
UC Berkeley
The 150 Women Project - Holding Series

Title
"Fed Up": A Clerical Workers' Manifesto Sparks a Comparable-Worth 
Campaign at the University of California at Berkeley, 1970-1974

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/05j8641j

Journal
Journal of Women's History, 36(3)

Author
Pierce, Jennifer

Publication Date
2024
 
Peer reviewed

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/05j8641j
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


Journal of Women’s History, Vol. 36 No. 3, 118–138.
© 2024 Journal of Women’s History, Inc. 

“Fed Up”:
A Clerical Workers’ Manifesto Sparks a 

Comparable-Worth Campaign at the University of 
California at Berkeley, 1970–1974

Jennifer L. Pierce

Abstract: In a union campaign that began in 1970 and ended in 1974, the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley’s American Federation of State, County, and Municipal 
Employees (AFSCME) Local 1695’s secretaries published a clerical workers’ manifesto, 
participated in writing a formal affirmative action report with the librarian’s union, 
and filed a mass grievance against sex discrimination signed by three hundred clerical 
workers. Significantly, they rallied against sex discrimination with the slogan “equal 
pay for equivalent work.” Their campaign not only preceded the first comparable-worth 
campaign in 1978 in San Jose, California, but was linked directly to it through Local 
1695 activists and their activism. This article complicates the origin story for the late-
twentieth-century comparable-worth movement and highlights Local 1695’s partnership 
with librarians in crafting what historian Katherine Turk has called an “expanded 
interpretation of sex equality law.”

On February 17, 1971, a full two-page spread titled “Fed Up: Secretaries in Academia” 
appeared in the University of California at Berkeley’s student newspaper, the Daily 
Californian.1 On the bottom half of the first page, a line drawing of a white woman 
with long hair peered out between two typewriter keys grasping them as if they were 
prison bars. The authors’ names, Minna Twiefel and Ellen Birdseye, were pseudonyms 
for American Federation of State County Municipal Employees (AFSCME) Local 
1695 members Margaret Henderson and Carol Hatch, respectively, clerical workers 
in the sociology department. As Henderson explained in her 2012 oral history, that 
their frustrations as staff partly inspired the piece, their growing feminist awareness, 
and the findings on sex discrimination from the 1970 UC Berkeley Academic Senate 
Report from the Committee on the Status of Academic Women (CSAW Report). 
“You could say it was our own report on the status of clerical women and a kind of 
call to action to secretaries, but it was also a wake-up call to the liberal faculty who 
didn’t recognize the contradictions between their Left politics and their expectation 
that we wait on them.”2
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“Fed Up” provided an important feminist analysis of clerical work that was dis-
seminated around campus and across the country serving as a focal point for women’s 
discussions about the demeaning nature of their work. As a clerical workers’ manifesto 
of sorts, it highlighted the ways that their “pink collar” jobs differed from those of 
academic women, particularly with respect to its feminized status as a “women’s oc-
cupation,” demanded respect for their work that kept university departments running, 
and called for secretaries to come together collectively to foment change—all before 
clerical organizations like Boston 9to5 were established.3 At the same time, “Fed Up” 
helped ignite AFSCME Local 1695’s early 1970s campaign for “equal pay for equivalent 
work” that resulted in a mass sex discrimination grievance filed against UC Berkeley.

AFSCME Local 1695’s campaign was grounded in what historians Dorothy 
Sue Cobble and Lane Windham have established was an intensive era of organizing 
when unions attracted more young people, women, and African Americans.4 Local 
1695’s efforts were also rooted in a revitalized labor movement in the public sector 
led by national unions such as AFSCME.5 In addition, the union’s campaign was part 
of what Katherine Turk, Nancy MacLean, and others have shown was an effort by 
women workers to reformulate their grievances with the “new” language of sex dis-
crimination.6 Title VII, the antidiscrimination provision of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, 
prohibited sex-based discrimination in the pay, hiring, and promotional practices in 
the private sector. While this gave women legal leverage in private sector industries, it 
specifically excluded employees of educational institutions.7 However, when President 
Lyndon B. Johnson amended his earlier Executive Order 11246 on affirmative action 
to include women in 1967, employers like UC Berkeley with federal contracts of more 
than $50,000 and fifty or more employees were expected to take affirmative action to 
remedy past and current inequities. As historian Allison Elias argues, “throughout the 
1970s” the meaning of affirmative action for remedying sex inequality was “in flux.”8 
This indeterminacy gave Local 1695 an opportunity to interpret sex discrimination 
in varied ways.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s women faculty identified sex discrimination as 
an obstacle to positions in higher education and sought to integrate the predominantly 
male professoriate, (Nationally, 24 percent of faculty were women in 1970). Inspired by 
organizations such as the National Organization for Women (NOW) and the Women’s 
Equity Action League (WEAL), professional caucuses for women faculty around the 
country exploded; subsequent studies documenting the extent of sex discrimination 
in various academic fields multiplied; and hundreds of complaints were filed with the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) by 1970.9

By contrast, secretaries (97 percent of whom were women), disgruntled with their 
second-class status and low pay at large universities across the United States, began 
organizing unions. Although they encountered fierce resistance from their employers 
along the way, by the 1980s many had established unions, and clerical divisions had 
become part of national unions such as AFSCME, Service Employees International 
Union (SEIU), and the United Auto Workers (UAW).10
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Unlike these university secretaries, AFSCME Local 1695 had chartered their 
own union in 1967. Veterans of New Left social movements, they saw themselves as 
activists who embraced radical democracy, alliances within and beyond the university, 
tactics from social movements, and far-reaching goals such as social justice.11 Further, 
despite their public sector status, which restricted collective bargaining, Local 1695 
had already organized a series of actions and campaigns zeroing in on the sexism and 
racism that affected Black women as dormitory workers on campus who were making 
far less money than their male counterparts on the main campus in the late 1960s.12 
In the “maids campaign,” the union challenged and successfully upended the racist 
and sexist pay structure of dormitory workers through demonstrations, arguments 
for “equal pay for equal work,” pickets, strategic alliances, and the threat of a strike.

As this article will show, when the UC Berkeley’s administration failed to include 
secretaries in their investigation of sex discrimination on campus—the CSAW Report 
only included faculty and graduate students—Local 1695 clericals conceived, wrote, 
and circulated “Fed Up.” Buoyed by the success of “the maids” campaign and the 
popularity of “Fed Up,” Local 1695 went on to organize its own campaign against sex 
discrimination. In this campaign, which began in 1970 and ended in 1974, union 
members published their clerical workers’ manifesto; participated in writing a formal 
affirmative action report with the librarian’s union, American Federation of Teachers 
(AFT) Local 1795; and filed a mass grievance signed by three hundred clerical work-
ers. They argued against sex discrimination by deploying the slogan “equal pay for 
equivalent work.” As I argue, this campaign not only preceded the comparable-worth 
campaign in San Jose, California, in 1978 but was linked directly to it through Local 
1695 activists and their activism.13 In addition to complicating the origin story for the 
late-twentieth-century comparable-worth movement, this article highlights the union’s 
partnership with women librarians in crafting what Turk has called an “expanded 
interpretation of sex equality law.”14

Along with union newsletters, organizing materials, newspapers, and university 
reports, oral histories conducted with twenty-eight central activists uncovered the stories 
surrounding this campaign. Following oral historian Alessandro Portelli, I recognize 
that subjectivity is what makes oral history sources distinctive as evidence.15 Their 
value lies in what they reveal about how narrators make meaning out of their lives and 
inform our understanding of collective recollections of events in the past. Local 1695 
activists help us understand how and why “Fed Up” came to be written, its meaning 
and significance to the clerical women who read it, and the union’s subsequent use of 
it as an organizing tool in their mass grievance against sex discrimination.

The Dissemination of “Fed Up: Secretaries in Academia”

On January 30, 1970, a women’s liberation conference titled “Women Breaking the 
Shackles” was held on the University of California at Berkeley campus. Sponsored by 
the AFSCME Local 1695, the Women’s Faculty Group, and the Graduate Women’s 
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Caucus in Sociology, the conference included presentations such as “The Struggle of 
Women for Liberation in the United States and in Vietnam,” “The Socialization of 
Women,” and “Women as Workers and Organizers.”16 In her 2012 oral history, Judy 
Shattuck, a Local 1695 clerical worker and former union president, recalled the ex-
citement of organizing and attending the conference. She saw it as an opportunity to 
recruit new union members and develop political allies with other groups on campus, 
but she was especially eager to share her union’s newsletter, which had just published 
its first article about sex discrimination on campus.17 Titled “Ladies in Lab Coats,” it 
compared the experiences of clerical workers and lab technicians in chemistry, arguing 
that a link between negative stereotypes associated with “women’s work” and their low 
pay and status contributed to their experiences with sex discrimination.18

At the time, sex discrimination was being investigated on campus by Elizabeth 
Scott, a statistics professor, along with several other professors, in a study on the status 
of academic women. In May 1969 the Faculty Senate asked them to produce a report 
on the topic.19 Scott sent out open-ended questionnaires to every female graduate 
student on campus and began compiling their results. As Margaret Henderson, a 
Local 1695 clerical worker, said, “Grad students all over campus were talking about 
what might end up in the report. . . . Of course, what we wondered was whether 
there would be anything in the report about clerical workers. What about our status 
as women in academia?”20

Professor Scott completed the Report of the Subcommittee on the Status of Aca-
demic Women on the Berkeley Campus (CSAW Report) and presented it to the Berkeley 
Division of the Academic Senate on May 19, 1970. The seventy-eight-page report 
concluded that the university was—intentionally or not—“practicing discrimination 
against women as evidenced by the scarcity of women holding appointments in lad-
der steps.” Of the 1,245 faculty in tenure-track positions across campus, only 45 were 
women. Moreover, the numbers of women had worsened over time. Their percentages 
at all ranks (i.e., assistant, associate, and full) were smaller than they had been in the 
1930s and the 1950s. In addition, women graduate students were actively discouraged 
in their PhD programs, faced with assumptions that scholarship was “unfeminine” 
or that “women aren’t capable of mental work on the same par as men.” Others faced 
denial when requesting maternity leave from their graduate programs.21

As the findings about the status of academic women circulated around the Berke-
ley campus and other UC campuses, secretaries in AFSCME Local 1695 wondered, 
as Henderson did, whether the university planned to do anything about their status 
as women.22 In this context, and a year before “Fed Up” was published, Carol Hatch, 
another AFSCME 1695 clerical worker, began discussing her idea for an essay she 
wanted to write in a feminist writing group that included sociology women graduate 
students.23 She was interested in making a sociological argument about secretaries as 
workers. As the conversations continued, her friend Margaret Henderson, who wrote 
for Local 1695’s newsletter, became involved, and they ended up writing the piece 
together. It appeared in a biweekly supplement to the Daily Californian called the Every 
Other Weekly, which featured poems, artwork, and political essays.
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“Fed Up’s” main argument was that faculty and administrators expected sec-
retaries to be their personal servants. In the authors’ argument, this work fell into 
two categories: “tasks that save time for the master and tasks that bolster the prestige 
of the master and maintain status boundaries between master and servant.”24 What 
made clerical work humiliating were the daily “boundary maintenance rituals” that 
operated to elevate the status of male faculty members and demean female clericals. 
For example, a secretary pushes buttons on a Xerox machine while a professor stands 
idly by watching and waiting to have the copy personally handed to him.25 The article 
also detailed the ways bosses chastised their secretaries. For example, when a clerical 
worker found herself mentally composing a letter without first putting her fingers 
firmly on the typewriter keys and adopting “an expression of intense readiness to type,” 
she discovered she was “being watched disapprovingly by some faculty member who 
has been observing his servant-children for signs of idleness.”26 In another, secretaries 
who turned off fluorescent lighting in an office where sunlight streamed through the 
windows were yelled at by a department chair for creating an unprofessional workplace. 
Afterward, the chair retired to his own private office which “he kept pleasantly lit by 
sunlight most of the time.”27

At the same time, “Fed Up” also emphasized the crucial work secretaries did 
to keep the office running smoothly: writing memos, answering phones, composing 
informational handouts, creating filing systems, and operating as the department’s 
institutional memory for best practices and policies. Significantly, Henderson and 
Hatch recognized that secretaries did important work; their critique was not of the job 
but of the sexist, informal requirements attached to it.28 Problems for clerical workers 
began when they allowed themselves to notice the constant barrage of insults that 
“boundary maintenance rituals” entailed—being treated as if one were a “non-thinking 
being,” being yelled at for a minor mistake, or being expected to care for a distraught 
male professor’s feelings. (Like most departments in this era, all the faculty were men.) 
“Raised consciousness” created a greater sensitivity to these slights, and as secretaries 
allowed themselves to “notice and react to more incidents,” they found themselves in 
“an almost constant state of rage.” Of course, if they wanted to keep their jobs, that 
rage was “impossible to act out.” Their jobs called for looking “respectful,” pleasantly 
“bland,” and “moderately busy at all times” but also refraining from criticizing their 
bosses’ bad behavior.29

“Fed Up” maintained that secretaries had been “conned” as workers by the 
“pretense” that they were not servants by being labeled “white collar workers” and by 
identifying themselves primarily by some other role such as “wife, pre-wife, student 
or student-wife.” Put another way, Henderson and Hatch understood that their work 
had been proletarianized as a working-class women’s job.30 They were not middle-class 
professionals. In addition, women, as most incumbents in secretarial jobs were, had 
been socialized to put men’s needs and agendas ahead of their own. The absence of class 
consciousness and feminist consciousness, along with “the illusory sense of privilege 
vis-à-vis other workers,” had contributed to clerical workers’ lack of unionization in 
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the past. But for “fed up” clerical workers, Henderson and Hatch thought it was time 
for change: “When rising women’s consciousness and rising workers’ consciousness 
cause this internalized line of control to break down, when the master’s orders are 
no longer automatically accepted as rational and reasonable requests, and when the 
masters perceive that they are not admired and loved as they previously believed, all 
hell breaks loose.”31

By publishing their analysis of secretarial work in the pages of the daily campus 
student newspaper in 1971, which was read widely at the time, “Fed Up” served to 
educate faculty, administrators, and students about the treatment of women in this job 
in a highly visible and creative way. Indeed, one could argue its publication held male 
faculty members accountable for their sexist behavior. As it turned out, “Fed Up” also 
greatly impacted the women who read it and, to a lesser extent, the faculty for whom 
they worked. As Local 1695 member and clerical worker Maggie Cunningham said in 
her oral history, “We loved the piece Margaret and Carol wrote—everyone talked about 
it!” Shattuck recalled, “It really struck a nerve—this is how we get treated! We have to 
do something about it! If people hadn’t read it, they wanted to read it because everyone 
else was reading it.” Margy Wilkinson, another Local 1695 member, said, “Some of us 
worked with faculty who considered themselves to be liberal. This article really called 
them out. You think you are this cool, liberal guy, but you treat the women you work 
with like servants? Ha! My boss was sure I had written it!” In fact, as Henderson was 
to learn in conversations with Local 1695 members, faculty in departments across the 
campus were convinced that “their secretary had written it.” Meanwhile, back in the 
sociology department, even though Henderson and Hatch had purposefully adopted 
pseudonyms for the piece, fan mail began arriving in their department mailboxes.32

Part of what may have made this article so popular among secretaries across 
campus was its focus on and critique of mundane, everyday activities such as dialing 
the phone for a professor standing nearby or making copies on the photocopier for the 
department chair who could not do it himself. In putting together these ethnographic 
details piece by piece, Henderson and Hatch built a sociological analysis that did not 
describe one specific work relationship, or even one department, but systematic prac-
tices that took place in academic units across the university—practices that operated 
to prop up men’s status and belittle women. In doing so, their essay appeared to build 
upon the work of Erving Goffman, who argued in his 1967 book, Interaction Ritual, 
that patterned and repeated face-to-face behavior builds social structure.33 Goffman 
was a well-known sociologist who had worked in their department. Unlike Goffman’s 
book, however, Henderson and Hatch’s piece zeroed in on the reproduction of gen-
der inequality. In short, they wrote and published a feminist sociology of work while 
working in the sociology department as secretaries.

The article’s attention to “emotional labor”—that is, managing the feelings of oth-
ers as well as their own on the job—also resonated with many of the women unionists. 
It “struck a nerve,” as Shattuck put it, by capturing the frustration, the humiliation, 
and the anger of being treated daily by one’s boss as if one were a personal servant, a 
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child, or a non-thinking being. “Everyone hated being treated that way,” Wilkinson 
said. In turn, the article also gestured toward the caretaking dimension of secretarial 
work, specifically that women were expected to sympathize with the pressures their 
male bosses faced and to alleviate their concerns. As Cunningham explained, “There 
was always this built-in assumption that you would listen to their problems, soothe 
their bruised egos.” As Henderson said, “What drove me crazy about the job was the 
constant expectation to be concerned and polite, when all I wanted to do was scream—
‘You are acting like a petulant child!’”34

In addition to revealing the emotional dimension of their labor, another appeal 
of the article was its humor. It detailed the deplorable ways bosses treated their secre-
taries and, at the same time, mocked their foibles. Many unionists recalled laughing 
out loud the first time they read it. “I will never forget the story about some professor 
going ballistic because a secretary turned out the lights—during the daytime in a sunny 
office!” Cunningham recalled. At the same time, the article used archaic language to 
accentuate the absurdity of some job requirements: “the compleat secretary is expected 
to hand him the receiver after dialing the number” (emphasis added). For Wilkinson, 
it was a one-liner that she remembered best, “Secretaries were supposed to adopt this 
look of ‘intense readiness to type’ at all times. . . . ‘Intense readiness to type.’ That 
just made me laugh and laugh.” In addition, there was a clever jab at the academic 
profession, specifically the idea that academics bear the scholarly mantle of objectivity. 
Henderson and Hatch called this out as a bias that implicitly sees the world as men 
do. In liberating themselves from that bias, they too became biased—but this time 
on behalf of women clericals. Finally, there is meta-humor about the article itself. As 
it made fun of the overly demanding boss, its very existence as a polished, analytical 
critique also operates to parody the parody. As Shattuck explained, “It’s like a joke on 
the faculty. So, you thought secretaries were non-thinking beings? Then how come 
we were able to write this?!”35

In addition to its appeal to women clericals on campus, “Fed Up” was important 
for other reasons. While the CSAW Report put a spotlight on the plight of profes-
sional academic women, the Daily Californian article highlighted those working in 
feminized jobs. In 1970 at UC Berkeley, 98 percent of clerical workers were women.36 
In addition, the essay underscored the daily indignities women faced in this kind of 
work, specifically the assumption that women clericals were there to serve men. While 
the feminist critique of women as servants to men was certainly not new, the publica-
tion of this kind of careful ethnographic detail and analysis about how it played out 
in clerical work as a “boundary maintenance ritual” was innovative. Mary Kathleen 
Benét’s book The Secretarial Ghetto took up similar themes, but her book remained 
unpublished in the United States until 1973, and Jean Tepperman’s book Not Servants, 
Not Machines: Office Workers Speak Out! came out in 1976.37 Indeed, the phrases in 
Tepperman’s title—not servants, not machines—appeared to borrow directly from 
“Fed Up.” Finally, the focus on clerical work highlighted a class dimension absent in 
the liberal, middle-class feminist focus of the CSAW Report. Women in working-class 
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jobs not only faced different problems than women in predominantly male profes-
sions, but they received far less pay than  their middle-class counterparts. Henderson 
and Hatch’s article put a socialist-feminist lens on sex discrimination against women 
in pink collar jobs.

The influence of “Fed Up” reverberated far beyond the university. It was reprinted 
widely in journals and newsletters for the women’s liberation movement across the coun-
try. Its first reprint came in the winter 1971 issue of Women: A Journal of Liberation in 
Baltimore, Maryland. Then it was reprinted in March in Everywoman in Venice Beach, 
California. Another republication followed in April in Off Our Backs in Washington, 
DC, and, finally, another in May 1971 in the Women’s Page in San Francisco. The line 
drawing of a woman trapped behind typewriter keys also appeared in 1973 in the first 
issue of 9to5 News in Boston. According to historian Rosalyn Baxandall, this practice 
of using a piece from one feminist publication in another was a common process for 
many feminist periodicals in the 1970s. Movement publications highlighted women’s 
issues for discussion and circulation among other women. As one newsletter added in 
a postscript to the essay: “If you have, or would like to write about your situation, if 
you are interested in getting together with other women to talk about the problems we 
all face, if you would like more copies of this leaflet or other literatures, write to The 
Women’s Page.” The fact that “Fed Up” was reprinted so many times in many different 
publications suggests its broad consumption and appeal to young women across the 
country—many of whom worked as secretaries.

Equal Pay for Equivalent Work and the Mass Grievance

As “Fed Up” circulated around the country, women’s workplace issues continued to 
bubble up on the Berkeley campus. On International Women’s Day, March 8, 1971, 
NOW sponsored an educational conference on the Berkeley campus that many women 
from AFSCME Local 1695 attended.38 Unionists complained initially because there 
was nothing on the program addressing working-class women, so a workshop titled 
“Extending Protective Legislation to All Workers” was created in response.39 At the time, 
many labor unions opposed the Equal Rights Amendment (which NOW endorsed) 
because its passage would eliminate protective legislation such as breaks and “hours 
limitations” for women. The panel aimed to introduce a “Labor ERA,” one supporting 
the ERA, but only if it extended protective legislation to all workers, including men.40

The workshop became the impetus for a group of women including Maxine 
Wolpinsky Jenkins from Local 1695 to establish a new socialist-feminist group called 
Union W.A.G.E. (Women’s Alliance to Gain Equality). Union W.A.G.E. aimed to 
achieve “equal rights, equal pay, and equal opportunity” for all women. It also sought 
to help women learn how to navigate the terrain of male-dominated unions and to 
organize nonunion women.41 As Joyce Maupin, one of its founders and a shop steward 
for the Office of Professional Employees International, observed: “Women were very 
underrepresented in unions. . . . [So we] tried to nudge the union movement into 
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taking action on women’s issues and protective laws, and on organizing.”42 Although 
NOW had overlooked these issues, Local 1695 and other labor activists prevailed in 
bringing their concerns to the table.

By mid-April, almost one year after Professor Scott had first presented the CSAW 
Report to the academic senate, the report and the budget committee’s recommendations 
were finally on the senate’s agenda. The senate passed three recommended resolutions, 
including modifying the nepotism rule, “gender-neutral” hiring and promotion, and 
establishing a senate standing committee on the status of women.43 The Berkeley ad-
ministration, however, decided to wait to address the CSAW Report issues.44

This decision did not sit well with women faculty, who thought the university 
was moving far too slowly on CSAW’s recommendations. Organized under the um-
brella of the League for Academic Women (LAW), the activist group decided to exert 
political pressure by asking that HEW investigate UC Berkeley for sex discrimination. 
On April 29, LAW and NOW jointly filed a formal class-action complaint against 
UC Berkeley and the UC system administration. Submitted to the HEW’s Office of 
Contract Compliance regional office in San Francisco, it covered all areas of the uni-
versity and charged the university with sex discrimination in the recruitment, hiring, 
and promotion of both academic and nonacademic women as well as discrimination 
against women students in admission and fellowships.45

Nationally, the activism of Bernice R. Sanders of WEAL, who understood the 
potential application of Executive Order 13375 (which prohibited sex discrimination 
by federal contractors) to universities, instigated complaints like this one. Sanders filed 
the first charges of sex discrimination in the academy in January 1970, encouraged 
women faculty across the country to do the same, and initiated WEAL’s campaign to 
spur the federal government to enforce the executive order against colleges and univer-
sities. By the time LAW filed its complaint for Berkeley, it joined hundreds of others 
filed against institutions of higher education across the United States.46

HEW planned to come to UC Berkeley in the summer of 1971 to begin its in-
vestigation. Despite including nonacademic women in the complaint, HEW focused 
its review on faculty and graduate students.47 It took over three and a half years for 
HEW to complete its investigation of academic women and come to an agreement 
with the university. In response to these investigations, the university administration 
established an affirmative action coordinators committee with representatives from 
each campus unit.48

In June, the university librarian appointed a man as the library’s representative 
to the affirmative action coordinators committee. Not surprisingly, the appointment 
of a white man to this post raised the ire of library staff. Many librarian assistants 
were Local 1695 members. But, according to the CSWEL Report, “it was not until 
six weeks later, when employee groups insisted that they, too, should be involved, that 
the Library Administration recognized the urgency of the problem.”49 Only after the 
American Federation for Teachers (AFT) 1795 (representing librarians) and AFSCME 
Local 1695 (representing library assistants) announced their intention to join NOW 
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and LAW in the complaint to HEW on behalf of women library staff did the library 
administration finally call for a meeting of its employees.

In August, after this meeting with librarians and librarian assistants, a group of 
women formed the Library Affirmative Action Program for Women Committee. They 
prepared a report on the status of women in UC Berkeley’s libraries that drew upon 
statistical data and testimony from staff members. As the authors of the final document 
noted, “the concern for the status of women in the Library . . . was a direct result of 
the growing awareness of women across the country of their inferior job status” as 
well as several “crucial events” in the university community. These included AFSCME 
1695’s “intervention on this campus on behalf of women dormitory workers, who 
were demanding ‘equal pay for equal work’”; the 1970 CSAW Report prepared by 
Berkeley’s Academic Senate; and the class-action lawsuit filed by LAW and NOW.50

In December 1971, the librarians and clericals completed the Report on the Status 
of Women Employed in the Library at UC Berkeley with Recommendations for Affirmative 
Action (CSWEL Report). Employee News reported its findings the following month 
describing “gross sex discrimination” against women employed as librarians and librar-
ian assistants in hiring, placement, promotion, and pay on the UC Berkeley campus.51 
The report showed, for example, that while 64 percent of the librarians were women, 
only 16 percent held positions in the highest job classifications compared to men, 48 
percent of whom held such positions. In addition, “women’s salaries start[ed] lower and 
then very rapidly level[ed] off in contrast to a steep and steady climb of male librarians’ 
salaries over the course of their employment.” Women librarians with twenty years of 
experience made the same salary ($11,952) as men with only eight years of experience. 
Among library assistants, the few men in these positions also advanced to higher levels 
more rapidly, thereby garnering higher salaries.52

In addition to laying out a statistical portrait of sex discrimination in the campus 
libraries, the CSWEL Report was important in two other respects. First, it underscored 
the fact that library professional, technical, and clerical personnel—including women 
and men—worked in so-called women’s occupations and consequently were underpaid 
compared to those employed in “men’s occupations” with the same level of education 
and experience. For example, in comparing a female Library Assistant Level III who 
worked for ten years with a male Library Van Driver who held his position for just 
one year, the woman and man received the same salary ($7,593). This meant it took 
ten years for a woman working as a library assistant to catch up financially with a 
brand-new van driver. Second, the report provided concrete recommendations to the 
university, including an immediate salary increase for all women and men employed in 
the library to create parity with salaries of comparable male-typed occupations; correc-
tive reclassification for women whose advancement stalled because they were women; 
provision of childcare facilities; and implementation of an affirmative action program.53

In the 1970s, librarians across the country began creating task forces on the sta-
tus of women in their professional associations, devoting special issues in professional 
journals to the topic, and calling for equal pay for librarians. Like women faculty, those 
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who worked in public universities anticipated that affirmative action could remedy their 
low pay.54 Although librarians were aware that the feminization of the occupation led 
to depressed wages, according to retired UC librarian William Whitson, the CSWEL 
Report was the first of its kind to make a comparable-worth argument.55

The work surrounding the CSWEL Report and its findings informed the union’s 
next campaign for librarian assistants and other clericals across the university. In 
March 1972, Local 1695 formed a “women’s caucus” and began gathering statistics 
on women’s jobs across the university to supplement the report.56 Like Henderson 
and Hatch’s article “Fed Up,” the women’s caucus focused on clerical work and other 
positions where women predominated. The union’s study highlighted the low pay and 
low status accorded to such positions. In their argument, UC Berkeley paid workers in 
these jobs less because they were in “women’s occupations.” Local 1695 tied women’s 
low pay in clerical work to sex discrimination.

As AFSCME’s work continued, the national economic recession hammered the 
UC system. When Ronald Reagan started his second term as governor in 1971, the 
California budget was in dire straits, and the governor unveiled an austerity budget. 
Among other cuts, his budget for UC included no increases (even though the institution 
expected enrollment to grow), no funds for capital outlay, and no salary increases. In 
response, UC President Charles Hitch instituted a hiring freeze and proposed layoffs. 
This in turn provoked protests from the unions on campus, and Reagan, who had vowed 
when elected in 1966 to “clean up the mess at Berkeley,” continued to put financial 
pressure on the UC system. In October 1971, he threatened to cease prevailing wage 
agreements with one thousand union workers in the building and trades and those 
represented by other unions (e.g., cooks, teamsters, printing trades) who worked for 
UC. Over the next several months tensions escalated as the push for prevailing wages 
continued and the unions from the building trades ultimately called for a strike.57

By April 17, 1972, the building trades strike began, and AFSCME Local 1695 
and AFT 1795 members joined the picket lines against the university until June 29, 
when the parties reached a settlement.58 At its peak, the strike idled 1,800 workers 
across the Berkeley campus and at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. As 
part of the agreement, UC recognized the existence of librarian pay inequity in the 
CSWEL Report and agreed to negotiate with them for a pay adjustment.59 Further, 
the campus locals (both AFSCME 1695 and AFT 1795) won use of outside arbiters 
for their grievance procedures, which until that time had used UC professors as hear-
ing officers.60

By the fall the union began to circulate flyers with statistics about the status of 
“women’s occupations” at the university and published them in the October 1972 issue 
of Employee News. Among the findings, women were overwhelmingly concentrated 
in jobs with lower salaries compared to men in nonacademic positions. For example, 
although women comprised 56 percent of the nonacademic workforce, only 23 per-
cent held positions paying $800 or more monthly. In addition, women who entered 
UC’s management program were paid “an average yearly salary $5,000 lower than the 
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average man in the same position.” Along with the article analyzing sex discrimination 
at UC Berkeley, Employee News reprinted Henderson and Hatch’s Daily Californian 
piece about clerical work, retitling it “Stoking Coal for Old No. 1.” “Old No. 1” was 
a reference to the national ranking of the sociology department. As Shattuck said, 
“We thought it would help raise awareness about the issue for those who hadn’t read 
it before, and for those who had, it seemed an important reminder. It turned out to 
be the perfect organizing tool for starting conversations about the mass grievance!”61

While Local 1695 highlighted wage differentials between women’s and men’s jobs, 
their ultimate focus in the campaign became gender inequity in annual pay raises. In 
the 1970s, staff pay raises took the form of one set percentage for all nonacademic 
jobs—typically between 5 and 10 percent, with special additional raises for select job 
titles. Those who received special raises were often in supervisor jobs or in the techni-
cal and professional jobs; positions held primarily by nonacademic men. As Shattuck 
explained, “Ironically, the University called these special raises ‘inequity adjustments.’ 
The ‘inequity’ was between these men’s salaries at UC and at outside employers. Our 
sense, of course, was that the immediate inequity lay elsewhere.”62 In 1972, “inequity 
adjustments” of 8.5 percent, 11 percent, and 13.5 percent went to various employees, 
again mostly men. Clerical workers received only 6 percent. The effect of these raises 
was to widen, not reduce, the gap between men’s and women’s wages. As Leslye Rus-
sell, a spokesperson for the union at the time, told the Daily Californian, the inequity 
adjustment was doubly unfair because “it is based on a system where men earn $200 
to $250 more per month than females with equivalent education and experience.”63

In the library campaign, “Equal pay for equivalent work” became the union’s 
rallying cry.64 As Henderson recalled: “In the maids’ campaign, women in the dormi-
tories and male janitors were doing essentially the same job. But, for library assistants 
and other clericals, it was different. Men were in other kinds of jobs doing work of 
comparable skill to ours, but our salaries were lower simply because we were doing a 
job that had more women in it. And, with the ‘inequity adjustments,’ even our raises 
were downgraded because of the jobs we were in. So, we argued that our jobs were 
equivalent to theirs and that our raises should be too.”65

With this argument and the evidence gathered by the union and in the CSWEL 
Report, Shattuck said that the Local had “no trouble finding individual clerical work-
ers eager to grieve the situation.”66 As Lawson recalled, “I don’t remember how many 
women we actually talked to about filing a grievance, but our final results were huge.”67 
Cunningham had a similar recollection. “The article that Margaret and Carol wrote 
appealed to a lot of women and brought them into the campaign. Plus, the [LAW 
and NOW] class-action complaint opened the door for us to talk about how we were 
affected by sex discrimination. Not everyone who worked on campus was a professor, 
right? And, then you know we had a reputation from the maids’ campaign. We fought 
for women and we had won. The library campaign just made sense to a lot of women 
and we had earned credibility from our earlier work.”68 Wilkerson also thought the 
union had done a “terrific job” persuading secretaries to file grievances. She attributed 
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their success to the alliances they had created with different groups including women 
faculty (LAW), librarians (Local AFT 1795), and the graduate students (Local AFT 
1570) who supported them and helped them get the word out. She also recalled how 
the piece “Margaret and Carol wrote worked its magic.” “When I mentioned the 
article, women would inevitably say, ‘Someone in the union wrote that? Everyone 
in my office loves that piece! So, how is it connected to the grievance?’ And then, I’d 
just take it from there. It ended up being the perfect introduction to our campaign.”69

It would appear that the union’s organizing efforts and the article had done their 
“magic” because by November 1972, 300 female clerical workers at UC Berkeley, 
including 240 library employees, filed a mass grievance against the university regard-
ing sex discrimination in pay raises.70 The librarians’ campaign followed a different 
trajectory because the university had agreed to negotiate with them about their pay 
inequity complaint following the building trades strike.71 Specifically, the union asked 
for a 5 percent raise on top of the 1972 6 percent increase and flat dollar amount 
increases in future pay raises to end the widening gap between men’s and women’s pay. 
Local 1695 tied the mass grievance to the larger issue of sex discrimination at UC and, 
as the union’s spokeswoman maintained, “if satisfaction is not achieved through the 
University’s grievance process, the union will take it to the courts.”72

What is striking about the Local’s “equal pay for equivalent work” campaign was 
its radical challenge to the unequal gendered structure of the workplace. Unionists 
were calling out the devaluation of clerical work as women’s work and the wages and 
pay increases that resulted from that undervaluation. In doing so, as Henderson and 
Shattuck acknowledged in their oral histories, the union was making a “comparable-
worth argument” before the 1980s comparable-worth movement began. According to 
sociologist Joan Acker, “comparable worth argues for raising wages in sex-segregated, 
female dominated jobs on the grounds that this work has been historically underval-
ued.”73 For advocates, that undervaluation is a form of sex discrimination remedied by 
raising women’s salary level to that of men’s in jobs with comparable levels of skill and 
experience. As Turk has argued, this interpretation of sex discrimination relies upon a 
definition of sex equality that is far “more expansive” than merely calls for “equal pay 
for equal work.”74 In short, the Local was not asking that men and women be paid the 
same in the same job; they demanded the transformation of the historical and unequal 
valuation of the gendered division of labor.

The campaign continued for many months with numerous press conferences; 
ultimately, the Local took the university to court. The university’s initial reaction to the 
grievance was to ignore it.75 Then, in January 1973, the university rejected the grievance 
because it did not deal with applying of university policies to individuals. Cunningham, 
the union president at the time, told the Daily Californian that the university had a 
“narrow determination of what can be grieved. Sex discrimination is grievable.”76 The 
Local then took their case to the Alameda County Superior Court, asking the court to 
require that UC Berkeley honor the submitted grievances.77 In its settlement with 
the court on the twenty-third, university officials agreed to submit the union’s claim 

[1
28

.3
2.

15
2.

18
6]

   
P

ro
je

ct
 M

U
S

E
 (

20
26

-0
4-

09
 1

7:
30

 G
M

T
) 

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f C
al

ifo
rn

ia
, B

er
ke

le
y



Jennifer L. Pierce 131

of sex discrimination in pay adjustments to arbitration.78 The union then had the 
option to take the case through the UC grievance procedure or select an outside 
arbiter.79 Cunningham said the Local had little faith in the university giving them a 
fair hearing, so they opted for outside arbitration.80 In March, on the anniversary of 
International Women’s Day, the Daily Californian lauded AFSCME and LAW’s 
fights against sexism in university employment as examples of “the rising political 
activism of women throughout the U.S.”81

The date for AFSMCE 1695’s arbitration was set for March 1, 1974, and Arthur 
Jacobs, the arbiter, ruled many months later in the university’s favor.82 He ruled that 
the pattern of discrimination was not “intentional” because UC was “merely follow-
ing the wage standards of society.”83 As Shattuck recalled: “In fall 1974, he [Jacobs] 
ruled against us, essentially upholding both UC’s arguments. He ruled it unlikely that 
UC had purposefully wanted to pay women less than men, and that with the wage 
differences, UC was mirroring society at large and therefore was not guilty. We would 
have been more depressed than we were by his ruling except that months before it, 
we had already won in real world terms. With the 1973 wages, the year after our 300 
grievances were filed, UC reversed its usual pay pattern and awarded higher increases 
to clericals than to the male-typed jobs. Among the factors cited by UC to explain 
this was ‘employee discontent.’”84

For AFSCME 1695 union members, the result of the “equal pay for equivalent 
work campaign” was discouraging but also complicated. They were not successful in 
persuading the arbiter to accept their argument about the historical devaluation of cleri-
cal work as a female-typed job. There would be no change in how future “pay inequity 
raises” operated because the university simply adhered to existing wage patterns in the 
labor market. At the same time, before the grievance’s settlement, the university had 
given slightly higher pay increases to female clericals than to incumbents in male-typed 
jobs—although not enough to reverse the salary differentials between women and 
men—and attributed their decision to “employee discontent.” To some, like Shattuck, 
this suggested that the union had won in “real world terms.”

Other unionists were critical about how the university used the term employee 
discontent. For example, Henderson thought that by calling their complaint about sex 
discrimination “employee discontent,” the university “erased the structural dimensions 
of the problem. It suggested that it was a problem with the employee, not the work-
place.”85 Indeed, neither the arbiter nor the university recognized a problem with the 
gendered and unequal division of labor on campus or in broader labor market. In their 
view, the “invisible hand” of the labor market was gender neutral, and its seemingly 
unequal outcomes resulted from individual choices.

Conclusion

Although Local 1695 did not win its mass grievance on sex discrimination, its cam-
paign remains an important addition to women’s labor history. The article “Fed Up” 
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provided a feminist analysis of clerical work that resonated deeply with the experiences 
of secretaries across the Berkeley campus, reckoned with their rage and frustration with 
their bosses, and called upon secretaries to come together and take action against their 
employer. Further, the article’s dissemination across the nation in feminist periodicals 
not only speaks to its broader reception in the women’s liberation movement but 
also marks UC Berkeley as one of the epicenters of clerical workers’ activism on the 
West Coast. Just as “Fed Up” reverberated from one feminist periodical to another 
across the country, Local 1695 members’ activism echoed around the San Francisco 
Bay Area. Maxine Jenkins, for example, who joined Union W.A.G.E. on the Berkeley 
campus, also went on to give a speech in 1973 titled “Organizing the Unorganized” 
at the California State Federation of Labor Women’s Conference that spoke back to 
sexist and racist labor leaders who maintained that white women and people of color 
were unorganizable. In addition, AFSCME Local 1695’s successful unionizing efforts 
led to the development of other clerical, technical, and professional unions in the UC 
system. UC Davis, UC San Francisco, and UCLA were quick to follow in their foot-
steps. By 1973, seven UC campuses had AFSCME locals; and by 1983, over 30,000 
UC employees had become AFSCME members. As the third-largest employer in the 
state of California, a state whose economy is often likened to that of a small country, 
this was an enormous accomplishment.86

“Fed Up” also led to a “new” rallying cry against sex discrimination—“equal pay 
for equivalent work.” Unionists understood this slogan as a radical challenge to the 
unequal gendered division of labor. They denounced the historical and sexist devalu-
ation of clerical work as women’s work and the wages and pay increases that resulted 
from that undervaluation. Not only were they making a “comparable-worth argument” 
before the late 1970s and early 1980s, when the comparable-worth movement had 
taken off across the United States, but their campaign provided lessons to guide other 
unions in California on the same issue. Jenkins went on to work as an organizer for 
SEIU Local 101 in the mid-1970s to defeat Board of Supervisors member Dianne 
Feinstein’s first package of legislation outlawing collective bargaining for city work-
ers, which Jenkins defined as an attack on working women because it would obstruct 
comparable-worth reforms. Then, in 1977 Jenkins went on to organize for AFSCME 
Local 101 in San Jose where the nation’s first successful comparable-worth campaign 
was waged in 1978.87

Finally, historicizing Local 1695’s comparable-worth campaign has implications 
for transnational women’s labor activism in the late twentieth century. In England, 
women demanded equal pay, better job opportunities, and childcare at the first Women’s 
Liberation Conference in 1970. In Australia in 1972, a report written by a sociologist 
on the status of librarians “blew apart the discriminatory practices by men in decision-
making positions in public libraries.”88 The report, in turn, led to changing laws and 
feminist activism challenging sex discrimination in the profession. As these historical 
accounts and “Fed Up” suggest, more transnational stories exist to be told about labor 
activism among librarians and clerical workers in the late twentieth century.
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