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Duelmg Identlt}.es and Paculty Umcms -
A Canadzan Case Study |
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University faculty in both Canada and the United States have tradztxcmalfy held '
- contradictory identities. They are, on the one hand, salaried employees who share
a comumion set of working conditions with their:colleagues. On the other hand,
they are semi-autonomous entrepreneurs who retain some degree of control .
aver the nature and pace of their work. The tensions between these identities
have played out in particular ways over the last twenty years as the university .
- sector across North America experienced major restructuring. This chapter uses
the case study of the Faculty Association at Ryerson Polytechnic University in
Toronto, Canada, to-examine the determinants and consequences: of contradic-
tory faculty identities. It shows the dose connection between faculty identities
~anid the capacity of facalty unions to respond effectively to current changes in
- the university sector. . :

DUELING IDENTITIES

A number of social scientists have noted the contradictory elements within
the stratum of workers that has evolved in modern capitalist societies (for ex-
ample, Wright, 1978, 1985}. These are workers, such as managers, technocrats,
supervisors, o7 other semi-autonomous employees, who concurrently embody

“elements of both the traditional proletariat and the petty bourgeoisie: As in the
case of Erik Olin Wright, the tendency hes been to take these contradictions and
externalize them as different locations in the class structure. However, another
approach would be 1o formulate these contradictory elements as opposing iden-
tities within a single individual, identities arising from the real material condi-
tions of a worker’s employment.
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‘On the one hand, of course, employees within this stratum collectively share
at least some job-related elements with others in their workplace. They are paid

~ asalary or wage for performing work whose conditions are in sume important
res pec’t’s-detemined'by their employer. It is this reality that promotes their com-

mon identity as workers. On the other hand, many work, to a greater or lesser
extent, within a competitive system that pits them against fellow employees;

 gives them some contral over their daily work activities and/or the wotk of oth~
‘ers, and rewards them at least in part on the basis of their individual output. This-
 development advances an individualistic entrepreneurial identity. The real con-
ditions of different workplaces or occupations may promote one identity over-

the other.

 These contradictory identities can help us gain some understanding of dif-

fering organizational cutcomes within particalar workplaces. If employees pri-
marily identify themselves as enzrepreneurs, they would likely show at least
some interest in a competitive model, in which personal gains are made through

individual competition, private negotiations with superiors, or some rype of pay-
- for-performance award. In contrast, if employees more strongly identify them-

selves as warkers, they would likely show more interest in a collective model,

' in which improvements in wages and working conditions are sought jointly with
‘uthers via some kind of association or union. In the competitive model, one in-
dividual’s gain is frequently another’s loss in 4 zero-sum game, while in the col-
‘lective model, employees make gains as a unit.

These models are, of course, not only the resulr of particular identities; but a
cause of them as well. For example, 2 strongly competitive model in'a particalar
workplace would likely tend to encourage an entrepreneurial identity among em-
ployees by providing structural inducements that emphasize the differences be-
rween employees and individualize their work. Incentive pay schemes that reward
individuai effort, such s piece-rate pay or merit pay, have this kind of effect,

From the employer’s point of view, in-general, a competitive model has fi-
nancial and managerial advantages over 1 collective model, as indicarsd by the
lengths to which some owners will go to keep unions out of their workplaces.
However, given the contradictery identities of many employees, their srefer-
ences regarding organizarional models are not ar all self-evident.

It should be noted that these models do not usually exist in & “pure” form;

-they are polar extremes of what is, in effect, & continvum. Hence, many work-

places may have some elements from each of these opposing models, Nonethe-
less, the degree to which one or the other of these two models will be ernphasized
inany given worlplace will be determined 1o a large extent by the local balance
of power between the employer and employees, and by the degree tv which em-
ployees identify themselves either as entrepreneurs or workers. These identities

~will, in turn, be determined partially by the kind of model ¢hat is dominant in

the workplace.

-+ Given the nature of academic activity, one would predice that the tendency -

would be for most univessity faculty to see themselves primarily as entrepre-
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neirs and, thus, favor the competitive model. While this identity may some-
- tirnes be viewed as elitism or snobbery on the part of academics, it may more

clearly be understood as reflective of the way they labor. As one author (Tudiver
1999,161) writes: . o _

- Alriost unique among employees in advanced capitalist societies, academics control most
of their own labor process. They operate essentially as semi-autonomous craft workers,

free to set procedures and methods of work provided t‘hey'teach assigned courses, con-

‘duct an acceptable amount of research, and maintain an adequate publication record. -

" Within the boundaries of the curriculum and the length of scheduled courses, professors
determine the contentand pace of their teaching. They are free from supervision in the
classroom or when they prepare lectures, and may work at any time of day, at different
. locations, without constraints of rime clocks or dress codes.

Moreover, the line between emplover and employee is often difficult to discern.

in the university setting. Aside from the obvious fact that university faculty
‘work primarily in the public sphere-and have no clear “owners” under whose
employ they toil, the other main complicating factor is that many administra-
‘tive managers are former (or even current) colleagues. Indeed, it is not uncom~
* mon'in Canada for university faculty to move from leadership positions intheir

unions to top levels of administration. Moreover, senior faculty or those whose

wages would surpass the average due to market factors (such as those in-pro-

fessional faculties) are likely to favor elements of a competitive model, in which
‘their remuneration could almost certainly exceed the norm. Of course, this is

the model that has traditionally dominared employer-employee relations at most
" universities in North America.

‘Notwithstanding these realities, however, university professors are also work-
ers wha share with fellow colleagues = comman set of working conditions and
sroblems. While cerrainly a privileged strarum of workers, university professors

“have frequently faced arbitrary measures from their superiors, inciuding exces-
sive workloads, inferior wages, or even dismissal. Moreover, while faculty may
have & fairly high degree of autonomy over certain aspects of their daily work
life. they have little or no influence over larger issues such as budgets, salaries,
the size of the faculty complement, the approval or elimination of academic pro-

grams, and so-on. One author (Rhoades 1998) tries to embody the contradictory

nature of academic work by describing faculty as “managed professionals.”

1f a large group of faculty share poor or deteriorating conditions, they might
‘be more likely to shift attentior away from their self-perception as “profes-
“stonals” to their shared identity as workers and thus increase their interestina

: _ collective model. One obvious example would be contingent academic labor that

historically has faced extremely poor wages and working conditions. For tenured -
faculty, an erosion of existing conditions might shift their identity and lead them

" to favor a more collective model.
The mere fact of unionization shifts faculty, at least formally, toa collective

model, as contracts are negotiated on behalf of the entire faculty, orat least that
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portion who are deemed to be part of the bargaining unit {Aronowitz 1997, 206).
_ However, even within collective agreements there may be clauses that promote
the entrepreneurial identity, including variable wage rates, merit provisions,
‘bonus plans, managerial control over individual working conditions, and so on.
- Foracademics, the processes.of obraining tenure and promotiory; inand of them-
selves, encourage the competitive model, even in unionized workplaces.
It should also be noted that the exceptional conditions in which academics have
 historically labored-—as described so astutely in the quotation from Tudiver—
“set the stage for the particular tensions felt by university professors with regard
to their contradictory and competing identities. On the one hand, the entrepre-
qeuridl identity, linked to the semi-autonomous natire of academic work, has, at
times, actually encouraged university professors to collectively struggle to main-
tain or advance certain controls over their work and their workplace. For exam-
ple, university professors have fought—and frequently won—the contractual
right to have some say in hiring, the setting of program standards, faculty as-
sessment, and promotion and tenure, as well as the right to sit on governance
hodies that set university policies, Such rights and privileges are rarely seen in
other workplaces.
On the other hand, university administrations may use this same enitrepre-

neurial identity as an instrument to erode collective protections and encourage
 competitiveness among faculty. Indeed, academics may occasionally find them-

selves essentially doing the work of management in the name of faculty auton-
orny and professionalism. It is cleax, then, that these dueling identities, and the -
workplace model that ensues from the engoing struggle between these identi-
- ties, must be understood in all their complexity and specificity.
- The rest of this chapter focuses on the ongoing struggle between these two
identities within the Ryerson Faculry Assodiation (RFA), representing faculty
at Ryerson Polytechnic University. It analyzes how the bifurcation of that fac-
ulty into two separate modes served to accentuate those dueling identities, to
the detriment of faculty as a whole; moreover, it relates the changes at Ryerson
1o the broader polidical and economic forces that transformed the postsecondary
sector in Canada.

THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC CONTEXY

fn Canada, where aimost all postsecondary institutions are publicly funded,
academies moved toward an identity as workers in the mid-1970s. A 1977 study
concluded that unionization in the university sector was coming as a resuit of
_the deteriorating job markes, dedlining job security, increasing government con-
trol of university affairs, deteriorating relations between faculty and their ad-
ministrations, and more widespread collective bargaining on campuses in other
countries {(Adell and Carter 1972). Canadian faculty until this time had neither -
2 history of unienization nor a national organizing body, and faculty moved cau-
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tiously toward unionization starting in 1974,

- "With time, faculty across the country began to seek certification, and faculty
‘associations increasingly joined the Canadian Association of University Teach-
~-ers {CAUT), an autonomous bedy created to promote the general interests of

faculty. However, with only one exception, professors continued to refer to their
- academic unions as faculty associations, a clear indication of their conflicting
self-perception. Even CAUT was ar first hesitant to support faculty unioniza-
 tion. Despite early resistance, by the 1980s over half of all faculty in'Canada had
- unionized on twenty~nine campuses, while another eleven campuses agreed to
~voluntary collective bargaining without formal certificarion (Tudiver 1999, 85},
These developments were clearly linked to the fact that, by the early 1570s,
capitalist economies had entered 2 permanent state of economic crisis. The cor-
porate sector tried ever harder to increase the rate of profit through a variety of
means, and many employers moved to what has been termed “lean production.”

The shift to “lean production” includes three aspects: (1) the elimination of “waste”
-through just-in~time production, minimal staffing levels, and the ideclogy of
“eontinuous improvement”; (2} the ¢reation of a more differentated workforee,
in which there is a minimal permanent workforce backed up by flexible work-
ers hired on a part-time, temporary, or contract basis; and (3) new forms of work

intensification that rely on stress and selé-subordinarion {Sears 2000, 146-147).

- Postsecondary education in North America has not been immune either to
“the shift 1o “lean production” or to its reflection in social policy, which Sears
{2000, 146) refers to as “the lean state.” In Canada, the first major transforma-
tion, beginning in the 1970s, was massive cutbacks to government funding of
universifies and colleges while enrollments continued to grow. This left the ad-
ministrators of postsecondary institutions in a difficult economic sitnation,
which they attempted to solve via a shift from permanent to contract faculty,
increased class sizes, increased tuition fees, grearer centralization of decision
making, and restraints on salaries. Pur simply, university adminiscrators, like
other employers, sought ways to make workers more productive at less cose.
Given these developments, one couid predict thar university administrations
would be interested in promoting or maintaining 2 mere competitive model of

-employee-employer relations. This would serve a number of useful purpases,

all linked to the move w0 “lean production.” Aside from obvious cost-savings,
 the competitive model would almost certainly raise output, as more and more
~ benefits would be based on some kind of pay-for-performance schems, with fac-
' ulty repeatedly having to prove their worth. Administrators would alsoincrease

their control over this growing output, as faculry “worthiness” would ultimarely
be defined in fairly narrow ways—usually with concrete measures of output
{number of papers published, grants awarded, students taught, etc.). In this way,
the competitive model can be seen as closely linked to what has been described
- 2s “management by stress” (Parker and Slaughter 1994}, an important element
of lean production, This model, of course, by encouraging the entrepreneurial
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identity, also pits faculty against each other, thereby discouraging a more col--
lective model and increased unjon activism. I
At the same time, the growing commercialization of Canadian universities
-~ encouraged and rewarded the most entrepreneurial faculty.! As research was in-
creasingly tied to business interests, those whose services were of value in the
- marketplace—such 4s those in businiess, computer science, and some engineer- -
- ing departments—could negotiate higher incoming wages, instant tenure, sign-
-ing bonuses, and so oTL-At-many universities in Canads, faculty also began 1o
have a personal financial interest in their research (Tudiver 1999, 156). For this
. privileged component of university faculty, then, there was increased support-
for the competitive model. )

Thus, the natural tension embodied within the contradictory identities of ac-
ademics was exacerbated by the shife of the Jast twenty-five years to lean pro--
duction and the lean state. This tension, inevitable in all university settings,
- nonetheless plays out differently in each acadernic workplace.

" THE RYERSON CASE

Ryerson Poiytechniﬁﬁniversity is locared in the heart of downtown Toron w0,
-Canada’s largest city, with a population of some 2.3 million. Two other major’
universities, The University of Toronto and York University, are also located in
- the greater Toronto area. Although Ryerson achieved full university status in
1993, its unique history sets it apart from most universities in Canada. Ryerson -
- -was founded at the end of World War II as 2 technical training school primarily -
for returning veterans. In 1964, Ryerson Institute of Tech nology became Ryer-
-son Polytechnical Institure, and in 1571, it began to offer undergraduate degrees
in some disciplines. Both Ryerson’s governance structure and its relarion to its
workers were largely modeled on those of Ontaric high schools. Faculty had o
have teaching certificates, and few had more than 2 master's degres. The reach-
ing load was heavier than at universities, but no research was required. Wages
were determined by a rigid grid system based on level of education and years of
experience.
-Ryerson faculry becarne unionized i 1964, at the time of conversion to Ry~
erson Polyrechnical Instirute. However. from the cutset, the RFA had many of
the characteristies of a company union. According to faculty who were employed
during this time, it was actually the new president of Ryerson, Howard Kerz,-
who suggested that faculty should formally organize themselves into a union.?
One characteristic that the REA shares with commpany unions is a weak tradie .
tion of union democracy. Organizationally, a great deal of power is held by the -
- -union executive: Contract negoriations are conducted almost entirely in secret:.
~between the two negotiating teams, with only a few members of the union ex--
ecutive made aware of the ongoing process. To this day, RFA members do not:
tormally set demands prior to negotiations; nor do they see the details of either -
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<the union or management proposals at the outser of the bargaining process. Dur-
. -ing negotiations, members receive, at best, occasional reports from the negoti-
- ating chair, which are almost totally devoid of specifics. The first time faculty are

*fully apprised of the negotiating process s atits conclusion, when they areasked

. either to ratify 2 new contract or, should there be an inability o resolve all con-
~tractual issues, to agree to final and binding arbitration.
Despite this lack of democratic process, the close relationship berween Ryer-

son faculty and administration has not been problematic for the maj ority of the -

‘RFA, and indeed, many members have seen it as an asset. This may be explained
by the fact that, until the late 1980s, Ryerson faculty, when compared to other
- veachers with similar educational credentials, did relatively well in terms of

wages and working conditions. If some instructors in professional faculties were
“underpaid relative to those in their field, this was generally made up for by the
facr that many were able to earn additional income through activities done out- |
side the university or via overload teaching. Since faculty were not required to

do research, this left time for some to undertake such remunerative activites,

Moreover, RFA salaries were determined via a single grid with relatively few

 steps. When one became an employee at Ryerson, the inial step was decided
on the basis of educational level and experience, with auromaric yearly pro--
-gression through the ranks. This meant that Ryerson faculty did particularly
- well in their early years, even when compared to those in the HNiversity sectos,
‘as their salaries quickly escalated and they reached the top of the pay scale ina
relatively short time. However, they were more disadvantaged in their later years
of employmeént, as wages were capped at 2 much lower level than full profes-
5075 OT ever associate professars ar many universities.

In addition, unlike faculty in the university sector, Ryerson faculty had fairty
rigid rules determining their workload. A complex clause in the contract defined
maximum class sizes, maximum student-contact hours, and so on. Although
faculty had no teaching assistants and did all their own grading, there was no
expectation that they do research, publish, or work with graduate students, as
Ryerson was not yet a university. The only contracrual obligation they had o

- their employer was teaching and teaching-related activities. The contract also
guaranteed “a period of net less than two months and not more than three
months per year for study, preparation and related work, and vacation.”

The downside, of course, was that those faculty who wished, or were expected
by their departments, to do research or write had to squesze these activities into -
what time was leftafter attending to all their teaching and administrative duties,
or during the summer break. Moreovey although relatively small class sizes en-
hanced teaching, the high number of stand-up hours (as many as eighteen in

- some cases), and number of students (as many as two hundred or so) could some-
times make for an onerous workload. In some departments, the combining of sec-
 tions brought down the number of stand-up hours, if not the number of students.
In thase departments where muuch of the teaching was done in nonsraditional
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' modes (such as theater arts, dance; or nursmg} the work}cad could be substan-
tial indeed. -
‘Given the relanveiy good wages’ -and working conchtmns, the close relation
between faculty and the administration, the lack of any struggle to wina union,
“and the fact that some faculty regularly engaged in private contract activities,
- the worker identity AWONE, faculty remained relatively weak in spite of having
* a union. For example, in its first contract, the faculty association agreed to sub-
_mit any unresolved contractual issues to final and binding arbitration in the
" event that a new collective agreemerit-could not be achieved. This form of dis-
pute resolution, which essentially eliminates the possibility- of strikes, has.reap-
peared in each subsequem contract. It should alse be noted that RFA presidents
~ for many years met “informally” on a regular basis with the Ryerson president..
‘Indeed, some faculty actually thought that the RFA was simply an arm of the
- Ryerson administration.

The Creation of a Two-Tiered Contract

By the mid 1380s, the Ryerson administration faced an increasingly difficulr
situation. The squeere on governmens tunding to postsecondary institutions
was affecting them in the same way as other universities. However, there was.
liztle space to move in terms of the push to “lean producrion,” since faculty had

~workload limits and a clear grid stricture for wages, and the majority had the

protection of tenure; Moreover, because Ryerson had agreed to compulsory ar-

bitration to settle disputes, both sides knew.that labor boards rarely tackled com-

plex issues such as workloads; rather, they dealt almost exclusively with wage
: msputes‘ Thus, the Ryerson administration had fewer options than those at most

other universities in terms of moving to “lean produciion.” in order to get

greater productivity at less cost, they had to ger faculty to give up some of their

_existing benefirs.

One traditional solution for employers in such situations has been the cre-
ation of two-tiered contracts that maintain or impreve the wages and rerms of
work for current employees on the first der, while they establish lower wage
structures and inferior working conditions for all new employees on the second,
or lower, tier, Such practices can be difficulr for unions to resist. Emplovers can

cleverly utilize carrot-and-stick tactics to get negotiating teams to accept such
contracts. The carvot usually comes in the form of some major financial gain or
benefit for the existing workers. The stick—which could include threats of [ay-
offs or plant closures, or demands for major concessions from employees——can
play on the vulnerability of particular workers o achieve the employer’s aim.
In such instances, it can be hard for emplovyees to deal with, or struggle against,
an abstract deterioration of their work in the future, while actual conditions re-
‘main reasonably satisfactory. Moreover; atthe time such contracts are agreed
o, there are no real coworkers on the second tier who w1il suffer the negative
‘effects of the new agreement.

u
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Ryerson was set to become a full degree-granting university in 1993. The in-
pending shift to university status gave the administration what it needed to sel].
a radical new contract to the faculty. Full university status would give Ryerson
~access 1o millions of dolfars of new funding. Many RFA members were pleased
“to see this development. The hope was that becoming an “official” university

would lead to three key outcomes: (1)it would raise the status of both Ryerson
and its faculty in the broader comumunity; {2) it would give writing and research

- more formal recognition in workload allocation; and {3) it would allow the cap -
 at the top of the salary scale to be raised in order to make wages for senior fac-

ulty more compatible with those at other universities in the province. Given that
increasing numbers of faculty now had doctorates, all these concerns set the
stage for acceptance of a radical new contract in early 1992.
At the same time, some faculty were opposed to, or ambivalent sbout, the

- change to university status. A fair proportion of the faculty had made teaching
 their career focus and were neither inrerested in BOr trained to make the shift
to a research mode. Many faculty still lacked doctorates griother appropriate
graduate degrees. A good number of these would have been older faculty, not
yet at retirement age, but not easily able to change careers or place of employ-
ment. It is easy w0 appreciate, therefore, that many faculty were locking for pro-
tections for their wages, working conditions, and status in any new contract that
shifted to a universicy model.

Preying on these feelings, the administration, after prolonged negotiations,
presented a contract to the RFA that offered 2 number of benefits to faculty in
exchange for major alterations to wages and wor ing conditions. However, these
major changes to the collective agreement would apply only o those facudey
~ who would be hired in future. The 199194 contrace for the first dme divided
faculey into two modes. Mode I constitured all thase faculry appointed before
January 1, 1992, All new faculty were to be hired as Mode lis. Because this new

agreement emerged from Ryerson's mova o full university status, all the newly
‘hired Mode 11 faculty were contractually obliged 1o conduct vesearch, like their
colleagues in the rest of the urnversity sector. Mode I members, on the other
‘hand, continued to be defined primarily by their teaching duties and were not
required to conduct research. In addition, however, the two modes alse had sub-
stantially different wages and working conditions. In effect, rwo modes meant
WO tiers.

‘The carrot used to sell these changes came in a number of forms, Current
{(Mode 1} faculty members received a substantial increase in wages, were all pro-
moted to the rapk of full professor, and retained sl their traditional workload

- pratections. They were also granted special vero powers in union ratification
- votes, in that certain key provisions in the collective agreement relating o
- Mode I members (workload, staffing, and so on} could be changed only by rat-
- ification by at least two-thirds of Mode | faculty.
-+ Inexchange, the employer received substantial benefits from the inferior
‘wages and working ¢onditions that the two-tiered comtrace imposed on new
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{Mode II) members. There were, for example, numerous provisions in the
1991-94 agreement that applied only to Mode I members. The new salary struc-

‘ture cut starting salaries substantially. Ir also removed the salary increment sys-

tem that had automatically and quickly moved faculty to the top of the salary

.scale and replaced it with a merit scheme that mede annual salary increments -
.contingent on the demonstration of meritorious service. The new workload lan-

_guage eliminated the limits on class size, student contact hours, ard length of -

“the working week. That language also increased managerial coritrol over work-
load allocation for course preparation, student supervision, curriculum devel-
‘opment, and committee work. In addition, the new staffing arrangements placed
& cap of 20-percent on the number of members who could attain the rank of pro-
fessor. Since only those who becarie professors were eligible to receive the range
of substantial salary increases associated with that position, the cap on rank was
also a cap on salary.

‘Both the RFA execurive and membership had mixed views about the creation
-of twi modes within their union. if one draws solely on the wrirten record, there

is little in any RFA documents of the time to indicate there was sirong opposi-
~ tion to this move: Many faculty did, though, in informal diseussions with us,
recall the intense pressures to support the negotiating team’s proposals for 2
~two-tiered contract. Some mentioned thar the argument being stressed at the
- time was that Ryerson would not obtain full university status unless faculty ac-
cepted the new collective agreement. Some faculty felt that, while Maode s
would be disadvantaged, these were temporary problems that could be cleared
up in later negotiations.

When the rime came to vote on the new contract, the “mixed views” were trans-
tormed into strong sapport. The negotiating team's recommendation to ratify the
new contract was endorsed by the REA executive with only one member opposed
and one abstaining. [n January 1992, the tentative agreement was ratified by 82
percent of faculty, all of whom would become Mode § members according to the
rerms of that agreemen:* The following vesr the chair of negotiations received
arr R¥A special award for service o the Assodation. It appears that Ryerson fac-

ulty at that tirne felt the new contract gave them what they were 1oakmg forina
new university climate: improved wages and more steps at the top of the salary
scale, higher status, and continued worldoad protection.

The lack of meaningful debate about, and mused criticism of, the move to 2
_ two-tiered contract is related to the REA's long history of undemocratic prac-
tice. During negotiations, various administrations over many years pressured

faculry bargaining teams to remain silent as a supposed requirement of the prin-
ciple of “confidentiality of negotiations.” As already noted, there was neither a
democratic climate nor structure in the RFA that allowed for any informed
-discussion of negotiating positions. In this case, the concept of a two-tiered con-
‘tract was presented to.faculty members toward the end of the negotiating pro-
__ cess, when there was intense pressure from both the union and the employer to
ratify the teatative agreement. The quality of the debare within the RFA ané .
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. perhaps even the outcome of negotiations might have been different ifthe RFA
. membership had had the opportunity to engage in meaningful discussion of the. _
- proposal for a two-tiered contract at an earher stage of the bargaining process.

‘Consequences _

The creation of a two-tiered contract placed increasing emphasis on the com-~ -
petitive model, gradually replacing the collective model. From the 1991-94

-agreement onward, Ryerson has moved from an institution wheve most imi-
- provements in wages or working conditions had to be won by the faculty us a-
‘whole via negotiations {the collective model) to an institution where, increas-
“ingly, the way to improve wages and working conditions is via individual action -
{the compertitive model). -

Of course, Ryerson’s mandate as a “polytechnic” made its faculty particularly
vulnerable to theen treprenelma} identity.® Almost half the faculty teach in one
of the business or engineering programs. (The remaining faculty teach in the
faculties of arts, communication and design, community services, or continuing
education.) Moreover, as already noted, many faculty at Ryerson engage in pri-
-vate consulting or other entrepreneurial activiries cutside of the university.

The financial implications of the two-tier structure at Ryerson become clear
when comparing the salary grid of the 1989-91 collective agreement that was
in place immediately before Modes 1 anid I were created to the salary grid of the
1991-94 agreement that established the two modes. For example, the maximum

- salary for someone holding a PhD or master’s degree rose from $69,852 to .
© $83,646, an increase of abmost $14,000.% Mode | members benefited dispropor-
tionately from this increase because they, vnlike those in Mode If, were uni-
formily eligible to be paid at the rank of professor under the new contract. At the
same rime, the minimum salary for someone holding a Ph} decreased from
$44,410 t0 $32,800, a drop of almost $12,000. This decrease affecred only
Mode I members. The shift in salary structures berween the two grids meant
that the expansion of Mode [ wages at the top of the salary scale was, in effect,
paid for by the suppression of Mede I wages at the bortom.”

Another change warth noting was the acute elongarion-of the salary grid.
Prior to the major restructuring of the 1991-94 agreement, there were twelve
steps on the salary grid separating the minimum from the maximum salary for

~someone holding a PhD. After that restructuring, there were thirty-five discrete
steps. This threefold increase in the number of salary steps, coupled with the 20
percent cap on the rank of professor, severely limited the salary and promotion
-opportuniries for Mode I members.

Em_piicaiiens

Two-tiered contracts are, by their very nature, anathema to.a collective model
- of behavior. The 1991-94 agreement that established two ‘modes of faculty at




52 Cags in the Classroom Factory

~Ryerson represented the diminution of the collective model and the formaliza-
. tiont of an enirepreneurial alternative. The creation of two mades, in the dassic

" tradition of divide and rule, pitted the two groups against each other, with some-

“faculty in each mode feeling that they were the aggrieved party. Some Mode 1 .
‘members felt that they were being marginalized by the university’s new em-
phasis on research and researchers, while many Mode If members were in-
creasingly alarmed by the gaping inequalities in salaries and working conditiens.
* This division among the faculty and the accompanying inequalities were left

virtually intact in the 1994-96 and 1996-98 collective agreements 8 The struc-
tural differences in the employment conditions of the two modes, as well as the
“highly visible nature of the division within the faculty, frustrated the develop- -
ment of a commen identity. This lack of commonality limited the number of is-
-sues on which faculty could present a united, collective position to the employer
‘during negotiations.

The recently concluded 19982001 collective agréement brought about.the
most significant restructuring of salaries atr Ryerson since the establishment of
Mode [ and Mode Il in 1992. However, the nature of that restructuring was
strongly and negatively affected by the weakening of the collective model that
‘had occurred in the earlier agreement. The 1998-2001 agreement was ratified
overwhelmingly by faculty members at Ryerson, including almost all Mode I1s,

Lt gave all members a large salary increase, the first such increase in seven years
for some, and it raised starting salaries and maximum salaries for each profes-
serial rank. It also eliminated some of the maost egregious differences between
modes by lifting the 20 percent cap on the number of Mode IIs whe could be-
come full professors and by extending to Mode Ils, for the first time, provisiens
allowing for automatic annual salary increments.?

However popular were the terms of the 1998-2001 collective agreement among
faculty, they represented 2 general defeat for all union members and
@ particular defeat for those in Mode IL The new agreement disadvantaged
Mode {I members in two key ways. First, it did not aggressively address the gap-
ing salary inequalities berween modes. The various forms of salary increases speC-
ified in the new agreement were not progressive. In general, Mode | members ar
the top of the salary scale received as much money as did Mode I members a
the bottom of the salary scale. ¥ The agreement also completely eliminated the
salary grid, making wage inequality much harder to see and more difficul to ad-
dress. It becomes increasingly difficnlt to see salaries as a collective problem if
one knows only one’s own salary, but not that of colleagnes.”? It also makes it
very difficalt to assess salary inequities wichin the university,

The second way the new agreement disadvantaged Mode [ members was in-
terms of workload. These members, unlike those in Mode I, contnued ro have
‘e workload protection limiting class sizes, srudent contact hours, or the length
-of the working week. Moreover, management continned to have relatively un-
fettered control over Mode H members on such central workload jssues as prepa-

- ration hours, curriculum development, committee work, course coordination,
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 and student supervision. These inequalities in salaries and workloads were left
largely untouched by the new agreement precisely because the incentives for-
- collective action by faculty were fundamentally weakened by previods agree-
' ments that created and maintained division. '
The 19982001 agreement was also a defeat for all faculey at Ryerson, not just
- for those in Mode I1. This general defeat, like the particular one that applied to
‘Mode I members, had its roots in the weaknesses of the 1991-94 collective agree- -
‘ment. We have already proposed that the 199194 agreement was a decisive move
away from a collective model of behavior and that this move had repercussions
‘that limited the extent of progressive change that was possible for Mode 11 mem-
‘bers in the 1998-2001 agreement. Moreover, it is clear in retrospect that the-
- 1991-94 agreement embedded aspects of the entrepreneurial model that were

- later generalized to the detriment of all faculty members at Ryerson.

The introduction and expansion of merit clauses in university collective agree-
~ments are archetypal expressions of the dominance of the entrepreneurial model
over the collective model of behavior. At Ryerson, the principle of merit pay was
first established in the 19%1-94 agreement, but its application was, as noted ear-
lier, mainly limited to Mode Il members.? The 1998~2001 collective agreement
expanded the merit system by making it apply 1o everyone in both modes.
Merit schemes are a form of performance-based pay that institutionalizes the

 individual and entrepreneurial aspects of faculty identity: Merit increments are

paid to individuals on the basis of their individual achievements as determined
by an assessment of individual applications. Such schemes are becoming in-
creasingly controversial-—even from the employer’s perspective—in part because
- they may lead to the individualization, fragmentation, and commodification of
work, with deleterious effects on the level of productivity (Pfeffer 1998). In the
- aniversity sector, merit provisions give faculty members an incentive to with-
draw from collective pursuits in their department or university as a whole and
instead encourage them to focus their efforts on activities that maximize the prob-
abiliry of short-term individual recognition and reward.
This transformation in the structure of incentives thet is typical of merit pay
may also lead to the deterioration of faculty morale. The introduction of merit
~can Fundamentally change, in deeply debilitating ways, the reasons for faculey
deing what they do. Many members of the RFA give generausly of their time
and effore because they are committed 1o their students and colleagues, their
- teaching and research, their departmental initiatives, and their community or
professional projects. Merit entangles this generosity and commitment in a comn-
petitive system of ranked valuation, a ”rank-order tournament,” in which one's
individual werth is quantified, adjudged, and either recognized in the form of a
merit award or not.” It is not surprising that faculty may begin to reconsider
the nature and extent of their workplace contribution in the light of decisions
-on merit.
_ Merit provisions are antithetical to trade union interests in promoting worker -
- identity and collective solidarity, aithough there is no mechanical connection
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between faculty unionization and the existence of merit provisions. At Cana-
- “dian universities, the likelihood of merit provisions in collective agreements de-
clines with the presence of a unionized faculty (Grant 1998, 663); however, in
- the United States, at least in those union contracts studied by Rhoades, merit
structures were embedded in the salary structures of most collective bargaining -
~agreements {1998, 44). Nonetheless, there is a manifest tension between union- .-
" ization and merit: Negotiating with the employer as members of & union, fac-- .
- ulty stand with their colleagues; trying to achieve better salaries and warking
conditions for everyone; applying for a salary incrément in the zero-sum game
- of merit, faculty stand against their colleagues, trying to achieve a better pay
package for themselves. The first process promotes shared identities and collec
- tive capacities, the second undermines them.

CONCLUSIONS

. While a number of universities in Canada have recently had prolonged and
- bitter strikes that have, to some extent, radicalized faculty and increased support
“for their collective identity, Ryerson has been moving in the opposite direction.
For example, at several union meetings during negoiiations for the 1998-2001
~ contract, the union’s negotiating committee denounced the administration’s de-
sire t0 remove the section of the conract that requires both parties t go to final
and binding arbirration to resolve an impasse in contract negotiations. The com-
mittee’s rationale was that giving faculcy the right to strike would be detrimen-
tal to both students and the university, " The negotiating committes also openly
supported merit pay provisions in thar contract. In the current round of negoti-
-ations, the negotiating ream has been publicly promoting the removal of the last
vestiges of contractual workioad protections, suggesting that, instead, faculty
might negoriate workicads individually wirhin departments. In other words, al-
though a union, the RFA has been increasingly promoting both a competitive

model and the entrepreneuris! identity.
- The Ryerson case demonstrates the complexity of competing identities among
faculty. The competitive model and entrepreneurial identity exist side by side
and in tension with other tendencies. it should be noted that on broad, noncon-
tractual issues, the REA executive and Ryerson faculty regularly support pro-
gressive union positions. For example, although Ryerson faculty themselves
have no right o strike, they have regularly shown selidarity by providing fi-
nancial and maral support to striking faculty at other institutions across Canada
(including contract faculty in Ontario). They have supported students in their
quest to maintain accessibility via tuition freezes, and they have opposed in-
creasing government intervention in university governance, including the im-
- position of performance indicators.
The Ryerson case also demonstrates that having a union does not guarantee,
-in and of itself, protection of faculty members’ wages and working conditions
in the long term. As already noted, it is-easier for adjunct faculty to see them-
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selves as workers, where the extremely poor wages and working conditions pro-
“vide a clear material basis for such an identity. However, among tenured faculty,

- developing or sustaining such an identity is intrinsically much more difficult. -~

As the Ryerson case indicates, in these times of lean production, university ad-
_mirnistrations may prey on the ambitions or insecurities of faculty as a way of
promoting a competitive model and an entrepreneurial identity. Unfortunately,
_ even faculty unions with the best of intentions may end up endorsing or even
promoting such developments, to the ultimate detriment of their members, Such:
- tendencies may be exacerbated by undemocratic processes within the union that
- allow a few faculty:in union leadership positions 1o shift the entire uning in the
* direction of a more competitive model. '
The current advance of the corporate agenda at university campuses could not
have occurred without the complicity, even if generally unintended, of faculty,
“As one author (Newson 2000, 183) writes, “I want to underscare the extent to
~which securing faculty participation and compliance was recognised from the
-beginning as the key to achieving this shift [to a corporate-oriented university|
so much so that many of the strategies that have besn employed have been de-
signed specifically ro overcome anticipated ‘faculty resistance.” One such strat-
gy was clearly the promotion of the entrepreneurial identity among faculey
and the advancement of the competitive model.
Nanetheless, Newson (2000, 190) argues that the need for such compliance
‘reflects the important place of faculty in the university structure, and thus,
ironically, the extent to which faculty have the leverage to oppose these trans-
formations. However, leverage for change requires both awareness and some
collective response. It is therefore essertial thar all faculty become sensitive
to the increasing push toward a more competitive model by university ad-
~ministrators and construct appropriate collective strategies to resist ic. [t is also
essential that facuiry constrain some of the competitive and entrepreneurial
tendencies within their own unions and simultaneously promote democratic
decision-making structures thar will allow tham o resisr more etfectively the
shits to lean production on their campuses.

CNOTES

We thank our many colleagues and friends who have contributed 1o the writing of this
chapter, with special thanks to those Mode IT colleagues who, in the course of struggling
 for a more equitable collective agreement, helped compile the original list of differences
between the two modes. We also thank the Ryerson Faculty Assodation for allowing ac-
cess to their documents and Diane Meaghan for providing helptul commentary on the in-
_ formation included in this chapter. Special thanks are owed to Deborsh Herman and julie
 Schmid, the editors of this volume, for their insightful suggestions.
1. Itis not possible in this chapter to provide a full explication of this process, which
Is alsa referred to as the corporatization of the university. Fox more derails, see Kenney
-1986; Meaghan 1996; Newson and Buckbinder 1988; Tudiver 199%; Turk 2000,
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2. Today the RFA represents not only tenure-stream faculty; bur also two- or three-
‘yeas contractually limited appointments, librarians, and counselors. Howeves, for the pur-
- poses of this chagiter, only tenure-stream faculty will be discassed. The majority of adjunct
faculty at Ryerson are represented by the Canadian Union of Public Employees, a national

body representing a wide variety of public sector workers. In the late 1970s, these part-time
-and sessional faculty first sought to join the REA. However, this overrure was rejected by

'REA members, who felt the interests of the two groups were too divergent.

- 3.At this rime; this was very unusual fora postsecondary institation in Ontario. In -

. the lare 19805, community college teachers (all of whom are part of the Ontario Public

Service Employees’ Union and who bargain provincewide) succeeded in winning similar -

- clauses in their join collective agreement, drawing originally on the Ryerson contract

©.a%a model.
4. Tt should be noted thar Mode I faculty were allowed totransfer voluntarily to Mode -
11, which would appeal to those who wanted fewer teaching hours in order to do major
research or writing. These transferses kept their Mode Ewages and thus were notaffecred
by the drastic curin starting salaries. The strain hetween the incoming Mode Ifs and the

wransferees has increased in recent years.

3. Ryerson's mission statement reads as. follows: “The special mission of Ryerson
Polytechnic University is the advancement of applied knowledge and research to address
societal need, and the provision of programs of study that provide a balance between the-

ory and application and that prepare students for careers in professional and quasi-
professional fields.”

- 6 All amounts are in Canadian dollars. These comparisons apply only to-thosé hold-
ing a PhD) or master’s degree because the 1989-91 collective agreement had different
salary schedules for different levels of university education.

7. It is necessary ro point out that most Mode 1} members were not actually ap-

-pointed at the minimurm salary. Nonetheless, in effect, the starting salary floor prior wo
1992 became the starting salary ceiling after 1992, with the consequence of severe wage
-suppression for Mode Il members. In both agreements, the usual starting salary of new
-employees fell somewhere between zero and gight increments on the grid. In the
1989-91 contract, howeves, the usual starting salary for someene holding a doctoral de-
gree ranged from $44,410 to $62.093. In the 199794 conrracy, the corresponding stare-
ing salary vange was fromy 532,800 1o $48,4%7. That is, the ususl maximum Mode it
starting salary of $48,427 in the more recent conrract is wnly $4,000 above the mini-
“mum starting salary for faculty members with PhDs in the eaclier contract.

8. Ir: the 19%4-96 collective agreement, the maximam salary of limited-term faculty,
insiTiciors and assistant professors was increased by two salary increments, 1 $57,399;
the maximum salary of associate professors was increased by onéincrement, to $71,377.
. 9 Such provisions are usually referred to as progress through the ranks (PTR) or ca-
reer development increments (CDI), the term used in the 19982001 agreement.

10. These payments came in the form of automatic increments, across-the-board in-
creases, and secor adjustmenss. The sector adjustments were made (o bring Ryerson's
. salaries closer 1o the norm in the university secror in Ontario,

11.In Ontario, only the salaries of public servants, including university faculty, that ex-.

ceed $100,000 are made public: Although faculty associations veceive salary information
~on all their members, these figures cannor be made public for reasons of confidentiality.

-12. Merit applied to all Mode 115 as a class of employees. The agreement also provided _

thatMode Is at the very top of the pay scale could choose to apply for a meritincrement.
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- Mode 1s were never able to use the merit provisions of the 1991-94 agreement because-
they became a matter of dispute between the administration and the RFA tharwas only -
 resolved with the implementation of the new merit system in the 1996-2001 agreement. -

" '13.The term “rank-order tournaments” is taken from E.P. Lazear and S, Rosen, Rank-
‘order tournaments as optimu labour’ contracts, iaumaf of Pelitical Economy 89 (1981}
841-864, as cited in Grant (1998, 649). . :

14. The imion‘s position on this issu¢ was never mste&, as the adxmmstratwn dxopped
its demand. Because negotiations are conducted in secret, there is no way of knewmg'
more. detaxls on how this issue played outat the bargammg table- :
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