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PART ONE
INTRODUCTION

The followina report constitutes the balance sheet of the
1978-80 round of neagotiations for the Cegep union aroup and
those private education unions that conducted their talks as
a regroupment,

In the autumn of 1980, the "Conseil fédéral" recommended the
establishment of a Committee whose essential task was to
nrepare an analysis of the last round of negotiations in the
public and parapublic sector and elaborate a series of recom-
mentdations that would be submitted to the general assemblies
in preparation for the upcoming round of contract talks. The
Committee included Francine Lalonde (president), Shirley Roy
(vice-president), Hé1éne Boileau (Cegep Neaotiating Committee
and "Bureau fédéral” member), Denis Choiniére (responsible for
the private sector aroup neqotiations and a member of the
"Bureau fédéral"), Léon Coté ("Bureau fédéral" member), Michel
Bergeron ("40" Committee member durina the last round), and
Michel Mercier (one of the Local Negotiation Coordinators/RLN
for the private institutions). The Committee called upon Rose
Pellerin (information coordinator for the private institutions)
and Michel Paquet (Ceagep Negotiating Committee member) to help
in the drafting of this document.

The Committee based its work on a number of sources:

1) The enormous pile of documents produced throughout
the negotiation period by the various bodies and
structures involved in the talks (the Common Front,
the CCNSP/public sector negotiations coordinating
committee, FNEQ, the Cegep group, the private sector
reqroupment ...);

2) The balance sheets submitted by the various negotiation
structures of both groups that participated in the
collective bargaining process between 1978 and 1980
(the Negotiating Committees, the Support Committees,
the "40" Committee, the private aroup RLNs);

3) Comments and opinions expressed by members of the
Balance Sheet Committee;

4) and the local evaluations of the talks that had been
addressed to members of the Balance Sheet Committee.

The following considerations should be kept in mind when readina
this report:

- This particular balance sheet applies neither to the
university unions nor to the private sector unions that
did not join the private sector regroupment, i.e., that
decided to neaotiate independently and strictly at the
local level.



- This document is not intended to be exhaustive - it
does not mention or analyze each and every aspect or
event that marked the negotiations; the focus is on
the key elements and decisive moments.

- The main objective of this report, and ultimately the
only one that counts, is to come up with recommendations
that will help us arrive at the best possible state of
readiness for the round that is already looming on the
horizon. Practical constderations have taken precedence
over historical reconstitution.

- Some of our readers will undoubtedly come away with the
impression that our assessment is on the whole rather
negative. The reason for this is that the Committee felt
it more important to emphasize our shortcomings and
mistakes than to go on about our strong points, the
intent being to make the necessary changes and improve
our performance the next time around.

- Finally, the outline of the report calls for a few words
of explanation:

1) The historical development has been broken down into
two periods:

- the period preparatory to negotiations,
from the time when the preliminary steps
were taken up to the tabling of our demands,

and

- the negotiation period proper, from the
time when our demands were tabled to the
signing of the agreement.

2) In addition to its historical dimension, each section .
touchs on both the concrete experience of the last
round and the need to prepare the next one, in the
form of recommendations.

The document you are about to read was submitted to the June 1981
meeting of the "Conseil fédéral". After considerable discussion,
the "Conseil" and the "Bureau fédéral" decided to endorse its
recommendations and to refer them to the general assemblies for
adoption.
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THE CONJUNCTUPE

Any attempt tp draw a balauce sheat of the last round of neqoti-
ations without looking at the situation of the union movement and
placino it in the broader social and nolitical context of the 1977-
1080 periasd is bound to bear little resenblance to reality. The

reader will

note that we have found comparisons with the 1974-76

talks useful in pinpointing tha specificities of the 197R-89 ex-

perience.

M the labour front

Broadly sneaking,the unions were faced with:

FMEQ Unions

-a powerful current of neo-conservatism that fuelled
systematic and unrelenting attacks against unionism
as a whole.

-a tiahter-than-ever organization of the manogement
team representing the Government,the "Fédération des
Cegen"”, and private education administrations.

-threats that the right to strike in the public and
parapublic sector would be abolished or Timited

-media treatment that was "favorable to the govern-
ment" and "unfavorable to labour".

in the Cegeps

FNEQ Unions

Prospects for mobilization and action didn't look good
in the aftermath of the abortive battle around the non-
renewal of individual contracts.

in the Private Colleges

Before the battle could be fought,the unions wanting
to rearoup and negotiate at a provincial table were
still facing several battles;



-synchronizing the expiry dates for
their aareements

-working out an agreement on demands
hetween nrivate college finions and then with the
Cegep unions

-dealina with rank-and-file reactions
to the five-point platform for integrating pri-
vate institutions into the public education net-
work .,

But the general situation for FNE0N's Ceaep and private school
unions ( and particularly the Cegeps) was,at the start of nego-
tiations,very different from the conditions that had surrounded
the preceding rounds:

-In 1974, we were practically back to square one,
since the decree,which was just expirina,contained
very little on major issues(salaries, job security,
workload...) :

-By the end of the 1974-76 round,the unions had made
a "Great Leap Forward"!

By the time the 1978480 round was getting underway,the mood in the
FNEQ had shifted to the extent that many were expressina their
"relative satisfaction" through repeated comments such as:

~-"After winning so much in 1976,al1 we have to do
is improve on some of the clauses and plug a few
holes."

-"We got the bigaest share of the pie last time.
The other Common Front groups should get their
turn, e

and so on.

As for parental leave,which "we still don't have",the Government
turned around and handed it to us on a silver platter very early
in the talks!

There are several reasons why the degree of "relative satisfaction"
might tend to increase from one round to another:
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- A false sense of security that leads people to think
that they will be able to hang onto a series of gains
indefinitely without having to keep up a fight to
maintain them. In other words, mobilizing has become
more difficult because we no longer fit the general
mould of a fledgling union fighting for its first
contract!

- Some bargaining issues appeal strongly to the more
"individual" motivations (salary, workload), whereas
people tend to be less interested in some of the more
"¢ollective"qgoals ("services to the community",
participation in the Academic Council...).

We would do well to take the time to reflect on the combined

impact of a certain degree of contentment and a marked increase in
the average aae of professors on the life of our unions, our willing-
ness to mobilize, and our long-term perspectives.

But we shouldn't forget that an adminsitration's attitudes and ways
of handling thinas strongly influence the 1ife of a local union.
Differences in experience between our member unions go a long way
in exnlaining the variety of perceptions and differing conceptions
that surfaced during the last round.

At the same time, local union life is also determined to a large
extent by the general political and economic context.

The Political And Economic Conjuncture

In preparing the last round, we faced a general problem in our
relations with the Government-State-Employer that was very unlike
the 1976 confrontation with the Bourassa government - which was
considered "fair game" by all, including a segment segment of the
media!

From 1977 on, the political conjuncture was completely dependent
on the fact that a new government had been formed by the Parti
Québécois, which a sizeable majority looked upon as:

-"The Party..."

- The force that might succeed in winning
political independence for Quebec via the
much-promised referendum ...

- A lesser evil when compared to the alternative
of a return to old-style conservatism with
Ryan's Liberals!



The situation was further complicated by the growing radicalism
of a Marxist-Leninist type Far Left that made up for the small
sfze of its audience through its hyperactivism, and whose pri-
mary objective was to push for confrontation with whatever gov-
ernment happened to be in power.

Fer the unions in the private !nstitutions,relations with the
government revolved around whether or not they should be integ-
rated into the negotiation laid down by Bill 55,and particularly
around the substantial changes they wanted to see in private
education. On this last question, and as long as the content of
the ammendments to Bill 55 remained undisclosed,the sentiment of
the majority was that we were dealing with a "good government"
and that we were going to have to negotiate first and foremost
with the local administrations.

The concrete result of this was that people often found them-
selves in a rather cruel dilemna:

-Either they thought we should ask for "more" or
even "a lot more" and looked less and less like
union militants and more and more like "anti-PQ"
politicos who might well be acting for one of those
"grouplets",

-or they thought we should ask for "less" or "not
much more" and take the risk of appearing equally
suspect,but this time of being a "PQ sympathizer"
or even a "PQ hack".It is hardly an exageration

to say that many people felt intimidated by the
labels and drew back from open debate.Unfortunately,
the labelling didn't stop there.There was much talk
of "right" and "left" to describe what were in fact
different union positions. This is the kind of
pseudo-analysis that results in widespread division
rather than union solidarity.

Contrary to the 1976 experience,the economic conjuncture was not
viewed unanimously as a "crisis", a "recession", or the "bottom
of the trough". Workers in the public and parapublic sector are
in a more difficult situation than they were in 1974-76 when they
could still count on an increase in the budgets allocated to pub-



lic services. We henceforth entered an era of budgetary restric-
tions and cutbacks i programs and jobs with their foreseeably
disastrous effects on the quantity and quality of public servi-
ces. Unemployment showed no sign of letting up and inflation had
reached alarmina proportions.

It was in this context that the government,acting in a way that
was perfectly consistent with. the logic of the system, began ad-
vocating a shift in public expenditure from the public to the
private sector, as if the crisis we were going through wasn't
caused precisely by the fact that the economy is controlled by
private enterprise.

These numerous pressures amounted to a constant incitement for
workers to accept:

-self-imposed restrictions (self-censorship at
the level of perceived needs and formal demands)

-distinctions and even competition between pub-
lic sector workers and workers in the private
sector.

These problems were accentuated in the area of education by the
decline in student enrollment figures that reflected lower birth
rates. Eventhough that argument didn't have the same ring of truth
in the colleges as it did at the primary and secondary levels,for
example, it still encouraged workers to tighten their own belts
and ask for less. :

Mthough the conjuncture had quite different effects on teachers
at the various levels of the public education system,this was not
the case for support staff(maintenance and clerical workers) at
all levels. Having littie or no job security,they were very se-
riously affected. Teachers in the private colleges were not in

an enviable position either.

As if these differences in the area of education were not already
complicated enough, the conjuncture had yet another set of effects
on the health care network,where it could hardly be said there was
a decline in clientéle or the demand for services.

So,although it doesn't explain everything,the hypothesis that the
economic conjuncture effected aroups of workers in different ways
and thereby favoured or hindered mobilization is worth keeping in
mind for future reference.



PART II1

PREPARATIONS FOR NEGOTIATIONS

(August 1977 to March 1979)

A. THE "ACROSS-THE-BOARD".POLICIES OF THE COMMON FRONT

One might have thought that the "general" policies of the Common
Front would have been subjected to more in-depth debate in FNEQ's
leading bodies ("Conseil fédéral" and the "40" and "9" Committees).
At least one of these was not,in the opinion of the Balance Sheet
Committee, given the attention it required. We are referring to the
Common Front's salary policy, and particularly to the implications
of each of the many rinciples and objectives involved. The list
brings to mind the old proverb "A bird in hand..."

-indexation in absolute terms

-the $265.00 minimum

-reduction of the gap between high and low income
brackets -

-"deceiling" and the single scale

-and end to discrimination in wages

-when the "big choices" are before us and time is short,
by what means do we arrive at a choice between the $265.00
minimum and indexation in absolute terms? What is good
for the FAS (F&dération des Affaires Sociales) is not
necessarily good for the FNEO!

-to what extent is the objective of "reducing the qap
between high and 1-w income brackets" really compa-
tible with the objective of "absolute nercentage in-
dexation"?

We therefore recommend: (#1)

That during the preparatory phase for the next round of negotiations,
the appropriate bodies of FNEQ (the "Conseil fédéral", the PLNs, and
the Strateqy Committee) hold an in-depth debate on salary policy,and
particularly on the concrete and idenlogical imnlications of each of
the ohjectives,on the relationships between the nhjectives,and on the
way in which salary policy is adopted and neqotiated & the central
tahle items are settled,

and
That the above-mentioned debate be carried out on the basis of com-
prehensive,clear, and easily understood documents.

B. THE STRUCTURES OF THE CCMMON FRONT

The Common Front's "Conseil d'orientation”

The absence of the structure called the "Conseil d'orientation du
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Front commun" - as it existed in the 1974-76 round - presented

a real problem for FNLQ from inc beginning to the end of the
1972-29 talks. The problem was one of PARTICIPATION and CONTROL.
Had it existed, the "Conseil" would have brought the "40" and

the "9" together with their counterparts from the FT0, the CE0,
and the other federations of the CSN. Its elimination, which the
FT" had demanded as a precondition for its participation in a
common front, resulted in the following difficulties for the FNEQ:

-the "40" Committee had the strong feeling that it was
far removed from the Common Front and was not participating
in the way the name "Common Front" implied in the

major decisions made during the talks. The central

table negotiations were perceived as taking place
strictly at the CSN-CEQ-FT? committee level. This was

in sharp contrast with the preceding round, when the
"3%rs" had witnessed a number of very real debates in
meetings of the "Conseil d'orientation" (which were
held about once a month toward the end of negotiatiens).
The feeling was more or less shared by the private
schools' Committee of "9", whose main preoccupation

was understandably the whole question of their inclu-
sion in the talks.

-Thevre was an increasing lack,or loss, of confidence

in the decision-making structures of the Common Front,
which seemed to get more and more centralized as time
passed. Having a "Conseil d'orientation” might not

have changed the "centralized" reality of negotiations
at the central table,but it would have made a great
difference in terms of control and the perception of
decisions. It is almost certain,for example, that there
would have been a serious debate on the fall strateaqy
following the adoption of Bill 62!

-Civen that the CSN's "Conseil d'orientation" (in the
absence of one for the Common Front!) never met for
purposes other than information and mobilization, the
"40" and the "9" were not exposed to the limits imposed
by the other groups as much as they might have been.

We therefore recommend: (2)

That, in view of the next round of negotiations and
supposing that there will be another Common Front,one
of FNEQ's priorities be having the structure known as
the "Conseil d'orientation" established within the CSN
and the Common Front.
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2. THE "CONSEIL DE COOPDIMATION" OF THE COMMON FRONT

The six or seven sessions held by the Common Front's "Conseil de
coordination" did not succeed in making up for the absence of a
"Conseil d'orientation". Nor did it fully satisfy the FNEQ's ob-
jectives with respect to participation and control. Because the
"Conseil de coordination" hrought together the equivalent of the
CCNSP (public sector negotiations coordinating committee) from the
CSN, the CEN, and the FTQ, it presented a number of inherent in-
adequacies:

-FNEO was allowed a maximum of nine (9) delegates, the
same delegation that the FNEQ normally had on the CCNSP.
This was inadequate for FNEQ from the point of view of
control and participation,since it exlcuded a number of
the members of our negotiating committees,and worse still,
several members of our Strategy Committees (private and
public dinstitutions).

-For the great majority of its participants,the meetinas

of the "Conseil de coordination" were never much more than
a"replay" of the one before, the difference being that the
meetings were taking place at the CSN-FTQ-CEQ level. The
sessions tended to look 1ike a conference among the three
Common Front coordinators where there were exchanges but

no debates that cauld have brought about changes in the
positions of the three component groups.

-Above all,the "Conseil d'orientation" sanctioned the
absence of a broad structure in which the decision-making
bodies of the FNEQ could work closely with their counter-
parts from the other CSN federations and the FT0 and CEQ.
This accentuated the tendency among some of our membegs to
accuse FNEQ's "structures" of using the positions of the
"others" in the CCSNP and the Common Front to get them
adopted by the "40" and "9" Committees.

We therefore recommend: (3)

That the "Conseil de coordination" structure for the
Common Front and the CSN be renewed for the next round.
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3. THE COMMON FRONT AND PRIVATE SECTOR UNIONS

FNEQ's policy on the inclusion of unions from private institutions
in public and parapublic sector negotiations ran up against a series
of obstacles:

- the silent indifference of the CEQ: "We are not callina
for their inclusion because our unions in private institu-
tions are not interested." The fact that several of FNEQ's
16 unions - not counting the universities - adopted the
same attitude hardly improved matters.

-after FTQ-affiliated university support staff unions

opted out of the Common Front, the FT( was extremely
reticent to have any new group ("new" to the preceding
round) included in the talks; the Common Front consequéntly
refused to take any Common Front action - not even a

simple public statement - in favor of including groups

that were not named in Bill 55,eventhough several of the
groups in question were included in the protocol on

Common Front organization and procedures.

-preceding Common Fronts had never undertaken a battle,
as a Common Front,to force advance recognition of a
structure (except in 1972,when what was at stake was
nothing less than the central table itself!)

-last but not least,there was opposition from private
institution administrations and the government was unwilling
to make the necessary changes in the legislation on

private education.

On the other hand,a number of encouraging steps had been taken:

-the expiry dates of the agreements of several private
unions had been sychronized.

-they had been included as a group in the Common Front's
operational and procedural protocol.

-the fact that they had been given delegates on the CCSNP
legitimated their expectations that recognition by the
CCSNP and the Common Front would weigh in favor of their
efforts to be included in the talks.






