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ms BRIEF TO THE JUSTICE aJiv1ITTEE OF THE OOARIO LfGISLAlURE 00 BIll 179

~l, President-Elect of CUASA, presented CUASA's brief to.the-JustJce'Committee
:tober 26th, 1982. The text of this brief is reprinted below as is the text

>resented by OCUFA on behalf of academic staff at Ontario Universities.

:ommittee has called two general meetings to discuss the impact of Bill 179

ler steps CUASA and the membership can take. These meetings will be held

GENERALMEETIf\lJS TO DISCUSSBILL 179

)ATES: Monday, November 8th, 1982

Tuesday, November 9th, 1982

11:30 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. (both days)

435 Herzberg Building (both meetings)

TIME:

PLACE:

CUASA~S BRIEF TO THE JUSTICE COM"1ITTEEOF THE ONTARIOLEGISLATUREONBILL 179

The Carleton University Academic Staff Association is extremely concerned about the effect of

Bill 179, not only on the salaries of its 650 members, but on the legitimacy and continued

practice of collective bargaining at the university.

We wish the committee to note our concern about the way this bill constitutes a general

attack on free collective bargaining which has been the cornerstone of employer-e~ployee re-

lations in this province for more than five decades. Indeed, we see in this bill a very
real threat to any effective assertion of so basic a civil right as the freedom of associa-
tion.

Quite aside from these general concerns we wish to draw the committee's attention to a num-

ber of particularly discriminatory and illogical provisions of the bill as it now stands.

Salary Position of the Academic Staff of Carleton University

The economic position of the academic staff at Carleton is the position of the Ontario uni-.

versities in a microcosm. We are all aware that, as a consequence of the serious under-

funding of the university system, employee salaries have been eroded to the point where a

starting professor with eight years of university training expects to earn less than a transit
driver or a postal worker.

Our collective agreement contains provisions for the rectification of anomolously low sala-
ries, particularly those resulting from the discriminatory treatment of female members of the

academic staff in the past. A special fund has been set aside for this purpose. Surely,
salary adjustments paid from this fund and specifically designed to rectify these past in-

justices should be exempted from the provisions of the act.

Carleton, like a number of other universities in Ontario, has in place an orderly and rational
career development plan under which academic staff advance in thirty small annual steps from
the floor of instructor. These annual incre~ents are contingent on the faculty member's in-
creased productivity and value to the university as demonstrated by his or her increased
proficiency in teaching and research. In effect, each of these small annual increments re-
presents a mini-promotion.. The bill, as it now stands, may well be interpreted so as to
abolish these increments for academic staff above ten steps. This would result in a total
disruption of what, until now, has been a rational and orderly career progress and would lead
to such anomalies as junior members of the same department earning the same salary a~_ those

several years their senior, simply because the annual increment of the latter has been fro-
zen by the proposed act.

The provincial government has so seriously underfunded the universities that not only wer~
we not allowed to match inflation, the real incomes of faculty actually fell substantiallv

during the 1970s. In 1971-72 a full professor with 20-24 years of teaching experience earned

an average of $23,186 a year at Carleton. By 1979-80, in constant 1971-72 dollars, a full

professor with the same experience earned only $19,149, a real decrease of more than $4,000.
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