult to
try to guess what would have happened if the CEQ
had maintained its commitment and had tried to get
its mandates for the fall.

The committees on the status of women found the
structures and the strategy particularly rigid. The
comité de condition féminine, in its bilan, highlights
the paradox that, for opposite objectives, the unions
and the government seemed to be in osmosis when it
came to the manner of proceeding: centralization,
hierarchies, specialization and the division of tasks...
In terms of the way our structures function, we
don't propose solutions, but debates:
— How can we respect the initiatives of our members
while ensuring coherence of the whole?
— How do we challence the hierarchy while respecting the democratic principles of mandates and
delegations?
— How can we maintain "normal" conditions of
militancy when there are never enough of us to do
the mobilizing, and when information remains
weak?
— How can we ensure that the CCNSP and its
coordination develop a more democratic way of
operating?

At any rate, it was a lousy strategy to announce in
advance a series of walkouts with pre-determined
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hostages", etc. There were articles on how the public
could resort to collective appeal, and journalists
called for a degree of repression that would set a
good example... The ' disinformation" was so systematic that the ICEA (Institut Canadien de l'Éducation
des Adultes) set up a whole study on the phenomenen; few in the media made reference to it, except
for a Devoir editorialist who... counselled transit
passengers to complain to the ICEA! There were
many other examples, everything from Girerd's
caricatures to verbal tics like: "The government is
forced to pass law 70; the government is cornered by
Its deficit"... The media exaggerated in a most absurd
way Brunet's campaign of the malades, while the
same media rarely dealt with the cuts m the health
sector, except by mentioning the economic aspects
of "good management" rather than foccusing on the
effects of the cuts on patients.

In terms of this last point, the strategy committee's
bilan is most interesting:
"At the CCNSP, there also exists a problem
related to ideas and their priority. The coordinator, chosen following a consensus among the
four federations of the public sector involved in
the negotiations, begins to exercise his mandate before the establishment of what are to be
his primary aims and coals; we found no trace,
by the way, in the protocols of the CCNSP or of
the liaison committee, of the rights and duties of
the coordinator vis-à-vis the structures. Does or
doesn't he have powers to orient issues, or
should he?
What happens when there is
disagreement between him and the structures?
Etc. With our own eyes we witnessed that the
structure itself of the CCNSP is frozen, artifical.
We first of all listened to an exposé of the
situation, followed by a caucus of each Federation; during the caucus, the coordinator walks
around, from Federation to Federation, looking
to promote a consensus; then we go back to
plenary, but the positions are frozen. The vote is
taken, and if there is a majority, a Federation
which disagrees has other to choose between
rallying or making a sensational exit. No one
knows exactly why another federation chose to
vote in a certain way; the debates have taken
place elsewhere. The solution? It would be
necessary for a general debate to take place
before the caucuses so that each Federation
could form an opinion of the views of a
neighbouring Federation. That would evidently
require a greater sense of mutual trust than we
witnessed this time.

All FAS needed to do was threaten a strike, and the
ink would have flowed; meanwhile the nurses' strike
in Alberta was barely mentioned. Since the conflict is
over, who has eard of Brunet? Complacently, the
media reported, with no critical sense, the various
comparisons used to devalue our struggle: with
Ontario or the private sector. At FNEEQ, we are
obviously familiar with Rodolphe Morissette of the
Devoir, when he managed to confuse the votes, the
trends and the CEGEPs to better prove his point. With
very few exceptions, the media followed, all during
our struggle, the government line. The few criticisms
that did emerge concerned the deputies' indexation
increases or the excesses of Bill 111. Almost all the
media evaluated the government's policies as realistic, even courageous, though at times somewhat
brutal. Almost none of the media saw the reorientation of the PQ. They only began to question
themselves when the polls indicated the fall of
péquiste popularity.

Another arena for solidarity, which was barely
exploited in these last negotiations, is the
conseil central. Theoretically, this body is
responsible for the campaigns and slogans; it
should serve as a link between the interests of
the public and private sectors. This time around,
again, it had difficulty accomplishing its tasks;
why? Two things at once; either it is Utopian to
believe that such a vast role should be its
responsibility, or circumstance prevent it from
functioning. We don't have the answer."

One could speculate on why the press conformed
so much to the PQ line: political sympathy, lack of
editorial resources, the omnipresence of government
hacks, the imbalance between union coverage and
"political " coverage... We can conclude, however,
that the harassment we received from the press was
quite significant in reinforcing the government's
propaganda programme.

C) INFORMATION: A PROBLEM

Confronted by this tidal wave of the media, our
members demanded that we respond. Unfortunately,
the campaign, "At Work For You"", was too little too
late. It was difficult in a few weeks to combat the
effects of two years of propaganda. In addition, it was
extremely difficult for to get press coverage (press
conferences, articles, communiqués), while the same
IS quite easy for a minister. In terms of paid publicity,
that's an expensive weapon, whose credibility is
questionable (it's propaganda) and which is far less
effective than a regular presence in the news. (In the
regions, the situation was quite different). As well, we
didn't know how to really play all our trump cards, like
the women's issues. Finally, in theautumn of 1982, we
were incapable of responding either to the attacks of
our members or to the campaign of the government.
This seems to us to be an important problem, one
which still haunts us this year; if we wait until 1985 to
solve It, it will be too late. As of this year, we should
explore ways of staying in contact with the population at-large. And we should look more closely at
the idea of a union commettee to survey information.

In terms of information, our problem was communication with the population at-large. Internally,
communication was, on the whole, satisfactory. The
weekly "Info-Négo" bulletin provided rapid, regular
information to our members and seems to have
been appreciated. The same is true in terms of the
other documents published by FNEEQ or by the
CCNSP. Information was abundant, even if it failed to
disguise the disarray of the Common Front or to carry
on the struggle on its own. The most severe problem
was at the level of communications with the media. In
March of 1982, the journalist Normand Girard
revealed a veritable media-manipulation plan of the
PQ government. Looking back, the least we can say is
that the different media responded complacently to
that manipulation. In fact the manipulation took on
such proportions that it would provide a classical
opportunity for a thesis in sociology. The clearest
example was the strike by the CTCUM employees in
January '82. An hysterical crisis seized the media.
The headlines glared: "Barbarism!"; "the millions of
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which would be responsible for studying the percentage of coverage alloted to unions, to then represent
us where necessary in the media so that our
arguments are clearly presented. This type of information committee has been experimented with in the
United States and has met with a certain success.

"The atelier sectonel of November 20th voted
to apply the strike mandate before December
2nd; we all knew, without really saying so, that
the CEQ teachers would not be going out with
us, and that only FAS was still talking walkout.
The same atelier rejected the settlement
package presented a few days earlier by the
employer; this was not difficult, since its contents were absolutely disastrous. This package
had, by the way, "fallen on the heads" of the
union negotiating committee and paid no heed
whatsoever to the painstaking exchanges that
had gone on at the negotiating table, even
though they had only covered minor points. The
package was obviously written quite a while
before, and by people far than the employer's
representatives we knew."
The governement "offers" were no more unisex than
the economic crisis. None of the women's demands
were met. On the contrary, they would be the one to
pay for the government's offers, especially in terms of
workload and job security.
"Then comes Bill 105, just after the
Common Front decides not to undertake a
strike before January. It is December
9th..." (Bilan of the strategy committee,
pp. 22, 23, 24)

D) THE NON-NEGOTIATIONS OF THE
FALL. THE GOVERNMENT TABLES ITS
OFFERS IN SEPTEMBER
"The Common Front wasn't ready and the
sectoral tables began to work, in a dispersed
way, while the Common Front was unable to
come up with a salary policy. As for FNEEQ,
there was only one sectoral table, the CEGEPs;
the private colleges had to settle for local tables
and the universities were not yet ready. On the
other hand, FEC-CEQ were negotiating in a
cartel with us. Setting up the cartel was not done
without some difficulty, and the common table
functioned with frequent painstaking meetings;
retrospectively, we are led to believe that much
of the friction could have been avoided if the two
federations could have agreed before hand on
the level of demands, the style of negotiations,
and the pressure tactics.
More than twenty negotiation meetings took
place, first of all in the cartel, then in FNEEQ
alone. Between September and December, we
were able to explain our proposal to perfectly
polite gentlemen who turned out to be tight
fisted compromisers; the spokesperson of the
employer kept saying he had no mandate, that
at a given moment nothing depended any
longer on the table he was directing etc. We
were even able to settle and initial some of the
minor dossier; we all knew that it was that, or
nothing. The decree was in the air long before
December and time was short.
"At this time, the "41" met almost constantly.
They wondered if they would recommend a
strike for the fall, finally deciding in the affirmative. They held off on debating priorities. They
sparingly granted a certain latitude to their
representatives on the minor dossiers; they
realized, on the 19th of November, that the strike
mandates were weak. At the same time, they
authorized their representatives to negotiate in
a reduced committee, knowing full well that the
entire strategy committee itself had accepted to
work this way only when pushed to the wall by
the powerful structures of the CCNSP and of the
governement. A bit later (November 27th), some
latitude is given to the negotiating committee on
the important dossiers: workload, job security,
and adult education; the bottom line remains, at
this moment, a bit above the status quo. In terms
of adult education, the demand for integration
remains intact almost until the end. At no
moment, did the "41" authorize their representatives to take on exploration, they evidently
feared (this fear would never leave them) that
their elected representatives would accept
compromises and recommend, like in 1979, an
agreement in pnnciple without a precise mandate.

E) THE OPPOSING TENDENCIES IN
THE FALL... AND AFTERWARDS
Unanimity is not a sign of democracy, especially in
a union. If there is unanimity on a question of
importance, it's probably due, in most cases, to a lack
of debate. If we had always been unanimous on
everything, we would had reason to be concerned
about the democratic health of our federation.
However, for several years, that hasn't been the
danger...
The distinctive characteristic of the division within
FNEEQ during this last round was that it was
systematic. The same split occured on almost every
vote, whether on questions of substance or procedure. The meeting rooms were even physically
divided, and this was something that was especially
obvious to those attending meetings for the first time:
from the beginning to the end, delegates sharing the
same analysis of the situation remained together
before, during, and after the meeting.
It IS difficult to try define objectively the two
opposing trends without making a value judgment.
Since a bilan of FNEEQ would be incomplete without
attempting to describe a situation we all experienced
from the beginning to the end of our struggle, we will
try anyway, without pretending to be a disinterested
party.
We are familiar with the oversimplications inherent
in labels and the debates that they can lead to.
Applying the labels "right" and "left", even if they
were used, doesn't represent the reality: many of
those identified with the "right" found themselves
labelled "left" by their assemblies. The terms "majority" and "opposition " are worth little more to the
delegates; the "opposition" was frequently in the
majonty.
It seems more honest to us to designate the two
parties in terms of the principal stands they took
during the conflict. One party believed that, during
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negotiations, the importan thing was "to negotiate";
the other party held that mobilization was more
important, negotiation being one of the means of
achieving our demands.
This division, which has been practically institutionalized over the past several years, reflects a
similar split at the CSN.

F) THE CAUCUSES
The representatives of the different tendencies got
together in what were called "caucuses". Of these
caucuses, the one of "the left" was named in both
Munn's bilan and in the Message of the CSN
executive of June '83 as one of the causes of the crisis
and of the divisions within our Central. Another
accusation was that the existence of these caucuses
prevented real debates from happening on the floor.
For those who were involved, the opposite was the
case: the "left " caucus existed due to a lack of trust.
And this problem, we have already noted, was the
very same one posed in 1979 when the FNEEQ
executive tried to push through an agreement in
principle. At that time, a more or less regular dialogue
got going among several locals. We saw, as a result,
how the divisions became crystalized and the lack of
trust persisted (the structural reforms, PREC in
1980...). The catastrophic situation of September
1982 led to there establishment of a left caucus
focussing on mobilization.

The "negotiators" allied themselves with those at
the CSN who believed that it would be more effective
for our members to force the PQ to apply its
programme than to oppose ourselves to the government with a general social project as was the case
under Bourassa. Rather than being in open opposition, it was better to propose amendments; this would
be more positive, and public opinion would be more
favourable. This tendancy, generally in agreement
with the analyses of Gilbert and Munn, was fairly
close to the policies of the executives of the CSN
since 1976 (Rodrigue and Corriveau). At FNEEQ, this
wing supported Francine Lalonde from 1979 to 1981
and Gauthier from 1981 to 1983. Forming a majority
in 1979, it became a minority in 1983. As we noted in
Gilbert's thesis, this group felt that circumstances
made mobilization difficult and concessions inevitable. Their syndical task consisted of evaluating the
average opinion of their general assemblies and
proposing to FNEEQ objectives and strategies close
to this opinion. In this way, the union didn't lose touch
with its members and didn't divide general assemblies. 'Realistic" objectives would have credibility
with their members, would easily take hold and would
place us in a favourable public light, which would
pressure the government to negotiate in good faith.
The "mobilizers", on the other hand, were part of
the CSN tendency which felt that we were mistaken,
after 1976, to have maintained our favourable prejudice for the P.O. According to this trend, a combative
unionism should have continued, after 1976, to
provide a perspective for all workers. Referred to as
"socialists" or "leftists", even by the executive of the
CSN, these militants refused the PQ's gradual
takeover of the union movement from 1976 to 1980.

The same causes produce the same effect: a similar
caucus existed in FAS and was also targeted by
Munn and the "Message to the militants".
These caucuses were taken to task not so much for
the positions they were defending as for the very
principle of their existence, since, being in the
"opposition ", they developed a climate of mistrust
and lack of unity.
What was the purpose of these groups?
By consulting with delegates from unions sharing
the same global analysis, they were able to exchange
and obtain information and understand more easily
the context and the strategies of the opposing trends.
Such discussions allowed for a clearer understanding of where unions stood respectively, and
gave a notion of possible points of consensus.
Whether we call such discussions "caucuses " or "
social exchanges", is only matter of semantics.
Furthermore, it seems to us that one of the
conditions that makes for a more democratic debate
on controversial issues is that the opposing analyses
be articulated as clearly as possible. Such articulation requires certain preparation and, therefore,
certain consultation. It seems anti-democratic to us
that such preparatory consultation. It seems antidemocratic to us that such preparatory consultation
be the exclusive privilege of our traditional structures
or of a signel point of view. It would also have been
counter-productive is such consultation replaced
debate on the floor, but such was not the case.
Were the "caucuses" an obstacle to unity?
Here-as-well, it would be simplistic to list those
who registered their dissidence with majority decision. Even the president of FNEEQ declared his
dissidence at times. It is important as well to
distinguish between theoretical unity and practical
unity. This reproach — having been an obstacle to
unity — underlies Munn's entire bilan. This is
paradoxical: since December 1981, the general
position proposed by Munn, as well as important
recommendations, were rejected by our members.
Munn failed to draw any conclusions from those
votes. On the contrary, and his own bilan confirms
this, the upper echelons maintained the same persective, in the minority, from the beginning to the end.
They were the ones who failed to rally. What'se our

At FNEEQ, the militants as we have seen, were in a
process of getting together as a result of the way in
which the executive had tried to impose an agreement in principle in November 1979. They believed
that this government, like any other, was acting in the
interests of those it wished to represent. From this
point of view, it was naive to believe in negotiations
"in good faith", each party giving up only what it is no
longer able to preserve. What was important was to
convince to government of the determination of our
members and to be able to prove it. For these
militants, mobilization was an absolute prerequisite.
Mobilization did not consist exclusively of "strike
mandates to be exercised at the right moment." It also
depended on how deeply entrenched our demands
were, the support of other workers, and the determination of our members. Negotiations are a consequence of effective mobilization.
The militants of this group felt that their job, as
Gérald Larose has said, was to be slightly ahead of
their general assemblies, without being out of touch.
Their ask was to propose to their members what they
felt to be just and necessary and not what seemed
easiest; the votes would be decisive.
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overall crisis facing different leftist groups, be they
the Mouvement socialiste and the Regroupement
pour le socialisme, having problems getting off the
ground, or the PCO and En lutte which were about to
disband. The crisis faced by these movements at the
outset of the Common Front were part of the entire
process of challenging structures, kinds of militant
action, political aims to be achieved, the role of
feminism...

crisis of confidence; that's, in great part, the crisis in
the CSN today.
If one criticism can be made of the role played by
the caucuses, it is that the so-called "right-wing"
caucus contented itself with faithfully going along
with the union decision-making bodies' decisions. As
for the "left-wing", it was unable to arrive at a general
analysis different in nature from Gilbert's so as to
propose an alternative strategy. This is linked to the
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V —THE WINTER STRATEGY: THE STRIKE,
DEFIANCE OF THE LAW, "TRUCE "
We could foresee a difficult winter because the
implacability of the decrees in Law 105 confirmed
once again the government's determination to recuperate not only on salaries but on working conditions
(normatif) as well. It was a question of money, but it
was also a preparation for the installation of the
"counter-reforms": we can see that today in terms of
the project of Law 40 on the restructuring of the
school commissions, the project of regulations for
collégial studies (PREC), the restructuring of social
services, etc.

the fall and the growing climate of "improbability"
surrounding this strike (for example, Levesque's
meeting with the three union heads in mid-January
with the attendant offers of "paritaire" committee's on
salary and other issues, the Confederal Council on
the 11th and 12th of January which only payed lip
service to supporting the public sector's struggle, the
idea of mediation in the air...). It was urgent that one
group start the strike!
At the beginning, 38 of our 41 unions went out.
Thirty-six would stay out at least until Law 111,
representing therefore 89% of our members. That
was therefore one of the greatest experiences of
solidanty in the history of FNEEQ: three weeks of
"illegal" strike against the decrees. At stake were
working conditions and jobs, but also the very
defense of the CEGEP, this important gain from the
Quiet Revolution. Each of us felt this strike in her/his
body and in her/his heart, as exemplified by this open
letter from a female teacher at Montmorency:

Our members understood: they were fighting for
their working conditions and the job of each one of
them but also to defend the gains of the Quiet
Revolution (that was the sense of the FNEEQ
information campaign in January). This is why the
strike mandates were so strong, nearly 85%, with a
very high level of participation. The same situation
existed among other groups of teachers. The social
affairs unions which were disoriented by the cancellation of the fall strike, while they were the major
supporters of the fall strategy, won but only by weak
votes. As far as workers in support staff unions CSN
are concerned they didn't obtain a mandate for either
the fall or winter.
The Orientation Council of January 9, 1983, at the
Plateau Hall, announced the strike by installments.
The atmosphere at this meeting was warmer than it
had been at Place des Arts on October 11, 1982, but
ehere were still many ambiguities. The union members in the CSN were very sensitive to the thinness of
the support from their central. Clear public statements were rare. This is why all the meetings at the
summit (eg. the mid-January meeting with Levesque,
where he proposed his "paritaire " committees and
rejected a moratorium on job loss in the public
sector) elicited distrust as well as anger. The theory
according to which "negotiation meetings are the
prime moment for mobilisation " (1 ), was unhappily in
danger of proving itself... These summit meetings
were mobilising some of our members against the
CSN executive.
Even if the situation were extremely difficult, how
could the leaderhsip of our central not have understood, even from the point of view of saving the
structures, that the worst choice would have been not
to fight.

"I felt guilty: I am aware that this feeling had
been fabricated by the governmental machine
in order to make all our demands seem ridiculous. Guilty for working and guilty for striking,
guilty fo striking because I would lose my job as
of June 1983, guilty of being too old and at the
same time too young, guilty for wanting to teach
and for having loved my work.
So it was, my growing guilt found its response
in stomach aches and nausea and consequently, I was incapable of working or thinking of
anything other than my survival. I wanted to live
and not die as a result of the strike, not to die in
the strike.
Long sleepless hours, the night, without
sleep, without eating, these day hours, outside,
fear stuck like glue, sudden desires to cry, for no
reason for all the reasons in the world, circles
which appeared under the eyes, lips which dried
ans cracked, hands and feet were frozen: cold,
right down to your bones, that is a day of
picketing.
Sure we laughed anyway, we read, we played
scrabble, but these were often expressions of
anxiety. Sure we speak to colleages, we meet,
we debate in order to feel surrounded by allies
and friends...
Then there were the two days, the Thursday
and the Friday. Hidden behind scarves and hats,
we had to see our scab colleages who were not
sufficiently democratic to respect the assembly's decisions. Among then, there were those
who had been in the parking lot every morning,
every day of the stnke. They crossed picket lines
and claimed their salaries for themselves. These
teachers even telephoned their students and

A) THE STRIKE

The strike by installments started with CEGEP
teachers on January 26. Had we waited a bit longer
we might not have gone, especially after the last
minute announcement by the CEO that on the 27th
they would stage a half day "working strike " in order
to amass a strike fund. Another delay in the use of our
strike mandate would not have been well accepted by
our members, especially after the postponment from
( 1 ) Message aux militantes

et

militants.
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threatened them and they called us the fascists.
For others, Law 111, a "billy club" law had
terrorized them. They were afraid. And fear can
kill.

the loss of senionty, the withdrawal of the right to
strike, firing on the sport, the suspension of the Rand
formula, etc.
The question of defiance was posed.
"This decision was difficult to make as much
in the strategy committee as in the "41". As
militants we knew we hardly had a choice: if we
had returned to work, that would have been
admitting and proving that the government had
been right: we were afraid of the repercussions
of such a gesture on future negotiations. On the
other hand, we knew that some unions would
have trouble staying on strike, that there would
be more and more membres who would want to
return to work by force if needed, that the
militants could even be fired, etc. (...) Finally, the
"41' and the strategy committee recommended
by non equivocal majorities the resistance of
this law and the CEQ did the same."
(Bilan of the Strategy Committee)
26 general assemblies and 63% of the members
voted to defy the law with a 58% participation rate in
the vote.

All that I know, and it is not a learned
knowledge but a lived understanding of the
events: I payed with my health, with my
emotions, I saw my best friends cry and I cried
with them, but my understanding of the events
lets me know that for once I was not alone".
Unhappily, the strike, by installments, never went
beyond those of the teachers. January 30th, the day
after the largest demonstration m Quebec (50,000
(people) since Bill 63, FAS went back in after an
agreement in principle reached during the night.
There had been an agreement for the nurses of RIIQ
on the 29th, it was just a matter of time before the
samething occured with the nurses of SPIIQ; some
strike mandates seemed difficult to exercise and
many unions were g r a p p l i n g with repression.
However, the Federal Council of FAS did not accept
this agreement. FAS would nevertheless be incapable of going back out on strike. The teachers
(FNEEQ, CEQ) were therefore alone with the Government Professionals Union (SPGQ). At least, the
media couldn't drag out their grand headlines on the
"barbarian" strike in the hospitals.

"It became clear that such a vote, considering
the circumstance, showed a great deal of
courage and determination. Was there a possibility of an eventual truce by the CEQ? That
evening, no one at FNEEQ really believe that: for
FNEEQ, the defiance of the law should have
lasted as long as it was necessary, if not, it would
lose its sense.

In terms of the organization and coordination of
this strike, local unions found fault with the Federation. We were not prepared enough to be alone on
strike, but the action structures of the CCNSP had
nonethless furnished good support, even if it wasn't
equal in all regions. Two demonstrations, in Montréal
and Québec City on the 9th of February were
successful as was the meeting at Plateau Hall in
M o n t r é a l on February 16th, w h e r e D o n a t i e n
Corriveau recommended to us, in the name of the
CSN executive, to defy Law 111 : finally!, a gesture of
our central, but this could not erase the memory of its
absence since the beginning.

The "41", convened at midnight the same
evening, would decide to exercise the mandate
to defy the law. But it would take the whole night
to settle the question because, at the beginning,
the attitudes were diverse. Some of them
showed their discouragement in the face of the
high number of dissidents at their schools;
others found a mandate of 55 or 60% very weak,
sometimes they were voted with an assortment
of conditions; others were revolted in face of the
pessimism, read fear, which coloured certain
statements; that which was worse, was that
some even though they held mandates, pretended not to be able to exercise them. The
climate of insecurity reached its peak, when we
found out that more than a third of the
assemblies would be held at 7.00 a.m. the next
morning. Finally, the president's attitude which
was to say the least hesitant, brought no positive
contribution to the general situation...

In its bilan, the status of women committee
(condition féminine) indicates how here, once again,
the women's issues would come out badly. It was
however not because of a lack of mobilisation among
the women themselves, because in some unions they
constituted the foundation of the mobilisation. Some
propositions were lost or forgotten, such as the
dedication of Wednesday as Women's Day, they
suffered from the defect of being formulated by a
women's session rather than by the action committee
and they therefore were received like a hair in the
soup.

We must once and for all, recall that the
double majority rule exists and that it means
something: once we have obtained this mandate, we must exercise it, otherwise, it signifies
nothing. Happily, once we had done a first
roundtable of the local unions positions, the
dynamics of the meeting changed, the strategy
committee, which met again to reevaluate the
situation, maintained its recommendation. The
debate in '41 " began again and, finally, almost
all were determined to go ahead. Let us admit
that the circumstances were grave, to which we
can add the late hour of the meeting could
explain the initial indecision; as well, many of
the delegates had come directly from long,
difficult and highly charged general assemblies.
This was not the first time, nor will it be the last.

During this strike, contacts with the CEQ were
difficult to establish: when one has the strength of
numbers... However, a better collaboration within the
whole education sector, as much on the national level
as in the regions, would have reinforced us.

B) DEFIANCE OF LAW 111
It was the 14th of February when, after we had
rejected a ridiculous reorganization of the decree, we
learned that the government had convened the
National Assembly in order to adopt a return to work
law which would remain in effect to the end of 1985.
Never in Quebec, had one been attacked to such a
degree in terms of democratic and syndicat rights.
We can mention the suspension of certain articles of
the Human Rights Charter, the presumption of guilt,
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where important decisions are made under
such auspices." (Ibid.)
The two days of defiance of this law were days
which our members lived intensely. Several of the
assemblies retook their vote each morning or
evening. Many rumors circulated, the situation
evolved from hour to hour and the next day seemed a
long way off. With some distance now, it is clear that
one of the important elements of these two days had
been the tendency to rally on the part of some of the
local unions (25 unions were out the first day and 29
the second day) because, usually the opposite
situation occurs. As had often happened throughout
the Common Front of 1982-1983, the base (membership) showed Itself to be very determined.
During those two days, the government showed
signs of hesitation: one day it insisted that it would
not tolerate the defiance and the next day it estimated
that this defiance wasn't so bad. This was because
Law 111 was not supported by public opinion. With
some distance now, one can say that the public was
shocked by the excesses of this law and for the first
time, our struggle had their support. A strike is never
popular, especially after three weeks, but, if we can
believe the open line programs or In that which we
hears around us, we can say that this two day
defiance of so repressive a law gained us the respect
of "public opinion".
Having forced the PQ to pass such a law and having
been capable of defying it, in our opinion, represents
an important political victory for our Federation and a
possibly costly defeat for the PQ. During these two
days, the struggle was a political struggle.
That which was at risk, was the very conception of
democratic principles which the PQ had disavowed:
human rights, right to free unions, right to the
presumption of innocence... If, afterwards, this
struggle didn't pay off, on the other hand the PQ
hasn't finished paying the political price and the
union movement can, if it wishes, find in this a new
impetus.

centrale (CEQ). This had repercussions right to
the end. From that moment on, each group took
decisions within its own structures, in function
of its own interests and mandates. Because of
its numerical weight, the CECS played the
preponderant role and thus imposed its position
on the other groups.
At the time of the truce, the members of FEC
and FNEEQ were really unhappy because they
didn't know where this truce might lead. The
truce of the teachers (CECS) is really treated as
a negative way of ending the strike. Perhaps
there was no other choice?"
— One more, FNEEQ aligns itself with the CEQ.
Could we have made another choice? We weren't
sure of having a majority of our own unions out on
Monday morning and, if we did, we felt like a very
small group in FNEEQ all alone especially in the
absence of tangible support from the CSN.
The CSN had convened a Special Conseil Confédéral for the 20th of February. The truce had been
voted the 19th... The Council had adopted an "action
plan" against Law 111 based essentially on a tour of
the member unions of whom one would ask a
signature on a petition and a contribution to a
defense fund against Law 111.
To be very clear, it would have been difficult for the
CSN to have adopted a combative attitude. Its
demobilisation in the face of the PQ had already
lasted too long for it to be possible to reverse the
movement in so little time, especially with the same
leadership. The Etats généraux of March 13 marked
the "elegant" end point of our struggle. The CEQ
"prolonged" the truce, we would do the same.

D) TOWARDS CONCILIATION

The adoption of law 111 and the unforeseen
combativity of the teachers represented a political
defeat for the government. Sensing the wind turning,
the government accepted the idea of convening a
Parlimentary Commission (the 2, 3 and 4 of March)
then, following that, it named a conciliator.
"Then came the Parlimentary Commission on
education. The government, by offering it in
exchange for a return to work, saved its public
image which had begun to lose its luster; the
CEQ, by accepting it, tried to mask the true
nature of the truce. As far as we were concerned, there remained nothing for us to do but
to be there as well. We did not hope to get much
from being there, but some of our members,
wouldn't have understood if we had not
appeared before this tribunal (...). We prepared
our presentation well, we presented it well. At
the bottom line, we are "offered", as are others,
conciliation which we ended up accepting."
(Bilan of the Strategy Committee)
But between the Parlimentary Commission and the
conciliation, the "41 " (battle fatigue?) gave an "open"
mandate of exploration around the status quo,
between "technicians". We were going to put the
virtues of negotiation to a test. The result of this test
was the recommendation by the strategy committee
of a partial agreement on the department. The
turbulent debate in '41" on this question was
"settled" by a tie vote: 18, 18. It was the atelier
sectoriel which would decide to reject. We refused to

C) THE TRUCE

It is difficult to predict what might have happened
the next Monday. Would the government have
announced on Sunday night that they were going to
apply the clauses, which cut seniority the next day
and would it have called elections or a referendum if
the defiance were prolonged as the rumor would
have it? How many unions would have been able to
hold on that Monday? What support would we have
had from the union movement? We will never know
because the CEQ would announce the truce on
Saturday and we would rally quickly. The way in
which we decided toenterthis truce makesevidentall
of the weaknesses.
— A rumour circulates: the CEQ hierarchy first
denies it.
— To the surprise of the intermediate structures of
the CEQ: that which had been a rumor is presented
to them as an inevitable decision. The General
Council of the CEQ, in its bilan, makes the
following analysis of the means by which this truce
was decided:
"At the point when the CECS, FEC and
FNEEQ were the ones still on strike, there were
problems of coordination in the interior of the
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embark in a strategy of "saving the furniture" at any
price. After analysis, the proposed text did not have,
anything near the same meaning as the status quo.
As well, we wanted to have nothing to do with the
boss's blackmail to the effect that we would never see
this "offer" again if we didn't grab it right away.
Anyhow, it did come back: in the conciliator's report.

able to vote against an agreement even if one can't
exercise any means of pressure.
Did we make a mistake in recommending the strike
at this point? Many say yes. But we made this error
collectively, because the strategy committee only
made its recommendation after the "tour de table" at
the atelier sectorial and on the basis of that "tour de
table". Many of the conditions were "favorable"
(school term m danger, favorable balance of powers
on the legal plan with the Girouard and Dutil
judgements, the government's loss of support) — but
our members were worn out and Law 111 stayed in
force after all. However, at the atelier sectonal, we
said that we had to go, even if the chances were thin,
and demand the opinion of our members.

Let us make a parenthesis here in order to briefly
discuss the idea of negotiation. In effect, this idea was
present all the time in the "41" 's debates and it
c r e a t e d t e m p e s t u o u s d i s c u s s i o n s . S o m e even
labelled the other point of view as that of the "nonnegotiation ". Common sense interprets negotiation
as the making of compromises on each side.
However, in this round, the government demanded
that we first accept an increase in "productivity " of at
least 10 to 13% before speaking about the big
"dossiers". In this context, the negotiate meant
automatically that the concessions would only come
from one side: ours. In addition, we have already
noted the lack of confidence which resulted from the
agreement in principle of 1979. That is why it was
always with great reticence and in a very limited
fashion that the "41 " gave its mandates first for
negotiation, then for exploration either to the negociating committee or to the restrained (smaller)
committee.
The conciliation exercise would last two weeks. We
were not able, despite our attemps, to discuss
subjects relative to the status of women, because the
mandate of this speical conciliation only dealt with
workload, job security, adult education and the
departments. We must mention that it was during the
conciliation that the first judgment (Girouard) came
out declaring law 105 unconstitutional, this as a result
of the legal defense initiated by the members of the
John Abbott College Faculty Association. This
judgement, followed rapidly by the Dutil judgment,
with the same conclusion, was an important mobilizing element, encouraging our members to not give
up even if the truce were prolonged.

Another error had been to not organize the vote for
the same day. This vote was spread out over a nine
day period. It is clear that the first votes influenced the
others, above all because Le Devoir did not fail to
publish them. This is the epoch in which Rodolphe
Morissette "gratified" FNEEQ with some articles in
which journalistic rigor and the collection of information from the mandated persons did not seem to
be preoccupations of the author.

E) TO SIGN OR NOT TO SIGN...
Despite the failure of the strike vote, the "41 "
initially recommended the rejection of the conciliator's report and the voting of a plan for resistance of
the decrees. But, in the week which followed, with
the CEQ signing, some assemblies reconsidered
their vote; the movement amplified. In the local
unions, the debates were heart-rending; pressures
were applied because the situation of certain individuals was directly linked to the signing of the
conciliator's report: eg. the acquisition of "permanence" for those who had three years of seniority on a
"charge " and who would have a 'poste ", the MED's
salary at 80% instead of 50% in 1983-1984 and 19841985, MEDs "movable"" only for an annual "charge ",
etc.: and, after all, these gams, as minimal as they
were, were the result of our struggle and represented
much for the individuals implicated. Equally, there
were no further perspectives neither for action nor for
an alternative. This is why, the atelier sectorial, on the
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n of the s t r a t e g y c o m m i t t e e ,
recommended the signing of the conciliator s report
under certain conditions. The assemblies followed,
but not all: twelve unions stayed at their initial
position. For them, even if the conciliator"s report
came from a third party and even if it was indicated
that this signature would in no way signify the
acceptance of the decree, an agreement would
remain an agreement. This would be treason to the
struggle we had made. In addition, for the unions
implicated in the legal contestation of laws 70 and
105, this would risk putting this legal strategy m
jeopardy, even if it was only the Federation which
signed and not the local unions. The debate is not
over. The signing was finally done at the beginning of
June after a long and painful process in the "41" on
the writing of the texts, the negotiation of sick days
and the interpretation of the conditions which had
been placed on acceptance.

Nevertheless, this conciliation would end with a
report in which the conciliator said that this was all he
could get.
"It was little, very little, but it had required a
month of strike to get it. Nevertheless, having
studied the conciliator's report, the strategy
committee recommended its rejection; it asks at
the same time for the research of a strike vote,
after the evaluation made by delegates at a "tour
de table" in the atelier sectorial. However, the
two votes were not linked, which meant that the
members could reject both the report and the
strike. The atelier sectoriel amends the resolution by making it even more categoric. The
ensemble of the delegates hold on to the idea of
going to the bitter end. Finally, only three
assemblies give a as predicted, the conciliator's
report."
(Strategy committee bilan)
We continue to maintain that the votes should have
been linked in the presentation of the situation made
to the general assemblies, but not in the wording of
the propositions. It is a democratic principle to be
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VI —THE FEMALE DIMENSION OR
THE HIDDEN SIDE OF THE
MOON
B) THE WOMEN'S STRUGGLE AT FNEEQ,
BEFORE AUTUMN 1982

It is important to touch the "malaise" which one feels
all through the reading of this bilan and which
concerns the place of women in this struggle. Not
that they are absent but that they don't appear very
clearly. It is not a question of doing a women's bilan
— this has already been done by them — but of
seeing the questions which women have raised
within the Federation.

Saying that women represent 32% of the workforce
hides a darker reality: these jobs are concentrated in
ghettos (40%); as well, their recent arrival (at the
collégial level) means that women have less seniority
than men m a job secunty system based on seniority,
another peculiarity of women's place in FNEEQ: they
have always been strongly represented m the structures, contrary to what usually occurs m the other
Federations and other centrals. The first important
sensibilisation of FNEEQ about the form of repression which is specific to women happened at the time
of the 1979 negotiations when our demands for
maternity leaves were about the only ones to obtain
results.

A) SITUATION OF WOMEN IN THE
CEGEPS BEFORE THE NEGOTIATIONS
A document deposited at the Federal Council of
June 1982 analysed this situation (pp. 7, 8).
"Even though women occupy the majority of
the teaching jobs on the primary and secondary
levels (60%), they are underrepresented on the
level of public college teaching (33,2% in 19791980). Nothing has really been tried either to
introduce them in greater numbers (there were
31,5% in 1976-1977 therefore a progression of
1,7% in three years).

On the other hand, even if status of women
committees had already existed for quite a while in
several local unions, FNEEQ did not establish a
permanent CCF (Comité de condition féminine) until
June 1982. However, by June 1982, our collective
agreement project was practically completed and the
structures were already in place. A woman member
of the negotiating commettee was elected at the
same Federal Council, however she had to replace
another person who had already oriented the
dossiers. During the preparation phase, the points
touching women were treated as isolated issues. The
principle demands dealt with daycare (13,000
places), with the recognition that sexual harassment
was a form of discrimination, with obtaining the right
to a certain control over technological innovations
and the preparation of positive action measures.
Positive action was a new type of measure which
should have permitted, with certain conditions, a
priority for hiring female candidates; and, in terms of
lay-offs, at equal seniority, we were asking that
women be favorized.

The majority of them were ghettoized in the
disciplines traditionally called feminine (secretarial, nursing, social welfare, social sciences
and arts and letters) and were practically absent
from the "hard" sciences and the professional
sectors traditionally reserved for men.
Their presence in the structures is not proportional to their percentage of the membership.
Are they given the concrete means to be heard?
We have to ask. We note that the majority of
women teachers have lower levels of scolarity
than the men. In September 1981, more than
half of them were situated in echelons 16 and 17;
whereas the majority of men were found in
echelons 18, 19 and 19 plus. Women's experience and seniority are equally weaker than
those of the men.

C) FROM A DOSSIER TO A STRUGGLE
Once we got the boss's offers and under the
impetus of the CCF, that which we had believed to be
a "dossier" became a "struggle", with their specific
demands too often scorned, women had no other
choice than to conduct their own struggle with their
own objectives. This would lead them to question the
status of the feminine condition committee in the
syndical organigram, as well as to question their
methods of struggle and their objectives. At FNEEQ,
the feminine condition committee was a new
committee whose place had not been foreseen as
such m the negotiation and action structures. What
were the relations between the committee and the
structures?
What were the relations like for the "négociatrice"?
What was her place in the strategy and negotiation
committees? What was her connection with the
women's committees? "It's the life of a ping-pong
ball" she would say to herself. What relations should

The criteria for calculating the salary scales
which are based on scolarity and experience are
among the factors which account for the
disparity in salaries between men and women,
that is $2,160. Another factor resides in the fact
that another category of women teachers,
between 40 and 50 years old, returned to the
paid workforce after having left for unpaid
maternity leaves. They were often reintegrated
as part-timers with a loss of seniority, and
therefore of salary.
Women make up 32% of the workers in
FNEEQ, but they are 55,5% of the "mises en
disponibilité" MEDs.
(Summary Study of the Status of women in
FNEEQ, Conseil fédéral, June 1982).
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reopening to question of the type of unionism
practiced, with its structures, its methods and its
objectives will be one the rare positive results left by
this Common Front, 1982-1983. This debate has only
begun.
The place which the women's struggle occupied
during the winter of 1982-1983 would, we have
written above, pose important questions for the
Federation. Some of these questions were already
being asked m one form or another. Others were new
questions. We do not have the intention of replying to
them in the course of this bilan, but rather to recall
how they were posed for the Federation last winter.

the committee maintain with the executive, the
Bureau fédéral and the action committee? For
example, at the "41", the representatives of the
committee had to pass through the intermediary of a
delegation in order to make motions, they weren't
even officially convened. It was necessary for them to
fight on all fronts in order to bring the women's
question to the forefront.
The objectives of this struggle were not just a few
particular points, but global objectives dealing with
the entirety of the working conditions starting from a
particular point of view: women's, because the
analysis had been made that these conditions varied
according to gender. This gap between the struggle
which was called particularly feminine and the
struggle of the ensemble of members was fed, among
other things, by the fear that certain of the female
militants had of a deal: final decisions would go back
to the general assemblies where they were in the
minority, some could even fear that their objectives
would finally just be used as trade-offs... In terms of
union functioning, notably in that which concerns the
hierarchic and vertical structures and the conditions
of militantism, these were being particularly attacked
by the m i l i t a n t e s of the f e m i n i n e c o n d i t i o n
committees. They denounced the patriarchal structures, as much on the governmental as on the
syndical side. These questions remain to be resolved.

The criticisms which dealt with the type of overly
hierarchical, overly centralized functioning, which
left too little place for local initiatives, were not new.
They joined with the criticisms which many militants
expressed in the face of the union's tendancy toward
hiérarchisation. The criticisms dealing with the
conditions of militantism began to multiply.
The questions were already being asked, but the
women's struggle clearly articulated them and gave
them a particular importance. Women dared to say
that which others also thought and dared not say.
This struggle also raised new questions which made
the federation examine itself and continue to do so,
such as the question of a women's network in the
federation, or a questioning about the real degree to
which certain "unisex" demands are of a general
character.
It is in this framework that the feminine condition
committee, in its June bilan, brought up a proposition
for the role of the negociatrice for the future.

In the struggle which would follow during the
winter (strike, defiance of the law, truce...), women
played a particularly important role and would have
tried to go to the very limit, for as long as possible.
They were very active at CAPP, in general assemblies, on picket lines and at demonstrations. The
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VII — THE JUDICIAL QUESTION

More than a year after the struggle of the winter of
1983, that which it is convenient to call "judicial affair"
continues to divide our members. If this affair has
taken on such importance, it is because it was not a
simple question of legal strategy.
At the beginning nevertheless, in theory, everyone
agrees. The struggle on the judicial level, if it occurs
only on that level, ends up only m a deadlock. Courts
only interpret the laws which the government, judge
and country, is free to change as its will. The legal
battle cannot replace the real concrete struggle of
workers, everyone agrees.

"Elsewhere, the CSN manifested concretely
Its support for the initiative of the teachers m the
John Abbott union by taking the engagement to
pay for the costs encountered m the pursuit
aiming to demonstrate the unconstitutionality
of laws 70 and 105. "
However, a week later, the CSN which, meanwhile,
had contacted the other centrals, affirmed that it had
not given its agreement, that there had been a
misunderstanding. The CSN indicated that it would
not use the services of Cutler for political reasons
(which it never gave precisions about) and because it
wished to associate with an intercentral initiative
which would cover all of the members. Thus FNEEQ
decided to pay Cutler's fees ($7,000) for this week of
misunderstanding.

For the CSN, as we have seen, from the beginning
we should have agreed to make concessions; the
longer we waited, the heavier they would be. From
this point of view, it is logical to think that a legal
contestation would not change much. On the contrary, by flashing false hopes in the eys of the
membership, one nsked impeding the members from
making the inevitable concessions.

That IS what accounts for the manner in which we
arrived at the situation, still present, of having two
parallel initiatives, on the union side, m the legal
contestation of laws 70, lOeand 111; on the one hand
that of the three FNEEQ unions (John Abbott with
whom the Vieux-Montréal and Rosemont unions
quickly associated themselves) who chose their own
lawyer and, on the other hand, that of the legal
Common Front joining the legal services of the CSN
SPGQ, PACT and PAPT, m the name of all the union
members who were being prosecuted.

For the majority of FNEEQ militants, this strategy
of legal contestation was important, because it was
only one element of a global strategy of struggle. A
victory on this terrain would legitimate ourstruggle in
some way.
Starting m the Fall 1982, the Teachers' union of
CEGEP Outaouais and the teacher's union of CEGEP
Vieux-Montréal consulted the contentieux of the
CSN on the possibility for this contestation. In
October, the sectorial atelier of the private college
unions raised the same questions.The FNEEQ executive's responses, to this atelier, were of the type "all
legal contestation would be useless for the moment,
because it is premature" and that the chances of
winning were minimal.

It IS not a question here of taking up the debate,
which still goes on, about the different legal strategies and the results to date or those to come in this
aspect of our syndical struggle; a specific bilan of all
of this issue will be needed at another point, later,
vigen the "newness " of this gesture of unions to
combat the government on its own terrain, a government which installs the recourse to laws more and
more solidly in the 'negotiation" process.
It seems important to us, for the moment and in the
spirit of the present bilan of the negotiations, to
regard the causes and effects of the initiative of the
three FNEEQ unions, as well as the conclusions that
one can draw from them.

Certainly, it is evident that it was premature to make
such a technical legal move in the Autumn of 1982,
because Law 70 wasn't yet m force; but it wasn't at all
premature to prepare for such a move and to include
It in the struggle even if, as was clearly said to the
atelier of the private school unions, the chances of
winning were small.

As we have understood above, it was "coherent" on
the part of the CSN, considering its position in our
negotiations to not share the willingness to risk a
battle on the legal plane.

January 1983 came and the beginning of the strike
came on the 26th. The moment had come when laws
70 and 105 were in force. But the ambiguity
surrounding the CSN's legal challenges remained.
The John Abbott College Faculty Association therefore took the initiative to undertake a legal defense
themselves and to hire Maître Cutler to do this work.
This decision was publicized in a press conference
on February 4. The John Abbott Union then asked
FNEEQ to organize a meeting with the CSN contentieux in order to discuss the possibility of their
collaboration with Cutler. After this meeting, it
seemed that the CSN was willing to take up the
initiative of the John Abbott union. That is why the
Info-Négo of February 14th said:

On this aspect, the initiative of the three unions had
the effect of obliging the central to at least clarify its
position: either it recognized the valid grounds and
undertook its own initiatives, that which was done, or
otherwise it would have had to justify its refusal more
clearly.
Not only did the action of the three unions make the
CSN move but it also maintained a dynamic which
continued to push the central's legal initiativesduring
the months which followed.
What can we learn from this episode?
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Firstly, the initiative of the three unions in some
ways broke a strong tradition at the CSN, that of the
distance, almost taboo, between the expert technical
work of the service juridique and the decisional union
structures, these structures easily getting the
impression of not having any grasp of the nevertheless political decisions which are masked by these
"technicalities".

It is clear that the Federation recognizes, as was
already adopted at the Conseil Fédéral in November
1983, that the action undertaken by the three unions,
bringing in the first place a union victory by means of
a judgement in our favor, is important for the defense
or union and civil nghts: but maybe, and the results of
the debate and the events will allow us to conclude, it
is important above all for its mobilising effect on the
members.

The CSN contentieux showed, on this subject, to
what point it was reticent to respond to the repeated
calls of the Federation's structures (the "41" in
particular), to come give an account of their work. Or
when they did come, with what condescendance they
did so, justifying their difficulty explaining themselves with technical arguments.

All of us were able to note the publicity created by
the legal initiatives and the encouraging effects of the
positive verdict of Judge Girouard, in the case of the
three unions.
In addition, it was important for the members, faced
with this avalanche of laws, to make an effort in the
legal dimension of the struggle's strategy; the
experience which we've gotten from this will take on
meaning at the time of the next negotiations.

As well, the three unions, by their tenacity, did
force the structures of the Federation to first get
interested, then to demystify and oversee with more
vigilance an aspect of the struggle which it would
have been tempting, at first glance, to neglect before
even getting to know all the significance.!

it remains, however, that the fact that the three
unions had acted on their own basis, poses a
question, despite the justifying events: must a
Federation pay the price of an expense which its
structures have not authorised, despite the valid
grounds for this expense?

In addition, this episode also showed us the
necessity of debating legal strategies which have a
political significance in structures which are larger
than the executive of the Federation. Being larger, the
debate would gain from the point of view of
democracy and the responsabilities would be be ter
clarified: responsabilities of the executive, the CSN
contentieux and the local unions.

We must take, m the future, the means to assure
that such a situation is never replicated.
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LESSONS TO BE DRAWN

"Unions which were concerned with defending their members were presented as
corporatist organizations run by people who
were thirsty for power and completely insensitive to the miserable state of the economy. A
good union for this point on, is one which
accepts to open up its collective agreement, to
give up acquired rights, one which soft-pedals
its resistance to technological change, one
which finally places the interests of business
and the economy above the interests of its
members". (1)
This quotation encapsulates the whole production
and prologue of the drama played out in the autumn
of 1982 and the winter of 1983. The government knew
what it wanted and the social forces that were
pushing it had been prepared for some time. We were
beaten, we were not ready. Even if, in the context, our
struggle was remarkable, we will have to absorb a
great deal of resentment and bitterness in our unions,
among our members.
We have, throughout this text, looked critically on
what happened in order to better understand the
meaning and to be able to profit from this understanding in the future. To have produced a bilan to tell
ourselves that we failed would have done little good;
the union movement has been hit hard, but it's not the
first time. So we must learn to be better prepared, we
must learn to set up the conditions for real common
action.

demands which will constitute the political project of
the future Common Front, if we hsould decide to form
one.
In fact, in the former Common Fronts, even if not
totally victorious, there existed a certain solidarity.
The demand for the $100 a week, for example, helped
to form solidarity and unity. At a lesser level, the
salary policies of forcer Common Fronts (a reduction of the disparities, decent salaries) were understood and defended.
With this Common Front, we never had a sense that
there were common demands. For some time, for
example, we have heard tell of the reduction of work
week; this demand would affect all of the members of
the Common Front, as well as all workers.
In addition, such an analysis of the economic
circumstances and the project that would emerge
from it cannot be done with our collaboration with the
women who make up two-thirds of the Common
Front. We can no longer "forget" this dimension,
especially in terms of its effect on our major
demands. We must create the conditions that will
ensure that women will feel they have a place in our
structures.

2.—FNEEQ's PLACE IN SUCH
AN ANALYSIS

1.—THE NECESSITY FOR A CONSENSUS
ON THE ANALYSIS OF THE
ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES

Another lesson to learn is that FNEEQ must also
produce its analysis of the overall context before
beginning to prepare negotiation documents; we
should no longer place ourselves in a holding pattern
in relationship to the central. Such an analysis can be
accomplished with the instruments developed by the
CCNSP. In this way, the federation would be betterequipped to judge the analysis made by the central
and would be able to debate that analysis democratically.
This process will also permit the federation to
develop an analysis of its specific situation and of its
place in a larger movement. This is important
inasmuch as the parties forming a larger grouping
should not lose a sense of their own identity. Each
group, each local, must analyze its own level of
mobilization and its specific objectives. In the last
Common Front, at various points, our federation
should have been able to detach itself from some of
the global strategies.

This is without a doubt the first lesson we must
learn: solidarity is established when there are points
in common, and this begins with a common analysis
of the situation.
We began the last round without such an analysis,
and, as a result, without any consensus on our
demands or on our strategies.
For the next time, we must debate the social and
political circumstances at all levels (the central, the
federations, the locals) and demand a complete set of
proposals from our central so that the debate is clear.
Such proposals should be precise enough in terms of
negotiations in the public sector, as well as outlining
the national negotiations proposed by our central.
In 1978, such an analysis of the economic circumstances was produced conjointly with the CEQ and
the FTQ, and led to a common document; "
Impoverishing the Workers; for whom? for what?"
Nothing like this was produced this time. This
procedure seems to us to be very important in
preparing for a common struggle with the other
centrals. We must make every effort in this direction
in order to eventually elaborate our majour common

Our unions represent a majority of the colleges in
the province, and, as a result, when we decide on
action plans, it's an entire system that is effected. We
seem to have forgotten our own strength. Could we
have carried on the struggle on our own? This may
have been an alternatives only we had bothered
examine it beforehand.

(1) Quote Irom "Extrait du rapport de I Exécutif portant sur le bilan
des négociations
1982-1983' by the Syndicat des professeurs du CEGEP de Trois-Riviéres.
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3.—IMPROVING OUR STRUCTURES

establish links with these other groups, as well as
with the Federations of the private sector. The
information plan adopted by the Bureau fédéral in
the fall of '83 is a good step in this direction.
The main target group for teachers is our students.
We see them daily. In each document we prepare,
both at the local level and at the level of the
Federation, we should take them into account. Not
only must we explain our demands do them, but we
should be prepared to debate those demands with
those who are, after all, the clients of the services we
offer. In this way, we may gain their support.

So this IS how we believe a real Common Front can
be established: a Common Front based on common
objectives and analyses where each group finds its
place.
But this IS not all. It is also necessary that the
processus and the structures allow for a democratic
control of decisions. After the defeat we have just
undergone, many of our members are tempted to
conclude that the Common Front and centralized
negotiations are dommed to failure. Local negotiations would be easier to control. Besides, the
government will be approaching us in a short while
on this question, since it has a proposal to modify the
negotiation structures in the public sector: negotiations would become too centralized and too politicized. Within this debate, we have to be able to
distinguish between those difficulties experienced
within our union structures — hence, difficulties we
can rectify — and the very nature of negotiation
structure. This centralized system has allowed for a
balance of power which has led to a reduction of the
inequalities in the overall working conditions of
public sector employees across the province. One
has only to look at how much difficulty the private
sector unions (eg., the private school unions) are
having in attempting to establish a balance of power.
During our debate, we should examine the experience and the assessments of the negotiations of the
unions in this sector.

As well, we must begin discussing, at the level of
the central, an information strategy for the next
round, taking into account those who are served by
the public sector, and defining specific target groups.
Such a strategy should allow space for local and
regional union initiatives. In this context, dynamism
should be stressed.

5.—THE CCNSP
Before coming to an end, we want to discuss the
CCNSP, the committee that coordinates negotiations
in the public sector. We are aware that this is the
structure that channels all of the decisions and the
strategies of the four public sector Federations of the
CSN: FAS, FNEEQ, FESP, FPSCQ. It s necessary to
revise the functioning of the CCNSP, as well as the
role of the coordinator. This person has a great deal
of responsibility, as we noted. We should better
define that role, and the way in which the person is
chosen. Within the CCNSP, we should look for ways
of holding debates between the federations.

In terms of our own union structures, we believe
proposal should primarily concern themselves with a
levelling-out (horizontally) of intercentral structures
at the local, regional and national levels. In this way,
we might better develop solidarity and mutual
understanding amongst our members. In this last
round, there were very few regions where, for
example, FNEEQ unions had meetings with CEQ
unions. Yet we know to what an extent such meetings
are essential for mobilization. In Montréal, for
example, during the strike, action coordinators of
FNEEQ unions met each day to discuss the state of
mobilization, activities to promote, the difficulties
with the police, etc.

6.—OUR AGENDA FOR THE FUTURE
Even if we only just seem to have ended the •82-'83
struggle, the time left to prepare for the next round is
shrinking. For this reason, we propose the following:
MOTION:
That the Conseil of June 1984 establish recommendations to be made to general assemblies
for the organization
of the next round of
negotiations and establish a calendar for consultation.

4—JOINING OUR PARTNERS AND
OUR SUPPORTERS

That a committee be established
these
recommendations.

At any rate, contacts between eventual parties of a
Common Front should not be established once every
three years. We must start now to reestablish (or
establish) dialogue, not so much to anticipate the
decisions we have to make, but to see where we stand
and to stress our support and solidarity through a
mutual awareness of the groups involved.
In this respect, FNEEQ should already be trying to

to

prepare

Such proposals should emerge from the conclusions of this bilan, of course. But other bilans must
also be taken into account, especially those of local
unions, of the comité de la condition des femmes, of
the "41 ", of the strategy committee, of the negotiation
committee, of the support committee, and of the
CCNSP.

29

GENERAL CONCLUSION

In a few weeks, the CSN will hold a crucial
congress. Will out central know how to rediscover the
dynamism it had a few years ago? will it know, in the
current context, how to develop a social project
which responds to the aspirations of our members, is
able to develop common perspectives for our sectorial struggles and capable of stimulating or energizing the militants? Or will the central remain
eternally in tow? Will it know how to reconnect with
its base? Rediscover a democratic functioning in
which our members and more particularly women
can feel at home?

We are aware that this bilan is severe for us and for
our union organizations. But, the struggle was too
intense and the defeat too serious to be explained
away by only the bad functioning of the structures,
the errors of some individuals or by the determination
of a government no different from the others.
In our view, there is a more profound explanation
for this disaster. It lies in the orientation which the
union movement has taken for some years. As a
result of this defeat, we should take another look at
this orientation as soon as possible.
Above all in times of cnsis, above all in Québec, the
union movement must remain one of the most
efficient tools usable to defend and promote the
interests not only of the unionized, but of all workers,
the unemployed and all those abandoned by the
crisis. For all of these people the union movement is
too important for it to become the crutches of a social
democratic government.

For our Federation too the deadlines approach.
Even if all the questions posed for the CSN address
themselves to us as well, we will have many others.
Will we be able to elaborate a philosophy of teaching
adapted to the new needs of the population? In which
servile adaptation to the labour market will not be the
principal objective? Will we be able, very quickly, to
fight so that college teaching not be done by men 80
or 90% of the time with all the consequences that that
would imply? Will we also know how to find a means
of functioning in which our members, and particularly women, can feel at home?

By its very severity, we hope that this bilan will
oblige us to debate deeply our orientations and
practices. In this sense, it will be useful and positive.

If we wish to return to workers the efficient
democratic unions which they need, it seems to us
that we must respond to these questions.

This debate is all the more necessary and urgent
because our movement is being questioned from all
sides. And this as much from within as from without:
as much by the government and the bosses, which is
understandable, as by groups whose support we
should have: the non unionized, the unemployed
young... On the inside, a good portion of our
members are women who no longer recognize
themselves m their movement. The worst possibility
for us would have been to produce a tranquil bilan
which tried to avoid the debate. That would have
been an impossible mission, anyway the reckoning is
too close.

Last year, the exceptional determination of our
members saved us from an even more total disaster.
It is in this determination, manifested during three
weeks of stnke and above all during the defiance of
Law 111, that we can find our hope for the future.
Those who fought so well last year will know how to
restore the fight to the union movement. We have
confidence in them.
For us, the bilan is not a final point. It is a step in the
undertaking which will come to a conclusion at the
orientation council which we will hold next Junes. We
hope all of the unions will make their contribution to
this process.

Next year, other new parts of the decree will be
applied, the governmental Sirens, on the eve of
elections, will try to buy us for a fistfull of dollars, what
will we do?
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ANNEXE
EXTRAIT DU RAPPORT DE L'EXÉCUTIF DU SYNDICAT
DES PROFESSEURS DU CEGEP DE TROIS-RIVIÈRES
La crise que traversent les économies capitalistes
depuis quelques années a été et demeure l'occasion et
le prétexte de ces remises en cause. Dans le sillage
des Thatcher et Reagan, nos dirigeants politiques se
sont mis à s'inquiéter de ce qu'ils appellent l'omniprésence et le poids de l'État. Les dépenses en
matières sociales et éducatives qui étaient jadis
présentées sous l'enseigne du progrès et du développement sont soudainement devenues des charges intolérables et des luxes au-dessus de nos moyens. Les
argents consacrés aux services des citoyens ont été
décrits comme autant de ressources arrachées à
l'économie. Les mauvaises conditions de travail et
l'absence d'organisation syndicale qui étaient vues jadis
comme manifestations de retard économique et social
sont devenues brusquement les conditions idéales pour
accroître la productivité et assurer notre compétitivité.
Les syndicats qui se souciaient de défendre leurs membres ont été présentés comme des organisations corporatistes dirigées par des gens asoiffés de pouvoirs et
complètement insensibles aux misères de l'économie et
des contribuables. Le bon syndicat dorénavant c'est
celui qui accepte de rouvrir des conventions collectives, de céder des droits acquis, celui qui met la pédale
douce pour résister aux changements technologiques,
bref celui qui met au-dessus des intérêts de ses membres, les intérêts de l'entreprise et de l'économie.

la F.T.Q. et la C.S.N. comptent une forte proportion de
membres dans le secteur privé, l'essentiel des énergies
étaient consacrées à résister et combattre les effets
désastreux de la crise sur les syndiquè(e)s de ce
secteur. Mais le gouvernement était pour sa part bien
davantage soucieux de profiter de l'occasion pour mettre au pas ses employé-e-s. On l'a bien vuà l'occasion
du sommet économique d'avril 82, où le gouvernement
s'est attaché bien davantage à dresser un tableau
apocalyptique des finances publiques et à pointer un
doigt accusateur vers nous qu'à rechercher des solutions aux fermetures d'usines et au chômage. Il faisait
d'une pierre quatre coups: il reportait les problèmes des
finances publiques sur notre dos, justifiait ses coupures
de services à la population, excusait son inaction face
aux problèmes sociaux engendrés par la crise et
préparait son coup de force contre nos conditions de
salaire et de travail. Dès le moment où, par le biais des
lois 68 et 70, il s'attaquait à nos régimes de pension et
à nos salaires et ne rencontrait que des protestations
verbales, il aurait dû être clair qu'il était parvenu non
seulement dans l'opinion publique mais chez bon nombre de syndiqué(e)s à imposer sa vision des choses.
Rétrospectivement, on peut penser que l'essentiel
s'est joué à ce moment et que les grandes orientations
de ce qui allait se passer en automne 82 et en hiver 83
étaient déjà posées.

C'est dans le cadre de cette «nouvelle» philosophie
que le gouvernement québécois a lancé son offensive
contre ses employé(e)s et les services qu'ils dispensent. Nous avons d'abord connu les coupures
budgétaires notamment dans les services de santé et
d'éducation. Le gouvernement s'en est ensuite pris aux
employé(e)s des services publics en les opposant à
ceux du secteur privé (pris globablement) pour
dénoncer ce qu'il appelait les privilèges des uns par rapport aux autres. Les syndiqué(e)s du secteur public
auraient profité de leur force syndicale et de la faiblesse
des gouvernements pour arracher des avantages
abusifs aussi bien en matière de salaires, de régime de
pension, de sécurité d'emploi et de conditions de
travail. Un tel discours ne pouvait qu'impressionner des
travailleurs victimes de fermetures d'usines, de mises
à pieds et des jeunes bien préparés mais incapables
d'accéder au marché du travail, d'autant plus que ces
travailleurs étaient présentés comme ceux qui, par le
biais des taxes et des impôts, étaient appelés à
défrayer les coûts de ces largesses. Même si une
étude un peu rigoureuse des négociations et des conventions (ou décrets) depuis 1968 contredit largement
les principaux éléments de ce discours (on pourra consulter à cet égard les Minute Québec! que nous avions
publiés au printemps 82), l'idée a été largement accréditée que nous étions improductifs, trop bien payés
et trop bien traités. Plusieurs de nos membres euxmêmes ne sont pas restés insensibles à ces arguments
gouvernementaux et la majorité d'entre nous ont eu
l'occasion de palper dans notre entourage la pénétration de ces idées. À l'intérieur des centrales qui comme

Quelle que soit l'explication qu'on peut avancer de la
mollesse de la réaction syndicale à l'adoption de ces
lois, il reste qu'elle est apparue à la fois comme un acquiescement mitigé à l'analyse gouvernementale et une
invitation à procéder de nouveau de la même façon pour
les conditions de travail devant faire l'objet de négociation. C'est pourquoi l'opération dénigrement des syndicats et des employé(e)s du secteur public s'est poursuivie. On se souviendra qu'on nous a tenu responsables du peu de considération qu'apportait le
gouvernement aux assistés sociaux et au chômage, de
l'absence de politique d'emploi. Le premier ministre luimême s'est rendu «expliquer» à des étudiant(e)s du collégial que s'ils devaient se retrouver en chômage, ils
devaient en tenir responsables entre autres leurs professeurs grassement payés et choyés. Toute velléité
de résistance aux reculs projetés par la partie patronale
apparaissait comme corporatisme, insensibilité aux
misères imposées par la crise aux plus démunis, refus
de privilégiés à toute idée de partage avec les plus mal
pris. À l'intérieur même de notre assemblée, nous
avons entendu des gens se réjouir d'avoir au moins un
emploi pour le moment et réticents non seulement à
réclamer des améliorations à leurs conditions de travail
mais même à défendre leur acquis. Finalement s'est accréditée l'idée que des pertes d'emplois dan le secteur
privé constituent un désastre économique mais que le
même phénomène dans le secteur public signifie accroissement de la productivité et assainissement des
finances publiques. Ceux-là mêmes qui, hier, niaient les
liens entre relations de travail et politique se sont appuyés sur un discours politique pour justifier les reculs
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notre action syndicale et l'action politique qui nous aura
valu d'arriver en position de faiblesse face au gouvernement.

qu'on nous infligeait. C'est sans doute ce refus de voir
et d'assumer pleinement ces relations étroites entre

PROPOSAL CONCERNING THE
COORDINATION OF THE CCNSP

Even though the bilan of the S2-'83 negotiations has not yet been debated or adopted, we
should be debating immediately the question of the coordinator of the CCNSP. In fact, the
CCNSP should continue its worl<: research on salaries, on the negotiation structures, etc. It is
necessary to have someone to coordinate this work. FNEEQ has been approached on this
question by the other Federations who are further along m their debates on this issue.
What we have to ask ourselves is: how can we ensure democratic control of this historically
stretegic post, all the while respecting the choices of the four Federations of the CSN in the
public sector (FAS, FPSC, FNEEQ, FESP)? And how do we conciliate the political role of the
coordinator with that of the CSN vice-presidency, a post which has the responsibility for the
CCNSP?
For these reasons, the Bureau fédéral proposes;
That, after obtaining the consensus of the four federations of the public sector, the
nomination of the coordinator of the CCNSP be ratified at a Conseil Fédéral.
That, if there is dissatisfaction
would be necessary for recall.

as regards her/his

work, a majority

of

Federations

That the role of the coordinator be more "technical", in an advisory capacity, and that
the vice-presidency of the CSN play the political role.
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