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ABSTRACT 


This thesis examines the relationship between status, 

mechanisms of control, and individual academic autonomy. It 

is a qualitativ~ study which relies upon previous research in 

the £1eld 0£ academia in conjunction with data generated by 

semi-structured interviews of £ull time academics in the 

social sciences at McMaster University. 

It is proposed in this thesis that the accumulation 

0£ status has come to play a critical role in the academic 

market economy which most universities entered as academia 

expanded du~ing the post World War Two era.. It is suggested 

that the primary element in the realization of status is the 

publication of research, especially during the recessionary, 

no growth situation universities have been experiencing since 

the 1970's. Published research is viewed as a commodity, 

valued by both academics and those in positions of authority 

at the university. To ensure its production a number of 

controls are erected. 

Although e££ective control is often associated with 

the rigidity 0£ Tayloriam, such a prescription for academics 

is both ideologically unplalatable and unnecessary. The 

novitiate to the academic labour process is given little 

direction in terms 0£ guidance, performance expectations, job 

description or how to allocate personal resources. When the 
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above are coupled with an ambiguous, institutionally based 

evaluation £ormat, the result is o£ten the perception that 

academia is a prime example of occuaptional autonomy - as 

promoting independence of both thought and action. But 

perhaps it can also be a means 0£ controlling academics 

through indirect external pressure, which also shapes the 

internal controls 0£ academics. The end product 0£ such a 

scenario may not be an independence £or the academic that 

autonomy would by de£inition suggest, but a conformity which 

is ultimately consistent with accumulation 0£ institutional 

status. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
DEFINING THE ISSUES - STATUS, CONTROL AND AUTONOMY 

IN ACADEMIA 
PREFACE 

"This university has the same name as the one I 
started my career at in 1953, but you might as 
well be talking about another university. It 
sti 11 happens to be in Hamilton, however, the 
appr·oach, the numbers, the constituency, the 
pressures - everything has dramatically 
altered." 

<Professor, November 25, 1985) 

The span of decades which separates the 'dramatically 

altered/ McMaster of 1953 and today can be more accurately 

measured in terms of centuries.The developments that occurred 

have taken an essentially mediaeval i n st i tu t i on and 

thrust it into the latter half of the twentieth century. This 

i~. not to say the staffs at universities were not active 

participants in their own transformations, as Axelrod (1982: 

203> has commented, the universities and their faculties were 

/scarcely dragged Kicking and screaming into the modern 

wor· 1 d/ . One plausible reason for the initial receptivity to 

the accelerated pace of modernization during the 1960's was 

the general experience, and the optimistic perception, that 

the changes were almost entirely positive. It was a time of 

economic prosperity and, politically, a demonstrated 

demographic 'need' was defined to justify university 

Ir·onical ly, when gr·owth slowed and a recessionar·y 

climate settled into the larger economy, universities 

appeared to return to conditions similar to the pre­
1 
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expansion period - times characterized by recurring financial 

difficulties and scarce employment opportunities. However, 

the similarities ended with these two conditions, for instead 

of a close knit society of academics residing in an 

institution which for years had been relatively impervious to 

outside economic and political pressures, there stood a 

mammoth corporate entity affected and influenced by 

r·ecess ion. 

An awareness of this has resulted in a number of 

nostalgic laments on all manner of topics pertaining to 

academia. Even though they are for. the most part overstated, 

the mourning /then versus now/ accounts only serve to 

under<:.core that all facets of academia were affected by the 

emerging complexity of the modern university. Although the 

pr·imary concepts dealt with in this thesis are institutional 

status, controls and academic autonomy, this thesis will have 

tc• deal at l east per i p her al l y, w i th the var· y i n g pol i t i ca 1 

and economic climates in order to understand the 

relationships between the concepts. 

I. AIM 

Using a case study approach involving full time 

professors in the social sciences at McMaster University, the 

main aim of this thesis is to generate a substantive theory 

regarding the interplay between institutional status, 

mechanisms of control to ensure i t is accumulated, and 
1 

individual academic autonomy. The hypotheses guiding such 
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complex concep tua 1 categories as status, control and 

autonomy, along with their attendent properties, will be 

elaborated upon as the thesis progresses. However, i t is 

useful to note that one hypothesis emerged in the planning 

stages of the research which eventually became the hypothesis 

from which others branched. It tentatively proposed that how 

academics came to view their occupational autonomy and 

subsequently to organize their time would, in part,reflect the 

control mechanisms in place to achieve status. This 

hypothesis was underpinned by two basic premises, and these 

premises provided the foundation upon which an in depth 

analysis could proceed. 

II. 	 PREMISES 

1. 	 The acquisition, and of primary importance - the 
accumulation - of status is one of the major 
preoccupations of an academic institution. 

Despite the ivory tower image of universities as 

delicate vessel~. of cultural transmission, those involved in 

decision making at academic institutions can be as vigorous 

in the pur·su it of their particular interests as their 

counterparts in private, profit-making corporations <Karabel, 

1984: 4) • To this end, the policies and methods of 

organization within a particular setting, be it in the 

business or academic sector, are or·iented towards the 

maintenance or improvement of some mutually identifiable 

comparative standing. In academia the relative success or 

failure of the promotion of organizational interests result 
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in a form of stratification not unlike that found in the 

business sector <and elsewhere). In this type of scenario, 

two or more organizations of the same type are constantly 

visible to each other, and more significantly, continually 

comparing the other on certain relevant criteria. 

Whereas in the business sector the relevant criteria 

may be anything from the share of the marKet to profit 

margins, academic measurement of performance and the 

consequent status ranKing are not as easily determined. The 

h i er ar· ch i ca 1 rank or position of one academic i n '=· t i tut i on 

relative to another is based upon a number of perceived 

qualities, each of which is conducive to the elevation of an 

institution,.s status. The qualities include; teaching and/or 

pr·ogr·am reputation; size of endowment; moder-nity of physical 

plant; diversity and number of course offerings; 

extensiveness of teaching, research and 1 ibrary facilities; 

number of students, staff and professional schools (including 

graduate pr·ograms); research funding involvement; and 

staff/university commitments to research. No single feature 

to the absolute exclusion of others, distinguishes an 

institution, but presumably institutions will rely upon 

certain combinations and permutations to achieve a desir-ed 

level of status. 

2. 	 Ever·y C•r·gan i zat ion ha<E. a particular amount of work it 
must <or wants to ) accomplish; thus embedded in the 
organizational structure is a need to control workers in 
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order to ensure that the worK is carried out <Goldman, 
1983: 71, Tancred-Sheriff, 1985: 1). 

Universities, not unl iKe other organizations, have 

persons who determine the goals and objectives of the 

institution, for which there is a required level of worker 

productivity to ensure they are realized. In the business 

sector an organization must produce at a certain level to 

maintain solvency, but normally there is a desire in 

capitalist society which extends beyond the point of mere 

viability into the realization and maximization of profits. 

The business analogy can be extended to the university where 

there is an in<E.titutional expectation that status will not 

only be maintained, but also, ideally, extended. In order to 

maintain and extend academic status inter-institutionally a 

variety of intra-institutional control mechanisms are 

employed. 

III. FOCUS 

To explain adequately the relationship between 

controls, status, and academic autonomy it will be necessary 

to note where the task emphasis at the institutional 

level is placed and why. It is l iKely that such information 

w i 11 indicate how status is accumulated and suggest what 

tasK ( s) w i 1 1 be defined as able to enhance institutional 

status. Once this is delineated, the way is cleared to 

inquire into and explicate the types of control mechanisms 

found in academia. The intention after this is accomplished 
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is to understand how the controls are exerted upon 

individuals to ensure they allocate an adequate amount of 

their personal resources to enhancing the status of a 

part i cu 1ar· i nst i tut i on • Although, as already mentioned, 

there are numerous qualities that build institutional status, 

an M.A. thesis cannot adequately deal with a broad analysis 

of all of the contributing factors which enhance it. Nor is 

there time to discuss the differing control mechanisms that 

guide the various factors towards the accumulation of status. 

Thu-:., the fc•cus of this thesis, while acKnowledging the 

importance of other status enhancing features and the variety 

of methods involved in realizing status, w i 11 atter1d 

primarily to the pressures and controls that surround the 

academic tasK of research production. 

IV. RATIONALE FOR RESEARCH PRODUCTION EMPHASIS 

There is a two-fold Justification for emphasizing 

research production. 

1. The primary rationale for emphasizing research production 
is that it appears to be one of the critical areas in 
academia that must be pursued if institutions have 
aspirations towards increasing their share of academic status 
(Tr·ow, 1984: 140). 

Due to the relative importance of research 

in the accumulation of status, the forms of control 

experienced by academics are easier to detect when research 

production is scrutinized. Numerous, unrelated studies 

relevant to academia have made explicit and specific 
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references to the importance of research in relation to 

~-tatus accumulation <cf. Wilson, 1942: 206, Caplow and McGee, 

1975: 26, Long and McGinnis, 1981: 441). However, a common 

feature of these studies is their reluctance to go beyond 

stating the contribution research maKes towards the 

accumulation of status. This reluctance neglects the origins 

of an institutionalized preoccupation with status, and 

hence, an exploration of the fundamental nature of research 

in academia is ignored. 

Throughout the data gathering stage of this study, an 

analysis of the nature of research and its affinity to status 

accumulation was developed. The analysis tooK as its point 

of departure certain analytical aspects of Marx"s theory of 

value. 

Specifically this thesis reformulates his theorizing 

on the attributes of a commodity, and his later discussion on 

uni versa 1 equ i va 1 ence within the context of academia. By 

extrapolating from the theory of value, both published 

r·esearch and status can be conceived of as commodities. In 

addition to being a commodity, published research can also be 

seen as constituting the social form of wealth in academia. 

The expression of that wealth is embodied in the relative 

levels of status that published research is able to 

potentially accumulate. Ultimately, the acquisition of 

will in turn hierarchically rank inst i tut i c•n s. 
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Without a clear understanding of the commodity nature of 

published research, its desirability with respect to status 

accumulation is obfuscated by simplistic impressions that the 

academic labour process is primarily engaged in the 

production of use-values. To avoid these impressions is to 

invite complications - especial 1 y si nee the accumulation of 

status is a combination of elements, and therefore any 

attempt to identify such an abstract entity is difficult. By 

analyzing research production the abstractness of status is 

considerably reduced. 

Research production, for the most part, produces a 

tangible end product in the form of published materials. The 

1abour· involved in research and its subsequent publication 

allows one to trace, to a greater extent than other academic 

~ic•b tasks, how the work academics do develops from elementary 

use-values to potential exchange-value. Eventually this 

lead~. tc• the r·eal ization of status through the "surplus 

value" research publication is able to create. This surplus 

value of published research, which can be expressed in 

status, accrues to the institution from which the research 

emanated because the institution is able to, in Martin Trow"s 

terms, "borrow" status from their most distinguished research 

faculty and then, by being prestigious themselves, are able 

to confer status on their staff as a whole <Trow in Clark, 

1~'84: 149). 

Tr·ow"s use of the term "borrow" tends to present the 
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process as innocuous and mutually beneficial. Although in 

many ca:.es the bor·rowing process can be advantageous for both 

academics and institutions, there is the assumption that 

academics have 'chosen' to allow or freely participate in the 

borrowing. Since it is institutionally desirable to achieve 

as high a level of status as possible, invariably there are 

consequences for the manner in which the academic labour 

process is organized. The most obvious manifestation of 

these consequences is the implementation of control 

mechanisms which the acquisition and accumulation of status 

indirectly calls forth. It is at this juncture that the 

second rationale for emphasizing research production presents 

itself. 

2. Research production highlights the impediments academics 
are confronted with when attempting to realize their 
ind iv i dua 1 c•ccupa ti ona 1 autonomy. 

Implicit in the main hypothesis and later in the 

:.econd premise ar·e limitations upon what has traditionally 

been viewed as an occupation with few controls. The 

expansion of universities in the 1960s and very early 1970s 

and just as importantly, the subsequent recessionary and no 

growth periods that have prevailed to the present, increased 

the complexity of universities. Academic writers began noting 

that in an attempt to compensate for the logistical problems 

associated with comp 1 ex i t y , a bureaucratization process 

occurred which emphasized more rational and efficient forms 
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of organization <c.f. Sykes in Martin 1969: 203, Porter et 

a 1 . 1971 : 29-30, Axe 1 r·od, 1982: 203-207) . Consequently, new 

pressures, expectations and even demands placed on academics 

would be expected to impinge upon what was once a b!"oad 

ranging (if overly idealized in the 1 ite!"atu!"e) occupational 

autonomy. 

Before proceeding further it is advisable to have a 

working definition of autonomy. A dictionary definition of 

autonomy normally presents it as the condition whereby an 

individual is controlled by his/her own rules/norms of 

conduct or performance and not subject to or dependent upon 

the controls of a higher authol"ity. Obviously occupational 

autonomy cannot be as all embracing as the above definition 

suggests if the second premise on worker control <p. 5) is 

va 1 id. Ther·efore, in the organizational context in which 

academia is to be studied, autonomy will be defined as the 

r·elative degree of fl"eedom academics have in arranging their 

labour without perceived threats to occupational security or 

advancement. This is not to say that autonomy absolves the 

academic of a 1 1 responsibility. There is the imp 1 i c i t 

a~.sump ti on that accountability is present. Accountable for 

what, or to whom, is of course the primary problem <Adams, 

1973: 1) • 

Occupational autonomy, as defined above, is based 

upon the assumption that individual faculty are, by virtue of 
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their expertise, in the best position to determine and 

organize their work, accountable only to their pee-rs 

<Finkelstein, 1984: 73). The precarious nature of this 

autonomy is easily disrupted if disputes occur over how the 

work should be organized <i.e. how much time will be devoted 

to the various tasks) or what should be emphasized when the 

inevitable attempts at evaluation are undertaken. With 

res.pe-ct to concerns. surrounding research production, it is 

hypothesized that occupa ti ona 1 autonomy can be threatened if 

the locus of organization and/or task emphasis no longer 

resides with the individual and/or peers. This is especially 

true if de-cisions are no longer initiated by the individual, 

but are replaced by institutionalized "expectations" that 

academics. wi 11 participate in consistent, demonstrable, 

research programs. 

The- oversimplified, inaccurate version of this latter 

scenario is the repeatedly quoted phrase "publish or perish". 

This is a phras.e so overused that it becomes an embarrassment 

to state, but would, if it were true, epitomize the negation 

of individual autonomy. However, the negativism of the 

phrase does not appear to be substantiated either by general 

commentator·:. on academia <Trow and Fulton, 1975;74-75,Wilson, 

1977: 141), or by the academics interviewed. A more accurate 

account of the situation was coined by Tr·ow and Fulton, who 

noted that while the publish or perish mechanism of control 
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is often referred to when dramatizing the position of 

academics, the realit>' is one of 'publish and flourish' 

<Trow and Fulton, 1975: 75). Thus controls are not expressed 

solely in the form of sanctions against the individual who 

produce 1 ittle or no research, but as identifiable rewards 

for those who ar-e active resear-chers. The complexity of these 

external controls will be dealt with in Chapter Four. Later 

in Chapter Five, the discussion will revolve around how in­

ternal and external controls surrounding the accumulation of 

status affects the autonomy of academics. 

When discussing occupational autonomy it becomes 

apparent that the thesis is dealing with a segment of the 

much broader issue surrounding academic freedom. The ideal 

of academic freedom generally includes vague and unclear 

references to the opportunity of unrestricted expression of 

thought coupled with protection from retribution for stating 

a particular position. The expressions can taKe the form of 

research, teaching and/or the mutual exchange or opinions 

both w i thin and w i thou t academia. However, the point to be 

addr·essed is not of such a magnitude as to encompass general 

infringements upon freedom of expression, but rather the 

specific infringement of individual autonomy that emanates 

from the controls that shape and organize the academic labour 

pr·oces~.. As the second premise <p. 5) would suggest, the 

demand for status accumulation necessitates directing 
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academics to pursue activities that fulfill i n st i tut i on a 1 

status aspirations. 

This is not to say academics do not wish to pursue, 

of their own volition, an activity such as research - indeed 

the research emphasis of graduate schools would presumably 

inculcate positive attitudes towards research production. 

The formal education process is a recognized socializer 

<Kaplan, 1983: 3>, and this thesis does not wish to minimize 

the impact of an academic's training and initiation on later 

career orientations to the job tasks in academia. Wh i 1e 

acknowledging that such a multi-phasal, i nter·l ocK i ng 

socialization process exists, i t is also important to 

r·ealize that these preliminary controls may be insufficient 

to guarantee the production of research at some 

institutionally desirable level. Hence, other controls 

external to academics are initiated (e.g. peer pressures and 

performance monitoring evaluations). These controls can still 

allow for freedom of expression, but not necessarily autonomy 

of action since research production has the potential to be 

generated at artificially high levels under conditions where 

it is emphasized. 
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V. RESEARCH DESIGN 

1. SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

A detailed description of the respondent se I ec ti on 

process is provided in Appendix A. What follows now is a 

brief descriptive section on the characteristics of the 

sample. 

The unit of analysis was determined by a stratified, 

random sample of full time academics employed in the social 

sciences at McMaster University during the 1985-1986 academic 

year. Stratification for the purposes of selection was based 

on years of service at McMaster and academic rank. 

The number of respondents selected for interviews was 

fifty-two <30% of the total number of academics in the social 

sciences [N = 172J). The number of interviews that were 

actually carried out was forty-four, eight fewer than the 

original projected number. There were three refusals, one 

individual was no longer employed at McMaster, and four were 

unable to be contacted, or if contacted an interview time 

could not be agreed upon, despite the constant attempts made 

by the researcher. Years employed at the institution ranged 

from two to thirty-seven. In terms of organizational position 

there were sixteen Professors, fourteen Associate Professors 

and fourteen Assistant Professors. 

Access to the sample group posed few problems, the 

major difficulty that emerged was the elusiveness of 
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academics. This was due primarily to the 1 imited amount of 

time academics spend in their offices, even during posted 

office hours. 

2. SELECTION OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES 

An academic i n st i tu t i on is a complex structure 

composed of widely disparate disciplines with diverse goals 

and differential returns to faculty skills. By singling out 

the social sciences for special attention there is an attempt 

at a compromise <TucKman, 1976: 71). The social sciences can 

be conceived of as touching a middle ground between the 

natural sciences, which garner large grants (and are, 

theref or·e, thorough 1 y at home w i th the research funding 

procedures found in academia>, and the humanities. The 

latter· faculty is often less well endowed financially, but 

has an aura of indispensability due to its traditional place 

in universities - a tradition which the social sciences lacK 

<Wolff, 1970: 190). Overall the research production levels 

of academics in the social sciences relative to other 

faculties tends to place them squarely in the middle between 

the na tura 1 sciences, law and medicine at the top end, and 

the humanities, business and education at the lower end <Trow 

and Fulton, 1975: 54-55>. In addition, the possibility of 

outside remuneration or employment for the social scientist 

is not as great as that found in the natural <:.cience<:., 

however, i t is considerably greater than the humanities. 
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The level of dependency upon academia, as perhaps the only 

form of employment, is important in this study because it is 

1 iKely that experience with control mechanisms will result 

in differing reactions. By choosing the social sciences this 

thesis attempted to minimize the gross differentials, across 

a broad range of disciplines, for alternative employment. In 

doing so, the study could concentrate on a more homogeneous 

sample group which at the same time had some of the 

characteristics of other fields of inquiry in the natural 

sciences and the humanities. 

The social sciences play an almost schizophrenic role 

in academia, attempting to achieve scientific respectability 

by producing research near the level found in the natural 

sciences, while at the same time trying to develop the 

traditional philosophical respectability of the humanities. 

By isolating the social sciences for analysis, one does not 

have to account for the large swings in productivity because 

the production of research is relatively similar across 

disciplines. The differences between the social sciences and 

other fields becomes apparent when attention is drawn to the 

various publication skills needed by academics. In the 

social sciences, publication usually involves: 

1. Large amounts of data collection. 

2. A substantial familiarity with the literature and/or. 

3. An abi 1 i ty to integrate 
conceptual worK of others. 

present research with the 
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4. 	A long lead time for publication and, as a resu 1 t the 
average number of publications is 1 imited to a gr· eater 
extent than the natural sciences. 

This is contrasted with publication in the natural 

sciences (for example, high energy physics or biology) where: 

1. 	There is a premium placed on innovative research <Gaston, 
1973: 4), with a heavy investment in conceptualization and 
experimental design required. 

2. 	Length is not critical· in determining acceptability. 

3. 	 It is nc•t cr·itical to be familiar with a large body of 
research. 

4. 	 Successful experiments can result in a number of articles 
<Tuckman 1976: 67). 

Since this study is focusing upon resear·ch 

production, these generalized differences between the 

humanities, natural and soc i a 1 sciences, and especially the 

s i mi 1ar it i es within the social sciences are analytically 

u:.e-ful. Mechanisms of control are easier to identify if a 

similarity of conditions surrounding research production 

exist:.. As we 1 1 , the perceptions academics have of 

performance criteria, and the time that they are expected to 

allocate to research, is standardized to a greater extent 

within the social sciences than across the entire university 

population. 

3. THE INTERVIEW PROCESS 

The interviews were semi-structured, the content 

being highly dependent upon concerns expressed by the 
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respondents to open-ended questions posed by the researcher. 

The data gathered fr·om the interviews were, for the most 

part, subjective appraisals of situations academics 

exper· i enc ed or perceived they wou 1d experience at some 1a ter 

date. 

The interviews were conducted in the offices of the 

academics. The potential respondent was first contacted 

per·sona 1 Jy, given a broad verbal statement of inter1t, 

informed of ethical considerations, and made aware of the 

precautions taken to ensure anonymity, The willingness to 

set a later interview date was considered a mutual agreement, 

indicative of an intention on the part of the individual to 

participate in the researc~. Al 1 the interviews were taped, 

except when the respondent did not wish to be taped <three 

respondents were not taped). The length of the interviews 

ranged from a low of twenty minutes to almost two hours, with 

a mid-range around forty-five minutes. 

The questions were designed to elicit responses from 

academics on three broad dimensions of control, relating to 

research production. The first dimension discussed was the 

influence of status in shaping the importance of tasks found 

in academia. Of concern at this stage were general remarks 

by academics about the labour process. Academics were 

then asked tc• outline the variou~. tasks, the kinds of 

training they had to help them in carrying out the tasks, 
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whether one task appeared to be emphasized over others by 

academics, and to which task the individual allocated the 

majority of his/her time. 

The second dimension of control that was explored was 

the evaluation of performance. Analytically this dimension 

was separated into three forms of pressure, although in 

reality they are difficult to differentiate. The first 

pressure is that of initial academic socialization and the 

cont in ual reinforcement of that socialization by the 

organization of the academic labour process. Questions 

pertaining to this pressure revolved around the conceptions 

academics had when they first arrived at McMaster and how 

the tasks 11-•ere initially explicated. 

For the lack of a better term, the second pressure 

can be characterized as a nonformal ized evaluation process. 

It i r1vcil ves an individualistic, highly subjective evaluation 

of performance based upon comparisons drawn amongst and 

between colleagues. The hypothesis tested here began with 

the premise that academics are given 1 ittle direction at the 

outset of their careers, and therefore must initially rely 

not only upon the training emphasis they have received 

<pressure one>, but also on observations of what other 

academics appear to be stressing. As the academic~s career 

cont i nue<E., actions are then guided by comparing the progress 

of oneself with the relative progress of others in the same 
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and an awareness that others are making the sames i tua ti on, 

comparisons. 

The third pressure, external objective evaluation, 

refers to other academics some of whom may be peers in the 

labour process, Judging the "worth" of an individual in an 

organized committee setting. The term "objective" evaluation 

is actually a misnomer because the process can be shrouded by 

the use of subjective data gathering procedures (Winthrop, 

1970: 6-12, Lewis, 1973: 283). The interviews attempted to 

determine if academics are aware of the pressures, whether 

the pressures influence or motivate their allocation of 

personal resources, and lastly, their experiences with the 

different forms of evaluation. 

This pressure also included an investigation of the 

institutionally based rewards or sanctions to elicit 

compliant participation in an activity that is instrumental 

in the accumulation of status. An analysis of this third 

pressure was an attempt by the researcher to determine the 

effects the mechanisms of con tro 1 have on occupational 

autonomy. The respondents were asked to comment on the 

importance of research production relative to other tasks in 

academia, in what area the rewards/sanctions apply, and how 

they manage the various pressures placed upon them. 

The third dimension of control related to research 

production were the internal pressures and motivations 
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academics develop. The questions asKed academics, related to 

this element of control, sought to generate data on what 

academics view as the major determinants of their 

par·ticipation in the academic labour process. In some 

respects, the information gathered is similar to the first 

and second pressures already mentioned in the second 

dimension of control, but the emphasis is different. 

Inter·nal cc•ntrols are not developed in total isolation, but 

instead of the analysis concentrating primarily on external 

elements - whether they be academia as a whole, the employing 

institution or colleagues - individual motives are stressed. 

In conjunction with the emphasis on the ind iv i dua 1 , 

motivational factors such as personal ambition and goals were 

explored to give a more rounded picture of the control 

mechanisms experienced by academics. 

4. BOUNDARIES/LIMITATIONS 

The de<::.ire to make definitive empirical general i­

zations has to be tempered with an attempt to ensure 

adequate depth is achieved in the specific area of inquiry. 

Depth in an inquiry is realized through the imposition of 

boundaries which concentrate the focus of attention, not only 

upon the topic addressed, but also the concepts which are 

utilized, and data base employed. It is acknowledged that the 

focus on research production of full time academics in the 

social <::.cience<::. exclude<::. a lar·ge segment of the university 
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population and will neglect issues of tr-emendous impor-tance 

to a n umber- of ac adem i cs. The most notable exclu~.ions in 

this study ar-e all the full time staff not in the social 

sciences and par-t time academics. The most notable neglect 

of issues ar-e those sur-r-ounding women faculty. 

Par-t time academics are most often hired to teach 

undergraduate cour-ses, while research production is generally 

within the domain of full time faculty (Leslie et. al., 1982: 

21). Thus in this thesis they are regarded as constituting a 

-s.epar·ate labour- mar·Ket. This labour- mar-Ket ha-s. its own 

contr-ol mechanisms which are not directly related to the 

accumulation of status. 

This concept of exclusion on the basis of separ-ate 

labour' markets was extended to those employed in a full time 

capacity who wer-e without a Ph.D. Including individuals 

v..•ithout a Ph.D. in a credential oriented environment was seen 

as unnecessar·ily complicating matters. In effect, one would 

be tf'ying to compare per-sons in two different str-ata, where 

the opportunities fof' ascending the academic hier-archy would 

be different as would be the exposure to certain expectations 

and controls. 

Due to the focus of this thesis, concerns expr-essed 

by women in academia - who ar-e typically over--r-epr-esented in 

the lower sector- of the academic hier-ar-chy- ar-e not discussed 

<Hu - de Hart in Kaplan and Schr-echer-, 1983: 143). The issue 
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that this thesis must address is whether full time women in 

academia, like par-t ti mer·s and non Ph.D. academics, 

constitute a separate labour market with different mechanisms 

of contr-ol exer-ted upon them. At the outset of the r-esearch 

a tentative hypothesis guided the questions asked. It 

maintained that once the discriminating factors are outlined, 

full time academics, irrespective of gender, need to pursue 

research pr-eduction if they have any desire whatsoever to 

achieve occupational security (i.e. gain tenure>, promotions 

and/or salar-y incr-eases. It is important to note that women 

are hindered more than men in their abilities to produce 

r-esearch, but the control mechanisms that are embedded in the 

academic 1abour process ensure that women w i 11 attempt to 

participate in the production of research. After- the 

interviews with women academics, this hypothesis remained 

essentially intact. The control mechanisms differ-ed when the 

issue of gender was specifically brought up, which suggested 

that women were not entirely a separate labour mar-Ket, but 

there are certain form and content differentials in the 

control mechanisms. The perceptions women have with regard 

to the pressures to produce research are similar to their 

male colleagues, but other factors do impinge over and above 

those typically associated with research production. There 

was a sparse amount of data obtained, primarily because of 

the small number of women in the sample group, therefore the 
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observations are found not in the body of the thesis but in 

Appendix E:. 

So far·, the discussion of 1 i m i tat i on s has 

concentrated on outlining the boundaries imposed by the 

resear·cher·. However, one of the greatest limitations of this 

thesis, beyond the selected boundaries of a case study, is 

the 1 imited access the researcher had to official documents. 

Confidential documents pertaining to tenure, promotion and 

salary decisions would have aided (if they even existed) in 

concretely defining the importance of research production. 

Through the study of committee decisions the emphasis could 

have established the expectations of committees~, and more 

broadly the institutional desires for status. A discovery of 

the expectations as stated, or inferred, by the minutes of 

comm i t tee meet in gs, could have allowed for a better 

understanding of how individual occupational autonomy can 

be replaced by individual occupational conformity when a 

labour process is shaped to realize particular expectations. 

Instead, the researcher had to rely upon the stated 

criteria contained in university documents without recourse 

to primary data on whether the criteria are adhered to or 

ignored. Some of the primary agents in the events were 

interviewed, both those who were making the decisions and 

those who had decisions made regarding them, but these are 

secondary accounts. The study did not specifically attempt 
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to interview academics who were involved in tenure and 

promotion decisions at the departmental and faculty level, 

However, there was the assumption that those who were full 

professors or associates for a considerable length of time, 

would have been involved with such committees at some point 

in their careers. This assumption would appear to have been 

borne out; from a total of forty-four respondents, the study 

invcilved six per·':E.ons who were, are, or are going to be 

chairmen, and nineteen who had sat on one of the two 

committe-es <i.e., either at the- departmental or faculty 

level). 

The accuracy of the accounts individuals gave must to 

an extent be considered a imitation, yet their 

reconstructions of events surrounding various decisions in 

academia are not without validity. Even if, for the purposes 

c•f argume-nt, the subjective perceptions and r·ecall of ar1 

academic/ s career experiences appear to an outside observer 

to be de-void of an /objective truth/ - the beliefs still have 

powerful consequences <Coser, 1986: 244). When considering 

the content of the interviews, the percept i ans ind iv i dua 1s 

have of how and/or why their allocation of personal resources 

is influenced presents a reality unto itself, When these 

perceptions are organized in a qua 1 i tat i ve study they can 

help form a rudimentary understanding of the academic labour 

process. 
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At this juncture it cannot be emphasized strongl Y 

enough that this the-:.is is a qualitative case study. As 

such, the matel"'ial presented makes no sweeping statements, 

rather it l"'ecords the general sentiments of the l"'espondents. 

As with any qualitative study there must be an implicit trust 

in the r·e-:.eal"'chel"' that the data put forth is to a lar·ge 

degree the pl"'evail ing opinions and attitudes of the academics 

interviewed. No doubt there will be the academic readel"' who 

will disagree with some of what is stated by academics 

inter·viewed in this stud>', all that can be asked is that the 

reader assess whether the disagreement is pl"'edicated on a 

rigor-ous study of academia or the subjective, experiential 

incidents to which the readel"' has been exposed. This is not 

to denigr-ate the validity of such exper-iences; they al"'e as 

real as any of those related by the l"'espondents, but only to 

indicate, as Livesey has noted, that it is sometimes a 

professorial habit to extend one's pel"'sonal experience to all 

of higher education and l"'egard individual circumstance as the 

rule for others <Livesey, 1973: 316). 

SUMMARY 

To effectively examine the complex dynamics of the­

three main concepts, this thesis will l"'ely upon the two 

premises that be-gan this introductory chaptel"'. This stated, 

it must be made clear that premises are not neutral tools in 

the hands of the r-esearch, they imply certain conditions and 

http:the-:.is
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contain their own propositions under the guise of 

predetermined truth. In recognition of this, the chapters of 

this thesis sought to cull the inferred hypotheses from the 

premises as the chapters unfolded. For instance if status, 

as the focus suggests, is a major preoccupation with the 

institution it is likely the task(s) empha~.ized at the 

inst i tut i on w i 1 1 be those that enhance institution al 

status. Chapter Two keeps this in mind and by examining the 

dual role of the university it sets the stage for the 

subsequent analysis of status in Chapter Three. 

Chapter Three takes the first premise, and the above 

hypothesis, and asks why a particular task is emphasized. 

The theoretical points generated in this chapter leads 

inevitably to a consideration of the second premise and its 

concern with control. Preoccupation with status and the 

realization of it through properties produced by academics 

will, if the second premise holds, develop institutionalized 

controls to maintain production. The second premise has its 

own set of assumptions, in particular that workers need to be 

c C•n tr· o 1 1 e d • This is a contentious issue in academia where 

occupational autonomy is considered paramount and the 

individual expertise involved in job tasks is seen as 

sufficient control in ensuring production. Chapters Four and 

Five are left the onerous task of developing the hypotheses 

concerning the relations among the types of control 
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mechanisms and individual autonomy, and out 1 in i ng the 

properties of each concept. Chapter Four beg i rrs with the 

i n st i tut ion a 1 ized ex terna 1 controls, wh i 1 e Chapter Five 

incorporates the more internal controls and their 

relationship with autonomy and status. 

Before proceeding to Chapter Two, it should be 

reiterated that this thesis is a qualitative case study of 

f u 1 1 time academics employed in the social sciences at 

McMaster University. As stated above, the study is premised 

upon the importance of status accumulation, and that a 

variety of control mechanisms are employed to ensure the 

accumulation is sustained and extended. The latter premise 

intimates that there are potential restrictions placed upon 

one facet of academic freedom - the occupational autonc•mY of 

academics as a result of the controls. By focusing on 

research production, which comes to be perceived as a major 

contributor to status, there is an attempt to identify the 

controls to which academics are exposed. During this process 

the autonomy of the individual also comes under scrutiny. 

CHAPTER ONE END NOTES 

By the term substantive theory it is meant the 
formulation of concepts and their interrelation into a set of 
hypotheses for a given substantive area <in this case 
academia) based on research in the area (Glaser and Strauss, 
1970 : 288) • 
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I. THE MAIN TASKS OF ACADEMICS 

It is generally conceded that research and teaching 

are the primary tasks of a university. 

Explicit support for the claim that teaching and 

research are the main tasks of a university is well 

in the academic literature <Wi l sor1, 1942: 135, 

Hughes, 1958: 166, Wolff, 1970: 99, Elder et. al., 1976: 221 

R i esman, 1981) and implicitly ackr1owledged as the priority 

tasks through the many studies of academia which either 

downplay or ignore other university commitments <Caplow and 

McGee, 1965, Mi 1 1 et t , 1961, Crane 1970, Lewis 1973>, and 

studies that choose to restrict their analysis to teaching 

and research (Clark, 1984, Tancred-Sheriff, 1985). In 

addition, 

referred 

the 

to 

centrality of 

in 1 i tera tu re 
3 

teaching and research 

by government 

is 

agen

often 
2 

cies; 

interuniversity organizations, and individual universities. 

The first two generally express their views on functions of 

universities through vague objectives, as can be seen in the 

fcrllowing excerpt fr·om an Ontario Council on Un i v er s i t y 

Affairs publication <1978>, which maintains universities 

exist in order to: 

" ... develop a more educated populace, to educate 
and train people for the professions, to promote 
study at the highest intellectual level, to conduct 
basic and applied research, to provide service to 
the c ommu n i t >' ••• " <p • 8) 

Specific to McMaster, and in contrast to the original 



CHAPTER TWO 
THE DUAL ROLE OF THE UNIVERSITY 

PREFACE 

The design of the founders and governing bodies has 
been to provide for qualified students a 1 iberal 
education in a Christian atmosphere. 

<McMaster University Directory, 1952-53:3) 

If the above quote sounds 1 ike an antiquated mixture 

of classical Athenian ideal ism and medieval religious piety, 

then there is the strong possibility that as time has passed 

McMaster University has changed its "design". A change in 

design includes, among other· things, a change in emphasis 

with respect to the work done by academics. This chapter 

proposes to examine the main tasks of academia, fir·st noting 

their complexity and secondly, assessing where the 

i r1 =· t i tut i on a 1 emphasis on the task 1 ies - both historically 

and presently at McMaster. This analysis is seen as a 

necessary preamble to understanding the relationship between 

status and the controls developed to ensure its accumulation. 

Before proceeding further, it is imperative to point out that 

this thesis, and in particular this chapter, makes no 

normative Judgements as to which task should be emphasized, 

nor· w i 1 l i t become mi red in the controversy surrond i ng any 

of the various written complaints over imbalances in the 

importance granted either endeavor <Livesey, 1975: 45). 

29 
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design of the university, reference to university functions 

is clearly outlined in a 1977 statement by the university's 

Long Range Planning report, A Plan for McMaster: 

"Canadian universities provide a multiplicity of 
services ••• but among these services two are 
preeminent. The first is the tasK of post­
secondary education ••• To this end, the universities 
are those institutions entrusted with the 
preservation and dissemination of the higher forms 
of human Knowledge. The second task involves 
research and scholarship, since it is also the 
c•bligation of the univer·<::.ities to promote the 
extension of human Knowledge and the improvement of 
human understanding through systematic and 
disciplined study", <p. 2). 

Given the above statements, it is relatively safe to 

state that the primary tasKs of a university are teaching and 

r·e<::.ear·ch. Therefore, by association, academics employed by 

the university wi 11, in varying degrees, involve themselves 

in the<::.e ta<::.Ks. 

II. TEACHING/RESEARCH COMPLEXITY 

These two tasks comprise a variety of labour 

skills that are in themselves far more complex than first 

appearances would suggest. For instance, teaching is often 

regarded and defined as merely presenting material in a 

lecture to a large number of students. Academics were quick 

t 0 p C• i n t OU t that with such a superficial def i n i t i on of 

teaching ignores the preparation required in organizing 

mater i a 1 • Gathering material for a particular subject, apart 

f r om .j u s t t h e t i me r e q u i r e d t o fer re t o u t t h e r e sour c e s , 

http:ta<::.Ks
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demands an appreciation that different settings w i 11 require 

different materials. In addition, as the following academic 

suggests, different settings involve different styles or 

aptitudes in the presentation of the material: 

l'°ve always thought of myself primarily as an 
undergr·adua te 1ec tur·er. I '°m not that good in a 
seminar situation. I'°d love to be able to deal with 
students in a sort of Socratic fashion, I mean 
getting them to discover stuff on their own, but I'°m 
not very good at that. l'°m a reasonable lecturer." 

<Associate Professor, 5 years) 

The actual student contact time requires certain 

adjustments on the part of the professor with respect to the 

content. Alterations taKe into consideration the mixture of 

the classes to be taught, whether i t be teaching 

undergraduates in fields which are, or are not, directly 

related to the areas which students will later pursue, 

tr·aining student=· to enter a profession, and 

teaching/supervising graduate students. A 1 1 the above 

require attention to the level at which the material is being 

presented when the time arrives to assess students. 

A=·=-essment r-equires the pr-eparation of exams, r-elevant essay 

topics, or whatever- other means of evaluation desir-ed by a 

pr·c•fessor-. The assessment process in itself complicates 

matters when enrollments are consider-ed. Depending on the 

size of enrollment, there w i 11 be tremendous var i abl i 1 ti>' on 

the time an academic must devote to any particular course: 

"Speaking from personal exper-ience, I can deal with 
the amount of time placed on me when mar-King 40 or 50 
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essay<:., but 130 just wipes me out. I al so have 400 
<:.tude-nts in my fir·st year course, now fortunately 
I've had some excellent T.A."s, but still the time 
spe-nt on this course is greater than if I had a small 
third year seminar course." 

<Professor, 14 years) 

Finally, there is also a directional element to the 

teaching component which revolves around initiation of 

undergraduates in an academic tradition and providing 

guidance of an academic nature to both undergraduate and 

graduate students. 

The re-search component is itself an intricate matrix 

of form and content. In form, research can be an academic"s 

'voyage of discovery", a training regime for academics to 

ke-ep themselves in condition, and/or simply an occupational 

r·equirement for promc•tion <Porter et. al., 1971 :107). The form 

of research can also be expressed in different formats, be it 

only in the mind of the rese-archer, in lectur·es, at 

conferences, or in published form. That there was no clear 

consensus among the respondents as to what form research 

should take appeared to be due to a preoccupation with 

whether an individual's research was making a "contribution". 

Whether that contribution should develop growth in the 

individual, the discipline, the lear·ning of students, or some 

combination thereof, was a point of debate: 

"What is research? Is. this jcrurnal [pointing to 
the desktop] that I take home and read in bed tonight 
research? Be-tter yet, why isn"t it research? 
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<Professor, 7 years) 

"Who i~. to judge whether· or not the guy [sic) who 
goes off to the cottage in the south of Cornwall with 
a stack of books in his area won" t be getting more 
out of his time than the guy who"s feverishly writing 
papers during his sabbatical? I don"t know how to 
resolve that. (4) 

<Associate Professor, 13 years) 

Leaving aside the lack of consensus on what research 

should constitute or contribute, the content of research 

can be classified into two broad categories; basic <sometimes 

r·eferr·ed to in the 1 i terature as "pure"> resear·ch arid applied 

research. The di st inc t ion has potentially different 

implications in terms of the controls to produce it because 

the two categories. generally cater to different service 

markets <TucKman, 1975:36>. One can also subdivide the cate­

gories of research into a variety of content which includes; 

wor·k c•n the fr·c•ntier~. c•f a discipline; any original or 

critical thinking in an academic form within an individual"s 

discipline; and, as well, certain problem solving commissions 

<Chester in Martin, 1969:78>. 

This descriptive digression was inserted at this point 

to reinforce the diversity of the two major tasks found in 

academia. No simplistic definition suffices, especially 

with regards to research, because not only are the tasks 

complex in and of themselves, but also they tend to overlap. 

Analytically, the two tasks can be separated and isolated 

into their constituent elements. -However in reality, 
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research and teaching are not totally separate. The results 

of research are normally at some point recombined in the 

teaching product <Tancred-Sheriff, 1985:16) since both have 

in their pristine form, the interests of furthering knowledge 

as a common denominator. Hence, neither of the two tasks can 

proceed indefinitely without the other (Livesey, 1975:45). 

Research creates new knowledge by advancing beyond prior 

discoverie:.. Scholarship preserves, refines and modifies the 

knowledge and teaching disseminates it <Clarke, 1984: 107) • 

Research becomes tied into instruction of those at the more 

advanced levels whose programs have as their objectives the 

of abstract learning and problem solving 

abilities (Porter et.al., 1971: 106) • This is not to say 

that the 1 ink between research and teaching is 

u n id i rec t ion a 1 • A more accurate description would be one of 

i nter·dependence, whereby students are taught the knowledge of 

present day researchers in order to become the future 

researchers who contribute to the knowledge of future 

students. 

The in ter·dependence of the tasks in no way 

presupposes a harmonious relationship. This is especially 

tr·ue if one task is given greater emphasis than the either. 

An academic in a position where one task is emphasized ·is 

confronted nc•t :.c• n1uch with a problem in the 
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1og i ca 1 sense of the term, but a dilemma. The simplest 

form of dilemma occurs when the accomplishment of two end~-

(e.g. the preparing of lectures and the completion of 

resear·ch) depend on the same scarce means - in this case 

ti me. One end is attained at the expense of the other and 

academics, not unlike others, are cursed with a finite set of 

resources. The choice of how to distribute persona 1 

r·esour·ce~. pc·~-es the di 1 emma <Bl au, 1973: 270) • It is high 1 y 

probable that a substantial institutionalized emphasis on one 

is 1 ikely to be met with a reduced capacity on the part 

of the academic to provide services in other areas. But 

where exactly is the emphasis at the institutional level? 

III. AN EVOLVING EMPHASIS 

An analysis of task emphasis would have been greatly 

simplified if McMaster conformed to the 1 iterature found in 

the field of academia. A researcher could merely cite the 

relevant material over the past half century that has 

consistently concluded universities tend to give research 

greater priority. In fact, it was initially assumed 

that research was the emphasized task at McMaster. This 

assumption was coupled with the proposition, derived from the 

opening interviews, that the expansion in the 1960's was 

merely an epiphenomenon that momentarily set aside an 

emphasis on research in order to deal with the growing 

enrollment of students and a fixation with the enlargement of 

the physical plant of the university. As the interviews 

progressed both assumption and proposition were found to be 
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misleading because, at McMaster, task emphasis has gradually 

evolved since the Second World War: 

" I be l i eve th i s i n st i tu t i on used to be l i k e a 
iberal arts college 

institutions you find 
in the 

a greater 
U.S. In 

emphasis 
those 

on the 
teaching and, indeed, the citizenshipcomponent 
component, and some minimal expectation on research. 
That yes, you will Keep current in your field and if 
you put out an article that/s fine, that/s great, but 
that is not wh>' you have been hi red - you are hi red 
to interpret. That/s basically how a 1 iberal arts 
college works and that/s, as I said, what I think Mac 
used to be 1 ike. But in the last couple of decades, 
certai nl >' on th i ~- side of the campus - that is the 
arts and social sciences side there/s been a 
tr·ansi ti c•n from what was predominantly a teaching 
function to a research one. The pendulum has gone 
the c•ther· way with almo~.t as heavy a demand or1 the 
research side as you have in the physical sciences. 

<Professor, 17 years) 

It is important to recognize this shift, not solely 

in the in ter·ests of hi st or i ca 1 accuracy, nor becau~.e changes 

in emphasis are indicative of aspirations of those at the 

institution to move beyond the original /design/ of McMaster, 

but because an institutional emphasis can influence which 

task will affect and possibly control the other. In effect, 

as the emphasis shifts, so too does the relative position of 

the task in terms of whether it is dominant or subordinate. 

In order to clarify what has just been stated and put it into 

per~.pec ti ve, it must be remembered that McMaster was a 

de nom i n a t i on a 1 u n i v e r s i t y u n t i 1 1 9 5 7 , an d was , th ere for e , 

heavily influenced by its Baptist origins as can be 

inferred by the quote which opened this chapter. The stated 
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emphasis was on education and according to academics employed 

dur-ing the Post-War· - pr-e 1960"s expansion er-a <1945-19t.3) 

they wer-e hired primarily for the task of teaching: 

"When I was hir-ed, they wanted someone to get 
into the classroom and teach courses. During 
that time I was spending 90% of my time teaching 
and 10% on research and writing. There was no 
other- way I could do it with the course loads we 
were given." 

<Professor-, 37 years) 

With teaching emphasized, and academics given cour-se 

loads that wer-e two, sometimes thr-ee times, the pr-esent- day 

average, the ability to do r-esearch was seriously curtailed. 

The above Pr-ofessor-, and others who have been at McMaster for 

over twenty years, mentioned that carrying a course load of 

eight to ten cour<:.es was not except i ona 1 • This directly 

contrasts with present-day averages around three to four 

cour-ses over an academic year. With the teaching task 

emphasized and essentially controlling the research process, 

lack of production should not be problematical: 

"Well research used to be something one ought to 
do in c•ne"s rar-e idle moments, but if you didn"t 
there were no great repercussions ••• " 

<Professor, 32 years) 

In addition to teaching being emphasized at the insti­

tut i C•na 1 1eve1 , i t was also 1il<e1 y to be the central task for 

many academics because the Ph.D. , with its emphasis on the 

acquisition C•f resear·ch ski 1 1 s, was not widely held at 
5 

McMaste-r. At the <:.tar-t of the 1950,. s with a staff 

http:cour<:.es
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(purposely referred to as the /Officers of Instruction/) of 

88, only 38 (43%) held the highest degr·ee (1951-52). A full 

decade later the percentage of Ph.D/s rose to 61% (1961-62). 

The increase would continue until presently, considering Just 

the social science departments involved in this study, the 

per·centage of academics with a Doctorate is 96% <1985). 

The rise in Ph.D/s followed an increasing interest at 

the university in research and both of these coincided with a 

progressive expansion of McMaster. From the vantage point of 

the 1980 / s it is tempting to view university expansion as 

confined to the 1960/s. Undoubtedly, the immensity of the 

expansion - which saw Ontario university enrollments between 

1962-68 increase from 39,000 to 92,000 along with the 

proportion of the total provincial budget for education rise 

from 1% to 11% - dwarfed by comparison all previous growth 

<Axelr·od, 1982:141). Hc•wever, at McMa1:0.ter there were spur ts 

of growth ever since the Second World War, the results of 

which prompted /pre-expansion/ statements such as the 

following: 

"The university is engaged in a program of 
unprecedented expansion evidences of which are 
the construction here of Canada/s first nuclear 
reactor on a university campus [1957J, and the 
erection of an Engineering building [1958] 
Important developments since World War Two have 
been the extension of graduate studies and 
research." 

<McMaster Yearbook, 1959-60:13) 

Although there was an increasingly pronounced interest 
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in research, there was still an inability on the part of 

institutional authority figures to develop the interest into 

a concerted emphasis. It is important to remember that during 

this time period and into the 1960's, enrollments doubled 

every five years and to keep pace academics were hired 

in numbers never seen before or since (peaking in 1969-70 

with 138 newly hired academics>. Research aspirations both 

institutional and individual were 1 imited by the need to 

cater to high enrollments. 

"When instructors were needed to cope with the 
influx of students I know a lot of my colleagues 
who were just coming in had to put their 
research on the back burner. A lot of bright 
people never got their research careers off the 
ground because of it." 

<Professor, 24 years> 

Later as enrollments levelled off and hiring 

decr·eas.ed, new academics would be expos.ed to the 

institutional-wide transition from a mere stated interest in 

having academics produce research to a developed emphasis on 
6 

research production. For the remainder of this chapter the 

the analysis of where the emphasis lies will concern itself 

with the present situation at McMaster. It will become 

apparent that what occurs in the present is a direct contrast 

with the past. The ana 1ys is gives the i mpres.s ion of being 

static, in that it deals with a point in time where research 

appears to be emphasized, but the emphasis is still evolving 

and will continue to evolve over time. 

http:expos.ed
http:decr�eas.ed
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IV. PROFESSING EQUALITY 

Inter·estingly, it is an emphasis that is not 

directly stated in university pub 1 i cat i on s . Instead, 

research is given greater praise and attention, while at the 

same time a professed equality between the tasKs is expressed 

The reader should understand that to only analyze the 

pub! ished goals/objectives of universities when trying to 

determine where prioritie-s lie is not very fruitful because 

more often than not it degenerates into a largely empty 

exercise of determining who proclaims which cl iches the most 

often or vociferously (ClarK, 1984: 108). However, the text 

of uni~ier·~.ity publications, while quite limited in explaining 

what the job tasKs actually entail due their tendency to 

remain in the realm of abstract goals, can indirectly provide 

insight into how the performance of the job tasKs is shaped. 

The studies can also intimate where academics will allocate 

their personal resources within these job tasks by revealing 

which endeavour has the balance tipped in its favour. 

The previously referred to Long Term Planning 

Committee r·eport for McMaster University contains the claim 

that the university shares a commitment to instruction not 

uni iKe other Canadian universities. However·, in contrast to 

the original /design/ , the report goes further to 

characterize McMaster as playing a "special r·ole" <the 
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committee/s term). The role is, it is claimed, directly a 

re~.u 1 t of its emphasis on the development of graduate 

programmes and moreover, its /enviable position in terms of 

scholarly performance/ Cp. 4). In a 1983 - 84 publication 

concerned with the character and role of McMaster University 

there is the statement that the 'special role of McMaster 

Uni ~iers i ty derives principally from the long standing 
7 

commitment of our faculty members to research.' With self-

evident pr· i de in accomplishment, the report proceeds with a 

breakdown of McMaster/s successes in winning larger research 

awards than the national averages and, specifically describes 

its high sponsored research to staff ratio - ranking it 

second in Ontario in absolute dollar terms <behind Toronto) 

and first when university size is considered. Also mentioned 

is McMaster/s high rate of revenue intake from research 

funding in proportion to its overall operating revenues that 

places it second in the province (behind Guelph>, but first 

when research expenditures are expressed as a percentage of 

operating expenditures <See Appendix C for specific figures). 

With this stated, it is not inaccurate to maKe the assertion 
8 

that through its publications, McMaster views itself, and 

would 1 iKe others to view it, as a research center. 

Typically, the determination of how important 

research or teaching is to a university is made difficult 

because pol icy makers (whoever they may be) do not wish to be 
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seen as developing or rewarding the one component at the 

expense of another. There is considerable time apportioned 

within publications to maintain that the two functions are of 

equal importance. McMaster is no exception. In the 

university/s 1977 report, attention is given to what is 

termed the /erroneous assumption/ that in an overall 

determination of priorities the importance of teaching is 

underemphasized. The committee directly refers to claims by 

unspecified faculty members that insufficient attention is 

paid to teaching competence or excellence in making tenure 

and promotion decisions. It states that, "Although such 

claims 

they 

are not justified 
9 

are widely held." 

it is essential 

Why the claims 

to 

of 

recognize that 

imbalances are 

widely held is not addressed, only that they are present. 

That presence, regardless of whether it is erroneous or 

unjustified, is perceived by the authors of the report as a 

potential source of conflict which cannot be overlooked. 

For all the good intentions and undoubtedly genuine 

sentiments which go into the affirmation of the importance of 

the teaching function in order to improve teaching perfor­
10 

mance, in the end these add up to 1 ittle more than 

window-dressing to avoid openly admitting that research has 

priority over teaching in those institutions that are 

regarded (or are wishing to be regarded) as research centers. 

The present situation at McMaster appears to closely reflect 
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the following blunt statement by Blau: 

"A fundamental characteristic of the academic 
stratification system is that research has higher 
standing than teaching. This is often lamented and 
sometimes lauded, but there 
about it being true". 

is 1 ittle disagreement 

<Blau, 1973: 275) 

The desires expressed in specific statements released 

a high level administrator· at McMa~. t er, which 

characterized publicized university intentions of making 

McMaster University a centre of excellence in teaching, were 

diplomatically summarized by one associate professor as: 

" ... very nice sentiments and sentiments no doubt 
you will hear some cynical rebuttals from other 
ccolleagues [~.icJ. However, I think (administrator) 
himself believed them. But essentially you 1 re 
fighting an organization where the primacy isn 1 t on 
teaching" 

<Associate Professor, 13 years) 

'v' • DE FACTO DI SPAR I TY 

It is at the level of recognition for the efforts put 

forth that the theoretical compatibility of the two tasks 

encc•un ters pr·obl ems. The major defining feature that 

distinguishes research from teaching is that i t is more 

readily open to inter-institutional acclaim. Livesey makes 

reference to this disparity when he states that the 

succes~.ful schcolars can bring money to their campuses in the 

form of grants, which not only enhance the reputation of the 

individual but also the departments and institutions with 

vJhich they are affiliated <Livesey, 1975: 53). Teaching or 

excellence in instr·uction iE. more C•f a lc•cal ized phenomenon 
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and therefore, quite apart from claims of inability to 

me-asure teaching <which will be discusse-d later>, it is riot 

accorded the same level of recognition (Wilson, 1942: 178). 

Pr·e-s.e-nted with a scenario of differential recognition, it is 

pertinent to ask whether the two ideally intellectually 

compatible ta<:.ks enter into competition with each other? 

Sure they do (pause). Yeah I must say quite 
frankly that there were times when I may have 
trimmed that is if I had a good lecture working and 
I kne-w it was a good lecture, and it was a trade 
off between fine tuning something or doing some 
r·es.ear·ch - yeah. I would probably trade off in 
favour of the research. Now other times I can say 
that 1 knocked myself out developing a course and 
did let the research slide for a summer. Mind you 
I did that after ce-rtain other things had happened, 
after I felt in terms of the research I was 
unass.a i 1able. 

<Associate Professor 14 years> 

Contained in the above comment is one particularly 

note-worthy phrase, the reference to being sure that 'in terms 

of research' the individual was 'unassailable'. This 

individual was recounting when evaluation of performance was 

critical to retaining employment, and the task that was seen 

as critical was research. Thus, one consequence of this 

situation is that teaching can subtly (and not so subtly) 

take- a subordinate position at the margins of job 

performance. By marginal subordination it is meant that 

rare-ly can decisions to prioritize one component over the 

other be an all or none determination, where one tas~: is 

while the other is given complete 
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overriding importance. Instead subordination occurs at the 

fringes of effort expended upon either task. Personal 

resource allowances are restricted and extra effort is 

curtailed or avoided in order to give greater attention to 

the prioritized component. In remarks made by respondents, 

the marginality referred to occurs not only figuratively, but 

also quite literally: 

"You <;;.ee wher·e research encroaches on teaching is 
on the margin; do I prepare that next assignment, 
or· de• I '=·imp l >' rip a couple of questions out of a 
book, photocopy them and then off you go?" 

<Associate Professor, 12 years) 

"Because of research demands you pick up last year's 
lectures, you fiddle with them in the margins and 
that's about it." 

<Associate Professor, 8 years) 

The preceding remarks and comments made by academics 

are riot intended to convey the notion that academics 

committed to research are, ergo, shirking their 

responsibilities as teachers. Nor should it be construed 

that teaching no longer affects research or makes it a 

difficult task to accomplish. Course loads have been 

reduced. However, enlarged courses coupled with a lack 

of funding to hire new staff or grant sabbaticals with the 

same frequency can detract from research output. The above 

comments merely serve to illustrate the contrast, and indeed 

reversal, of previous statements by academics referring to 

past commitments to teaching with the present-day emphasis on 
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r-esearch. In both situations decisions upon how to divide 

resources and wher-e to place 'priority' involve attempts on 

the par-t of individuals to anticipate the cr-iter-ia upon which 

they ar-e judged. However, the exact criteria are rarely 

explicitly stated in academia. Logan Wilson effectively 

summarized the dilemma academics face when he stated: 

"In view of the vague and conflicting criteria by 
which his [sicJ work is judged, he is uncertain in 
the al location of his energies. He Knows that he 
is a competitc•r but often is not clear regarding 
the terms of the competition". 

<Wilson, 1942: 62) 

The 'competition' revolves around where to allocate 

resources in order to reap the benefits inherent in the 

organization. It would be expected that the distribution of 

a professor's time and energy between teaching and research 

will depend in part on the responsibility, motivation and 

aptitude of the individual, and in part (a lar·ge part> on the 

emphasis the institution s/he is affil lated with puts on 

teaching and research <Millett, 1961: 64). What is considered 

the dominant ethos of the university has to be taken into 

account by the participants. Thus any prospective employee 

or persons already employed would be foolish not to be 

cognizant of the i n st i tu t i on a 1 pr-ide in the r-esear-ch 

component, and a 1 ittle naive not to thinK the 'university' 

and its administration considered it an impor-tant endeavor 

for its employees to pursue. One general comment w i th 

r·eference to allocating time resources by an associate 
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professor of eighteen years particularly stands out: 

"Although there are few priorities certainly any 
new person starting off in a faculty has got to 
concentrate on their research and get publications 
because they can't advance unless they do, and 
preferably a fair 1 ist if you want to guarantee 
your job. This become a very serious issue because 
if one university has refused you tenure - that's 
after six years - then your chances of getting a 
job elsewhere are pretty slim. You're looking at 
changing careers." 

<Associate Professor, 18 years) 

It would appear that this undesirable prospect is 

enc•ugh to deter many from spending undue amounts of time on 

the various tasks related to the teaching component.The newly 

initiated academics with aspirations of advancement are quicK 

to picK up the sentiments of their colleagues, and arrive at 

decisions as to where their valuable time should be spent and 

what component is to be given less time. As one assistant 

professor who had been at the university for only two years 

states: 

"It's so difficult to find the time (for teaching). 
There is no way you can give time to teaching, do 
~.ufficient r·esearch to stay alive, and do all the 
administrative garbage that's required of us 
without putting in a seventy hour week. You can't 
cut bacK on the administrative stuff, if you cut 
back on the re~.earch you won't get promoted, you 
won't get raises and you'll never get tenure. So 
the easiest place to cut in a lot of ways is in the 
teaching." 

<Assistant Professor, 2 years) 

l)l. TASK PRIORITY IN ACADEMIA 

Why it is easier· tc• cut corners with teaching wi l ~ be 

dealt with later (Chapter 4) when discussing the controlling 
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elements of the evaluation process. For now the main 

con:. i de rat i on is where priority 1 ies and the corresponding 

decisions of academics to pursue that which they believe to 

be the guarantor of continued employment. That research is 

the primary guarantor of job security has been discussed, 

that it is actually emphasized is not as overtly expressed. 

But the fol lowing responses typify how, lack of explicitness 

nc•t wi th:.tandi ng, the ends results are wel 1 known: 

"I think its pretty much true that research gets a 
greater emphasis. True in the following sense, for 
example and I think here is where it is most clear. 
I've yet to hear at McMaster or elsewhere for that 
matter, where an outstanding researcher was denied 
tenure or promotion because of bad teaching - it's 
very hard to find. There's lots of cases though 
where an outstanding teacher has been denied tenure 
or promotion because of a lack of research". 

<Assistant Professor 4 years) 

"The easy answer would be that the emphasis is on 
research. Uhm ... but that in fact is not so. The 
emphasis is really on all three: service, 
teaching and research, and its a matter of success 
and failure. Can you succeed by being a good 
committee person? Answer? No. Can you succeed by 
being a good teacher? No. Can you succeed by 
being a good researcher? Yes! .•.• 

So when it comes, and I guess this is really the 
key point, when it comes to promotion, you've got 
to have the research anchor in order to secure 
pr·omot ions." 

<Associate Professor, 6 years) 

The penalties for not doing research, or the bet ieved 

limited benef 1· te. - t'"rat• teach·1 ng · dprov 1 es, may .._L.•e mc•re appar·en t 

than real - at the very least the situation is not as 

simplistic as the much quoted 'publish or perish' syndr·ome 
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wou 1 d i mp 1 y • However, this study indicates that university 

publications which claim academics are 'unjustified' in their 

thinking research takes precedence may be equally guilty of 

distorting reality. 

After studing the relationship between productivity, 

faculty salaries and promotions, Katz (1973) concluded that 

it was evident research abi 1 ity, publication record and 

na ti ona 1 reputation were the most important factors 

influencing salary and promotion decisions. Katz and others 

(Lewis 1973, Winthrop, 1973, and Knapper, 1977) also observed 

that university administrators made decisions regarding 

salaries and promotions, in an intuitive manner that was 

heavil>' or·iented tc•wards the research component, and seldom 

was there any clear understanding of the weights they 

attached to the varic•us cr·iteria. The effects of these 

decisions were best articulated by Chester: 

"Although teaching, research and administrative 
contributions are all allegedly considered in 
promotion decisions it is difficult to find 
academics who believe that this is really the 
case". 

<Chester in Martin, 1969: 82) 

A quote that supports Chester's assertion, and is in 

1 ine with previously quoted academics, is the following 

reference to administrative decision making: 

"I think the stated weights are 40% research, 40% 
teaching and 20% administrative. Whether those 
weights are rigidly adhered to I'm not sure. I'm 
pretty sure that the following holds and that is 
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good research will offset poor teaching, but the 
reverse is not true." 

<Associate Professor, 12 years) 

Thus, the incentives become defined as emerging from 

the research component of the two functions. In tar1gible 

terms one advances in salary, intra-institutional status 

amongst colleagues <promotion>, and inter-institutionally 

prestige is elevated if the research is frequently published 

and/or heavily funded by outside agencies. On the teaching 

side the incentives are summarized quickly in a sentence or 

twc• and ar·e devoid of the instr·umentalism associated with 

research (i.e. merit increases, tenure): 

"The rewards in teaching are wholly personal " 
<Assistant Professor, 5 years) 

"Ah, there isn/t any [incentives]. Either you have 
an interest in it [teaching] or you don/t." 

<Assistant Professor, 6 years) 

"Tangibly? Well I get fairly good reviews - I 
can/t think of anything else. 

<Assistant Professor, 3 years> 

VI I . EXCURSUS: THE ADMINISTRATIVE TASK AND ITS ASSOCIATED 
PROBLEMS 

It would be a ser·ious omission to leave this chapter 

without making at least a passing reference to the admini­

strative tasks academics are expected to perform after 

gaining employment. Research and teaching are not the only 

activities a university embraces. Nor does involvement in 

these two tasks comprise the totality of work done by 

academics. Committee wor-k and the already quoted mention of 
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/service to the community/, which for the purposes of this 

th es i ~- w i 1 1 be classified under the general heading of 

administrative duties, also forms a part of the 1abour done 

in academia. Al though the task w i 11 be mentioned only 

briefly, its significance should not be minimized. 

The significance of academics participating in 

administrative tasks stems from the subsequent difficulties 

the participation creates. The difficulties occur at two 

levels, one is a purely analytical problem, the other 

i nvcil ves the practicalities associated with individual 

academics attempting to organize their labour. In the case 

of the former, problems arise because i t is difficult 

to determine from whence /policies/ regarding the job 

ta~.ks emanate. The difficulty is a result of trying to 

establish exactly who is responsible for the policies that 

ar·e initiated. With respect to the latter - the individual 

organization of the tasks - the addition of administrative 

tasks to the work already done by academics can be an 

indirect contributor to the tensions between teaching and 

re~.earch. It can potentially siphon off valuable time and 

energy that would otherwise be spent on the two main tasks. 

The point to be stressed is that any analysis of 

academia contains its own set of problems and a consideration 

of where the emphasis 1 ies in academia is no exception. 

Firstly, to merely state that an /institution/ emphasizes 

either Job task is an oversimplification. Policies are not 
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generated by institutions, but by individuals both inside and 

OU t ~- i de 

univer~.i ty. 

the 
10 

physical boundaries that con st i tu te the 

To make the claim that an institution gives 

priority to one task over the other, reifies the physical 

plant as a decision-maker unto itself, and thereby ignores 

the complex interplay within what is generically termed a 

uni ver·s it>''° s ,. commun it>' of scholars'°. 

Secondly, the constant interaction of members of this 

while in their adm i n i st rat i v e capacit>', 

comp I i cat es the analysis of the two primary tasks by 

obscuring attempts to establish whether the imbalances are a 

result of a definitive management <or worker) strategy. In 

academia delineations between employee and employer lack 

applicability because usually the traditional di st i net ions 

are blurred to such an extent that one is never quite sure 

who the employer or employee is. Unquestionably there are 

hierarchies within academia, but they are not of the same 

genre in terms of authority structures as those found in 
1 1 

other organizations. Thus it is difficult, if not virtually 

impossible, to determine which individuals have influenced or 

directed the institutional policies on the significance of 

teaching or research, and those who merely work within the 

general i zed mandates that are set C•U t <Wright, 1979: 1$'5). 

SUMMARY 

In summary the objective of this chapter was to 

assess where academic priorities lay with respect to the two 
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main tasks in academia. To initiate such an analysis the 

content of university publications were examined and remarks 

by academics solicited. Although publications devoted time 

to maintaining that a parity exists, the direction and thrust 

of arguments tended to suggest the contrary by indirectly 

giving priority to research. In academia this creates diff i­

culties because the job tasks can be (but are not always) 

divided into distinct components. The Job tasks being 

complex, consume vast amounts of time and energy, but due to 

the academic structure of recognition the tasks are 

differentially acknowledged. That this can lead to tension 

between the two tasks was readily confirmed by academics. 

Having addressed where the emphasis 1 ies the next 

chapter will turn to explaining why research production has 

become, and will 1 ikely remain, a high priority at McMaster. 

As Chapter Three will observe, there are many reasons that 

have been put forth as to why imbalances between the two 

tasks is the norm in academia rather than the exception. 

However, i t w i 11 soon become apparent that many of the 

reasons, while having a grain of truth contained within them, 

are not addressing a fundamental issue that shapes the 

academic labour process - the role of research production in 

the accumulation of status. 

CHAPTER TWO END NOTES 

2 See Ontario Ministry of Colleges and Universities 
publicatior1<::., especi.:..lly the opening pr·eambles of The 
Challenge of the 80's (1981) and Ontario Universities: 
QpJj__ons and Futur·es (1984) - respectively Knowr1 as the Fi-:.her 
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and Bouey Commissions. 

3 See Ontar·io Council on University Affairs. The 
Ontario University System: A Statement of Issues, 1978. 

4. The inability to rescilve the problem will have 
implications later when the distinction between research and 
published research is made <Chapter Three) arid the academic 
evaluation process is examined (Chapter Four) 

5. The figures which foll ow wer·e comp i 1ed fr·om the 
McMaster YearbooK(s) - the academic year referred to is in 
br·acket~.. 

6. The role of market conditions will be dealt with in 
greater detail in Chapter 4. 

7. The Character and Role, and the Planning Objectives 
fo~__ti_cMaster_ University. Hamilton, Ontario: McMaster 
Univ er s i t y, 1983 - 84, p. 1 . 

8. For other statements referring to commitments to 
research are: McMaster University Response to the Preliminary 
Report of the Committee on the Future Role of Universities in 
Ont ar i o, 1 981 , p. 7 - 8. Contact, Vo 1 • 12, ,. s 33, 35, 1 981 . 

9. Joint Board of Governors/Senate Committee on Long 
Range Planning. A Plan for McMaster University. Ham i 1 ton, 
Ontario: McMaster University, May 1977, p. 15. 

1 0 • A good example of the claimed importance 
teaching is the time spent in the 1977 report, A Plan 
McMaster University <op. cit.>, concerning the creation 
Center· for· Instructional Development <p.16) VI. 

11. Some of the unique characteristics of the authority 
structures in academia are found in Bucher-'s <1970: 7) 
treatment of a medical school-'s -'nonbureaucratic hierarchy-' 
and Noble and Pym-'s (1970: 436) 'involuted hierarchies-' 
distinguish some of the unique characteristics of academia. 



CHAPTER THREE 
THE INTER-INSTITUTIONAL ACHIEVEMENT OF STATUS 

PREFACE 

The previous chapter has indicated where the emphasis 

1 ies at McMaster in relation to the two main tasks in 

academia. In the iterature, and according to academics, it 

became clear that research held a superior position relative 

to the other tasks when institutional goals and objectives 

were considered. Before proceeding to identify the forms of 

control present within the academic labo~r process, and how 

they are exerted to ensure that an adequate amount of an 

academic's time is allocated to sustaining and developing the 

activity which is given priority, it is necessary to elabo­

rate on why research is emphasized. There are a number of 

reasons put forth, both in the 1 iterature and by the 

academics who were interviewed, as to why research is given 

greater priority and, hence, why individuals and institutions 

who produce research are accorded higher status in academia. 

The reasons tend to cluster around three major headings; the 

altr·uistic pursuit of knowledge; a functional perspective; 

and impressions concerning the relative visibility of re­

search. The latter rationale has two sub-categories, the 

inability to measure teaching and the structure of academic 

funding. 

The above viewpoints will be reviewed and their merits 

and validity assessed along with their deficiencies. Then a 

56 
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fourth variant of why research is emphasized will be 

pc•stulate-d. This var·iant uses some of the pr·emi':-es of the 

visibility category, but may provide a deeper understanding 

of the issue. To guide the inquiry into the basic elements 

of this variant, aspects of Marx's theory of value wi·ll be 

incorporated. By extrapolating from the theory of value and 

using the attributes of research production in correspondence 

with the e-xamples Marx uses, the origins of research can be 

identified, as can the path it takes through the academic 
12 

mar·ke tp J ace un ti l it emerges as a con tr· i bu tor to 

inst i tut ion a 1 status. In the process of this analysis a 

fundamental distinction will be developed between research 

and publ i shed research, a point that w i 11 become important 

later when discussing the mechanisms of control found in 

academia. To generate a theory of why research is emphasized 

three sources were used in this chapter; published university 

statements; various 1 i tera tu re that touched upon the subject; 

and the comments of academics. 

I. RATIONALES FOR RESEARCH EMPHASIS 

1. THE ALTRUISTIC PURSUIT OF KNOWLEDGE 

"All th e gran d soul"ces, in shol"t, of human 
suffering are in a great degree, many of them 
almost entil"ely, conquerable by human care and 
effort ... if will and knowledge were not wanting, it 
might be easily made - yet every mind sufficiently 
intelligent and generous to bear a part .•. in the 
endeavor will draw a noble enjoyment from the 
cont e ~· t i t se J f .•. " 

<Mill, 1957: 20) 
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At first glance, John Stuart Mill would appear to be 

an unl iKely candidate to quote from when opening a discussion 

on the altruistic pursuit of Knowledge in academia. However, 

the essential cc•ncepts of utilitarianism ar-e premised on 

manK ind having an humanitarian nature which can recognize 

that the 'greatest good for the greate~.t r1umber" involves 

unselfish sacrifices from the institutions of society and the 

individual • In this context the above quote by Mill contains 

essentially two supports for why research is emphasized for 

altruistic reasons. One, that r-esear-ch plays a fundamental 

role in the betterment of mankind. The second is that the 

individual who takes up the challenge will be intrinsically 

r-ewarded and thus the emphasis on r-esearch can be seen as a 

result of a genuine desire, devoid of selfishness, to improve 

the human condition. Individual motivations will be dealt 

with later, for now attention is on how universities view the 

their altruistic role. In the context of a univer-sity, Mill's 

car·e and effor·t tr-an~.lates into a commitment to research, 

that r-evol ves ar·ound the acqu i st ion of new Knowledge to "con­

quer' suffering - irr-espective of discipline. When discussing 

universities, the altr-uistic pursuit of Knowledge leans heav­

i 1 Y on the a~.sump ti on that, in gener-a 1 , uni ver-s it i es ar-e the 

vanguard of the acquisition of Knowledge and are instrumental 

in the pr·ogre-:.s c1f -:.c•ciety, A-:. Clar·k Ker-r states <19~.3:v) in 

updating Mill's sentiments: 
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"The basic reality, for the university, is the 
wide-spr·ead recognition that new Knowledge i '=· the 
most important factor in economic and soc i a 1 
gr·owth." 

Lyricism, metaphors, rhetoric and analogies abound 

when attempts are made to articulate the assertion that 

universities are a necessary element in realizing this 'basic 

reality'. This can be observed in the following statement by 

a Cor·ne l l University president, as quoted by Robert M. 

Hutchins <1967: 7): 

"The university and other institutions of 
society •.• have now been joined together by a new 
kind of blood system, made up of ideas, the 
trained intelligence, and the manpower, which 
provide the driving energy for our society. And 
the university is the great pumping heart that 
keeps this -:.ystem fresh, invigorated, and in 
motion." 

An academic not contributing to knowledge i rr an 

innovative way, provokes questions concerning his or her 

'worth' which are justly entertained if the notion of the 

altruistic purposes of research is accepted. This notion was 

exp 1 i cit l y -:.ta ted in the opening pages of Gaston's study of 

British High Energy Physicists where he commented that if an 

individual academic 'cannot contribute to something original, 

or work with someone on something original he might just as 

we 11 choose another profession' <1973: 3) • The inference 

is, and this is not restricted to the 1 imited parameters 

of Gaston's study, that the fundamental task of an academic 

is to contribute to new knowledge. Hence, the justification 
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for emphasizing research at universities can be couched in 

magnan imc•us. terms of s.e l fl essnes.s., arid commitment to 

continued Knowledge acquisition and human development. An 

example of this can be found in one of McMaster,.s 

pub 1 i cat i on s : 

"We remain convinced ... of the central role that a 
university such as our own must play in the 
immediate and long term development of basic and 
applied research in this country."<13) 

An Assistant Professor, echoing the sentiments of 

other colleagues, concurs with this role: 

"I think it,.s one of the major functions of a 
university - to explore questions and provide 
answers for issues that are of interest to society. 
lt,.s a very necessary and important function ••• I 
mean a society without a research wing, I thinK, 
would be a very poor society." 

<Assistant Professor, 3 years> 

And lastly, at the extreme end, Bercusson et. a 1. 

( 1 984) state their opinions regarding why research is 

emphasized and what should be the result for those who do not 

cornpl>' with the altr·uistic pursuit of Knowledge: 

"The university, by definition, is research­
oriented institution dedicated to the advance of 
knowledge ••• Scholarship and publication are part 
and parcel of the responsibilities of every 
academic. Those who cannot perform are failing in 
their duties and should perish •.• u 

<Bercusson, et al, 1984: 88, 112-3) 

Un i v er· s i t y publications tend to put forth a 

persuasive case when discussing their altruistic motivations. 
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Just prior to the statement mentioned above, the McMaster 

publication - a rebuttal to a government report - bemoans the 

expenses of research, claiming that incidental and indirect 

costs over and above research grant intake is a pressing pro­

blem. This is a problem which could potentially detract from 

the universi tie~. commitment tc• resear-ch, becau:.e for every 

dollar in research grant received by the university another 

dollar of expense is incurred by the institution. The expense 

of research is immense and the university is not loathe to 

make i t kn c•wn that its commitment to research is a heavy 

financial burden. Briefly stated, some university publ i­

cation:. imply that there are no benefits der·ived from 

research for the institution, except for the consolation that 

it is performing its altruistic duty. 

Clearly, the continued expansion of knowledge, both 

basic and applied, is ar1 integral part of gr·owth in a 

technologically dependent society. Equally clear, is that 

when examining basic research, universities are society's 

primary custodian of this activity <Porter- et.al., 1971:115), 

However, the altruistic viewpoint does not deal conclusively 

with why research is emphasized. To say that an 

altruistically based conception of research is not 

conclusive, is not to dismiss the perspective entirely. What 

is being suggested is that alternative explanations should 

also be taken into account. 

http:Porter-et.al
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2. THE FUNCTIONAL PERSPECTIVE 

This perspective maintains that the i mba 1 ance~. c•f 

importance between research and teaching are a result of the 

greater significance of research for society, and that it 

requires more training and talent than teaching. The 

stratification of the two tasks is functional, if the 

previous statement is correct, because the scarce skills 

required to produce research 'sells' for higher prices. To 

get people to occupy these positions, greater prestige and 

other rewards are provided as incentives for those who 

qualify. Paraphrasing Davis and Moore (1945: 244>, the 

production of research as a job task, i f f u r1 c t i on a 1 1 y 

important, must have an attractive power that will draw the 

necessar·y ~.Kill~. in cc•mpetition with other task~.• The task 

must therefore command at least greater prestige, and, 

ideally in a capitalist based society, monetary incentives. 

There is also the belief among academics, shared in 

the 1 i ter·ature by Bercusson et. al. <1984: 108) ' that it is 

research that distinguishes them from teachers at other 

levels of education and it is this distinction that merits 

the greater prestige accorded the academic researcher: 

"Teaching is what we share in common with high 
school teachers. Research is kind of the hallmark 
of a university professor - that we are producers 
of knowledge, not Just transmitters. That's why 
there is more prestige attached to research than 
teaching." 

<Professor, 14 years) 
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The 1og i c that often extends from this 1 ine of 

thought is that research i s i n sc•me wa>'S a mor· e di ff i cu 1 t 

tasK to accomplish than teaching. This point of view is 

expre<:.sed quite emphatically by the following Assistant 

Professor: 

"I think it"s (research) thought to be a harder 
job, that the really bright do it. It"s liKe the 
old phras.e, those that can"t do-teach. Well the 
same thing applies when it comes to the industry of 
Knowledge. The brightes.t people in Cdiscipl inel 
are the ones who turn out more research, and the 
less bright ones are those that concentrate on 
teaching it. On average I thinK that"s true, 
uhm... and there is just more prestige attached to 
it as a result." 

<Assistant Professor, 4 years) 

This perspective can be a persuasive one. As 

intimated in Chapter One there is an interdependency between 

the ti.No tasks and it is not total 1 y i 11 ogi cal to pl ace re-

s.ear·ch f i r·s.t. After al 1, its those research contributions 

which produce the Knowledge that the academic teacher will 

di ss. .:mi nate. The functional perspective maintains that the 

reason status rests with the research component is that the 

task requires more skill on the part of the individual and is 

more important to society. Therefore, to have people and, by 

extension, institutions, pursuing research, greater status 

needs to be accorded to the task. That status should go to 

the originator of knowledge and not its expositor is not 

questioned. 

The misconception inherent in the logic of this 
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perspective is best stated by Blau <1973:275), who remarked 

that although persons with superior abilities often achieve 

positions that command high status, this does not necessarily 

mean that these positions require greater abilities or skill~ 

Blau acknowledges that some research can be viewed as 

requiring greater expertise than certain aspects of teaching. 

Equally important, he notes that some research does not 

require outstanding skills, while other elements of teaching 

may in fact require a great deal of sl<ill. Whatever the case 

ma>' be, the ensuing argument degenerates into a largely 

unproductive exercise of justifying importance and as Blau 

comments: 

"How much training and talent are needed for a 
position is not a meaningful question that can be 
answered~ because the services provided and thus 
the qualifications needed are not fixed but depend 
c•n the st a tu<:. rewards offer·ed to f i 11 the 
pos i ti on. 11 

<Blau, 1973: 276) 

Consequently, apart from the often stated criticisms 
14 

of the functional perspective, a major flaw exists with 

r·espec t to the relation between the status rewards offered a 

part i cu 1ar· task and the stated functional importance of the 

task i t se 1f . The rationale for stratification rests on the 

axiom that the func ti ona 1 importance of the task, and its 

relative difficulty, determines the status reward offered the 

task. At the same time, the entrenched status rewards, which 

give research its hierarchical superiority, are <:.uppo<:.ed to 

http:uppo<:.ed
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be an attempt to recognize the functional importance and the 

relative difficulty of the task. Thus, the functional 

importance, coupled with the difficulty of a task, are the 

criteria for the stratification of status, while status 

stratification indicates the functional importance and 

difficulty of a task. It is self-evident that the argument 

that has just been outlined is tautological. 

However·, it should not be forgotten that the causal 

deficiencies of this perspective do not necessarily affect 

the outlook academics have when regarding why research is 

emphasized. 

3 • V I SI B I L I TY 

The visibility of research emerged as the most 

frequently cited explanation by academics of why it is the 

emphasized tas.k at the institutional level. The di s.cer·n i bl e 

theme of the visibility argument was the constant comparison 

and contrast of the research task with teaching. When the 

greater visibility of research relative to teaching is 

referred to, both in the 1 iterature and by academics, 

discussion centers on the differences between the tasks when 

it cc•mes time to determine their "wor·th". In the context 

used hel"e "worth" is not seen in the func ti ona 1 i st tel"ms of 

importance, but as the qualities exhibited by a task that 

renders it observable and measurable. Hypo the t i ca 1 1 y, if 

in-:. t i tut i C•n a 1 status is to be accumulated fl"om the tasks 
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performed at the university, then it becomes critical for the 

ta<E.ks to be in a position where the institution can 

/advertise/ that a certain amount of quality and quantity of 

the tasks can be found at the institution. Ta.ken in this 

1 i gh t' teaching appears to fa.11 short. As Ca.plow and McGee 

state in their book, The Academic Marketplace, teaching is 

not the emphasized task because it is an unknown property: 

"It is possible, of cours.e, that one reason why 
teaching ability does not weigh heavily .•• is that 
information about it is. difficult to obtain.u 

<Ca.plow, McGee, 1965: 139) 

Universities profess a desire to cultivate good 

teaching, but there is as yet no infallible means of 

developing or detecting 'good' teaching. The outcome 

noted by Logan Wilson over forty years ago - and applicable 

to McMaster University since the expansion era - is that 

superior teaching is neither demanded nor rewarded in 

the same way as distinction in research <Wilson, 1943: 

179) • The net result, as the upcoming discussion on intra-

i n '=· t i tu t i on a 1 control mechanisms shows, is a two tiered 

evaluation process. When those in positions of authority 

relate to individuals at the institution, one often sees in 

the literature the following explanation for emphasizing 

research as the val id measurement of competence in academia: 

"University presidents, academic deans and 
de p_ar tme n t heads r·egar·d research as important 
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because the publication of scholarly articles and 
books is a more objective way of measuring academic 
success than success as a teacher in a classroom." 

<Millett, 1961:114) 

Caplow and McGee's rationale, Wilson's complementing 

statement and Millett's explanation of the attempts to 

determine academic worth based upon some kind of objective 

criteria that are thought to be unobtainable with respect to 

the teaching component have reached an aJmost Jaw-1 ike 

standing in academia. This includes not only the individual 

a:. MiJlett intimates in the above quote, but as well it 

extends to the employing institution and the various attempts 

to establish its 'worth' in terms of the reputation it has 

amongst other institutions. The f o 1 1 ow i ng two c c•mme n t :. by 

academics, while similar in tone, are both included because 

the first suggests the primacy of research, while the second 

reinforces the proposition that teaching has a serious 

visibility def i c i enc>' wher1 i t comes to making 

interinstitutional comparisons: 

"It's the way prestige goes. Just as an individual 
doesn't get to be internationally famous very often 
for being a first-rate teacher, so a department or 
a university doesn't get very much prestige for 
having a lot of good teachers around its campus, 
but rather for having a Jot of peopJe who get Known 
for having their names on articles and books. I 
think that's not being extremely cynical, that's 
just the way of the worJd - the way things go." 

<Professor, 21 years) 

"I happen to think that at the undergraduate level 
at McMaster this department giveCsJ a far better 
tr·aining in Cdiscipl ineJ than more prestigious 
r·esearch institutions and I'll mention the 
University of Toronto as an example, but you can't 
prove this. There's no demonstration of it, but 
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what you can demonstrate is the quantity of 
scholarly production, and to some extent quality as 
we l 1 • " 

<Professor, 18 years, 
emphasis added) 

Given the above, academics realize that their job 

tasks may be thought of with reference to two axes; those 

that bring only local recognition and rewards; and those that 

result in both local and extra-local prestige for both 

themselves and for the institution to which they ar·e 

affiliated <Wilson, 1942: 177) • As stated in Chapter Two, 

teaching and administrative tasl<s belong pr·imarily in the 

former category. Conversely, "success" in research 

production can often win the professor major research grants 

or contr·acts from government, foundations, and/or public 

ager1c i es. Grants and contracts also bring money directly and 

indirectly to the campuses which employ the academic 

<Live<.:.ey, 1975: 221 ) • Excluding for· the moment the status 

aspects of research production, some scholarly activities 

have the additional advantage of being self-sustaining, 

because they can, in some instances, generate their own 

budgetary support <Elder, 1976: 221). 

Traditionally, large amounts of funding for research 

pr· o,i e c ts that re 1 i eve i n st i tut i on s of f i nan c i a 1 burdens have 

been more in evidence in the physical sciences where research 

can involve heaV>' expendi tur·e~. in hardware. However, 1arge 

expenditures are becoming more prevalent in other areas as, 

http:Live<.:.ey
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for example, the value and uses of computers are becoming 

better understood. Apart from the many examples of grandiose 

research projects, are the relatively low cost, but numerous, 

miscellaneous expenses associated with research. Outside 

research funding can relieve the institution of travel 

expen":.es, and even sabbaticals can be redefined as research 

leaves with the institution not committed to salary payments 

during the time away. In times of fiscal restraint that has 

over the last few years reduced the budgets allocated for 

university operating costs, the above mentioned attributes, 

in and of themselves, are a compelling rationale for 

institutions to have their employees produce research. In 

discussing the emphasis McMaster appears to place on 

research, one academic was moved to remark: 

"I think a few years ago they [administrators] 
looked around and they saw a certain number of 
niches developing within the provincial academic 
landscape and they decided, or at least realized 
anyway, that an emphasis on research was one way to 
solidify their position in what was not and is not 
an especially optimistic, expansionary or 
":.uppor·tive climate." 

<Associate Professor, 14 years) 

The necessity of having to find a 'niche' highlights 

how McMaster· has developed in the last forty yerars. During 

the Second World War and previous to it, McMaster had a 

static population both in terms of faculty and students - all 

of whom were contained in a physical plant that consisted of 

http:expen":.es
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eight buildings (one of which was a greenhouse>. The end of 

the Second World War, with its influx of war veterans, 
15 

created a brief spurt of growth which would level 

off bu t '=· t i l 1 continue incrementally until it eventually 

took off in dramatic fashion during the 1960"s. 

The r i -:.e in student population towards the end of the 

forties resulted in an expanded university consisting of 

seventeen buildings. More important than the expansion was 

the funding of it. In 1947, for the first time, McMaster 

received provincial grants <Axelrod, 1982:80). This was the 

beginning of the end of an era where universities in general, 

and McMaster specifically, eked out an existance by funding 

generated within the university. The growth, quite minimal in 

pr· op or· ti on to the 1960"s, upset the delicate budget of the 

denominational university. The growing interest in research 

referred to in the previous chapter and the funding required 

for it, coupled with new programs <most notably graduate 

studies which was the fastest growing body of students as a 

percentage of student population) necessitated a reorganiza­

tion of the university exactly ten years after the first 

grants. In the words of one university pub l i cat i on , 

reorganization was necessary to relieve "the Baptist Church 

of a responsibility that is now too great for it to continue 

to assume" <McMaster Yearbook, 1956-57:3). 

Increasing complexity and expense were offset by 
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economic prosperity. With the recession the vulnerability of 

universities became obvious. An expanded McMaster· in some 

ways resembled organizations in the corporate sector, but 

more significantly, the institutions had entered into a 

market economy where commodities were needed to compete for 

scarce resources. I t is at this point, that the purely 

altruistic pursuit of knowledge for Knowledge's sake, or 

research as the expression of a moral obligation on the part 

of the academic to her/his institution, met with the 

ecc•nom i c and pol it i ca 1 reality of the 'provincial academic 

1an dsc ape' • 

Academics appeared cognizant of research production's 

influence on the direct relations between the state and the 

university, and in determining the more indirect competitive 

relations between universities. During the interviews, the 

prc•duction of resear·ch was seen by academics as critical in 

determining the nature of the relations. Perceptions of how 

the funding is allocated to universities, and the criteria 

associated with the allocation, were central to academic's 

C•p in ions or1 why r·esearch has come to mean s.o much and wh>' the 

institution was eager to emphasize research production: 

"It's har·d to say why the administration has 
taken such a hard line on it [research 
productivity] but it has a Jot to do with the 
competition for funding within the Ontario system. 
It'-=· pol i ticc..1 and McMas.ter is. ce-rtairil>' caught in 
the middle, it must make a case for itself, that it 
is unique; that it produces more research than 
other universities or at least it's in the upper 
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rank of universities who do. So there is pressure 
for the collective bibliography to grind out every 
>'ear." 

<Associate Professor, 13 years) 

The pressure the Associate Professor refers to is felt 

in at least two different ways; there is pressure at the 

personal 1eve1 to produce research (the mechanisms of which 

will be examlned in Chapter Four>; and, of more immediate 

concern at this point, there is pressure at the institutional 

I eve 1. The latter pressure virtually demands establishing 

the solidity of a department's, or more broadly speaking - a 

uni ver·=· i ty' s, worth through an emphasis on resear·ch 

production. Certainly there are a number of ways to 

establish worth and other universities have pursued them, but 

according to respondents, the relative visibility of research 

provides one of the better platforms upon which to secure a 

favourable position when the funding of academic institutions 

i=- at stake. Attitudes towar·ds the relation between research 

and funding were sometimes expressed in dramatic fashion; 

research production was seen as providing security against 

'invasions', or, as the next comment infers, staving off 

extinction: 

"This may be a very crass outlook on the 
attributes of research, but research can be seen as 
ensuring basic survival. For example, we recently 
had the Bovey Commission roll through the 
u n i •J er-=· i t i e=·; the fear i n the c ommu n i t >' wa =· that i t 
would recommend the slashing of departments to cut 
out what is generally ter-med wasteful replication. 
Now if your department has high productivity 
levels, in other words r-esearch and publications, 
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the ?ess 1 iKely you/11 feel budgeting restraints or 
outright dissolution." 

<Associate Professor, 11 years> 

Related to, but separate from the attention surrounding 

state-uni ver·si h' funding, are- the inevitable inter-

i n st i tu t i on a 1 comparisons· and concern with where one/s 

i n -:. t i tut i on is located relative to othe-rs in the 'pecking 

order' of the academic hierarchy. Since status 

str·atification occur·~. amor19 various institutions, academics 

f e 1 t it was natural that universities were anxious to ascend 

the hi er·ar·chy. The visibility of the institukion plays a 

major role in its position. As suggested by the earlier 

cc•mments, and almost unan imou!:.l y suppor·ted by other academics 

throughout the course of the interviews, institutional 

uisibil ity is achieved almost exclusively through research 

production - specifically the publication of research. 

It must be stressed that research publications are 

not the only property that promotes the visibility of a 

uni ver·si t>'· In the first chapter <p 4>, brief mention was 

made of other aspects, including the physical plant (e.g. at 

Mcmaster the medical school and nuclear reactor), numbers of 

faculty and students and particular programs, all of which 

con tr· i bute to vi si bi 1 i ty in their own wa>'• However, what 

emerged from the data was the opinion that in a no growth 

situation, where the aforementioned aspects are static and 

already widely replicated, the visibility of the research 



74 

emanating from a particular institution appears to become the 

cornerstone of an institution's accumulation of status when 

comparisons across institutions are made. 

Cal l it what you want, it may be as s imp 1e as 
trying to Keep up with the Jones'. Publications 
are a measure, I suppose, of the stature of the 
institution the quality of its professional 
output. That professional output is defined as 
research, or at least that's how it is 
conventionally understood. 

<Assistant Professor, 12 years) 

With specific reference to staff contributions to 

1 n s. t i tu t i c•r1 a 1 visibility, for the truly elite of academia 

visibility goes beyond mere publications. Initially these 

academics establish their credentials as a researcher by 

having their publications appear in the top journals of their 

di s.c i p 1 i ne . Status increases through invitations to present 

research at conferences, having their worK frequently cited 

and even emulated by others. The top strata of the elite 

garner collective honours that are coveted by others as 

symbols. of intellectual exper·tise <Hags.tr-om, 1965:8). These 

academics and the institutions where they worK are a distinct 

minor·ity, but the act of publication is something the>' still 

share in common with other academics. The performance of 

the act produces a certain amount of visibility and status 

for the academic and the parent institution. 

II. RESEARCH-PUBLISHED RESEARCH DISTINCTION 

It should be fairly obvious to the reader by now that 

this. chapter, and more broadly - this thesis, is not 
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discussing research per se, but published research. What 

exactl>' is meant by the two terms is difficult to express 

because as Chapter Two'°s description of the tasKs suggests, 

ther·e are no pat definitions that could adequately 

incorporate their complexity. When it became obvious 

throughout the course of interviews that academics queried 

what was meant by the term research, a very broad definition 

was needed. The one utilized during the inteviews simply 

defined research as ;any systematic study and investigation 

in ~-ome field of knowledge'°. The very generality of the 

definition allowed academics to discuss and elaborate on 

their viewpoints across the range of conceptual categories 

examined in this thesis. It also developed the distinction 

between research as defined above and published research, 

with the latter being the results of research found in 

printed form and disseminated among academics. 

Since published research, and not just research, 

appears to play a significant role in the accumulation of 

individual and institutional status, it is hypothesized that 

a fundamental change has occured in the properties published 

research possesses. In order to develop a substantive theory 

i t is necessary to look for help among formal theories in 

sociology. The one deemed most applicable, and which helps 

in a relevant fashion for the distinction between 

research and published research, is Marx'°s theory of value. 
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Using his theorizing purely as an analytical tool, and 

reformulating it where necessary, the first clues of how 

published research figures in the accumulation of status 

begins to unfold. 

Fundamental to any understanding of Marx's theory is 

his discussion on the attributes of a commodity <use-value, 

exchange value and the labour power they ir1volve) and that a 

commodity can produce surplus value. 

According to Marx every individual has a potential 

commodity that they alone possess - labour power. Marx notes 

that b>' worKing the individual becomes in actuality 'what 

before he onl>' was potentially, labour power in action, a 

labourer' <Marx, 1967: 177). Of express concern for Marx was 

the product produced from that labour power in action. 

Presumably, the product of that labour has some utility. If 

it is entirely useless, then so is the labour contained in it 

<Marx, 1967:41), A:.suming the labourer· is not inclined to 

producing something totally devoid of utility, then the 

pr·oduct is :.aid to have use-value. The use-value of a 

product of 1abour is determined both objective 1Y and 

subjectively. Objective 1y the product embodies a definable 

u ti 1 i ty for the producer. Subjectively a conscious personal 

decision is made as to whether the time spent on the product 

t..<Jas worth1J,1hile. It is important for the discussion which 

follc•W'=· to note that the use-value of a product of labour, in 
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and of itself, does not define a commodity, for as Marx 

:.tates: 

"A thing can be useful, and the product of human 
labour without being a commodity. Whoever directly 
satisfies his wants with the produce of his own 
labour, creates, indeed, use-values, but not 
c ornmod i t i es. " 

<Marx, 1967: 40) 
In order for a product of labour to be a commodity it 

need:. the two-fold aspect of use-value and exchange value 

Marx, 1967: 60) • Exchange va 1ue is acquired by a product of 

l abc•ur 11-.•hen it enter:. into r·el at ions with other cornmodi ti es 

in the marketplace. These relations, through their 

interaction, begin to develop a semblance of order. A 

specific commodity can be identified and a value is placed 

upon it. Whether C•r· not the producer get:. the full "value" 

for the commodity depends upoon the social economic situation 

in whicl"1 it i:. intr·oduced, but if full value is not received 

it normally means that a non-producer (i.e. capitalist) has 

develc•ped a way to skim a surplus off the commodity. The 

manner in which surplus va 1ue can be obtained w i 1 l soon be 

discussed, but fir-:.t the :.pecifics of commodity production 

will be examined as they relate to academia. 

The pr·oducer, in this case the academic, spends a 

portion of his/her time on a particular tasK. Thus the 

original commodity an academic possesses, not unlike others, 

is 1 abour power. Of express concern here is the product 
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produced from that labour power. The product of that labour 

is research - which presumably has some usefulness. If ther·e 

is a definable usefulness, both subjectively and objectively, 

then the research has use-value. At this point the research 

is only a potential commodity. 

To become a commodity, research must pr·eser1t its.elf in 

published form, because it is through publication that re­

search enters the ,.market,.. Unpublished research has no 

exchange value. Without publication the research has only a 

l C•cal i zed impact ( if that) and does not enhance the status 

of the individual or the institution. With this stated a 

qualifying remark should be added; not all research needs to­

or should - be published, as is the implied assertion of 

Ber·cus~.on et.al.,(1984: 111). Re-=.ear·ch, as nc•ted in Chapter· 

Two, has different facets and not all research lends itself 

to publication. This is not to say it is useless, but rather 

that it lacks the attributes of a commodity. What is 

suggested here is that research without publication does not 

have an exchange va 1ue, i • e. it cannot be mar Ke ted, - a 

necessary requirement for acquiring exchange-value. 

Extending Marx,.s theorizing to include his 

consideration of universal equivalence, certain parallels 

specific to academia can be observed. He notes that the 

uni ver·~.a l equivalent form is the form of value in gener·a 1 

and, hence, the particular commodity that becomes identified 

http:Ber�cus~.on
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as such becomes the money commodity, or serves as money 

<Mar·x, 1967:69), Marx indicates that historically the money 

commodity has realized itself in gold. However, in academia 

the corresponding universal equivalent can be conceived of as 

not directly money <or more precisely - gold), but published 

r·esearch. 

The universal equivalent is usually something 

abstract, an entity independent of specific comodities with 

u~.e-val ues. Once research is published it gains exchange 

value, but at the same time it does not /lose/ its use-value. 

This does not disqualify published research as a universal 

equivalent. Through publication the use-value, although not 

dim in i ~.hed, is transcended by exchange-value. Thus an 

abstraction occurs which is similar to gold when its use­

•Ja 1 ue is overridden by its importance in the market as an 

equivalent for other commodities. The abstraction occurs 

when the totality of published research is taken into 

account. When standing as an equivalent, published research 

is not premised on the specific quality <the relative use­

value) of particular pieces of research. At best it 

recognizes that contained within the vast quantity of 

research there will be some quality. At the very worst, if 

there is an absence of distinguishable quality, the quantity 

can potentially serve as the abstract /wealth/ and other 

cc•mmc•di ti es ar·e equivalent to it. Everr if the quality of the 
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commodity is distinguishable, it is so only because it has 

been published, disseminated and developed an exchange value. 

Ultimately, this allows the commodity to stand in the 

pc•sitic•n of a currency able to purchase other commodities, 

based on the accepted conception that it is the social form 

of wealth in academia. Thus published research has a social 

monopoly and can play the part of the universal equivalent, 

albeit in a fashion extended beyond the typical boundaries of 

the concept. Presently, research stands, paraphrasing Marx, 

as the commodity which is habitually exchanged for various 

other commodities - most notably status <Marx, 1967: 66). 

In es-:.ence, in the 'market' of academia, published 

research has a unique ability to pose as the currency with 

which status is purchased. 

Thus when research is published and acquires not only 

exchange value, but also the social form of wealth as 

expr·e-:.-:.ed as the money commc•di ty, two purposes are ful f i 11 ed. 

In the first place, publications can serve as a proxy for the 

skills possessed by an academic. Journal articles or books 

provide 'proof' of a faculty member's ability to conduct 

research at a level sufficient to meet prevailing standards 

in his/her discipline CTuckman, 1976: 55). Presumably, at 

this individualistic level there is a qualitative dimension 

to the assessment of the content of the research. The 

original use-value of research, the later exchange-value, and 

http:expr�e-:.-:.ed
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commodity status of published research has a number of 

advantages for the producer. Apart from the high-minded 

facets of knowledge acquisition and dissemination, the 

published research can open potentially new avenues of 

remuneration and status beyond the confines of the host 

uni vers.i ty, ranging from government task force appointments 

to speaking invitations and engagements - a point which will 

be dealt with in greater· detail in the two fcillowing 

chapters. 

Secondly, and in addition to the personal attributes, 

published research has a cumulative element, whereby all the 

academics who do research at a particular i nst i tu t i on , and 

have their research published, contribute to a collective 

vitae. The result of this is that published research becomes 

abstracted from the individuals who produced the research, 

and becomes embodied in the institution itself. It is at 

this level that the visibility benefits of published research 

become most apparent, and the i n st i tu t i on a 1 ernphas.is on 

research production best understood. As already hinted at by 

academics, and alluded to in the introduction <p. the7) ' 

institution benefits from research production. 

The exact expressi or1 of how much published research 

will be able to stand in exchange for the commodity of status 

i s. di ff i cul t to de t e r·m i n e at the i n st i tut i on al 1eve l . What 

can be stated is that the cumulative output of research once 

http:ernphas.is
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published, even of dubious quality, merit or importance, has 

produced a certain amount of status which can be appropriated 

by the i n st i tut i on • Before proceeding further, it should be 

noted that a particular form of status is being examined in 

this thesis. 

I I I . OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE STATUS 

At the institutional level in academia two forms of 

status can be discerned, an objective and a subjective form. 

Objective status is based upon an institution~s greater or 

lesser resources relative to other i n st i tu t i on s . I t i =· 
largely a function of law and state pol icy because it is of 

the kind found in formal regulations which define the 

boundaries between different sectors of higher education 

(Tr·o1.1J, i n C 1 ar· K 1984 : 134) • In Ontario, th i s c1bj e ct i v e 

status is clearly observable in the distinction between 

universities and colleges, and may become more evident 

between universities if various provincial government reform 
16 

suggestions were to be carried out. This objective 

di menE. i or1, wh i 1e important in determining many of the 

policies and academic decisions both outside and within a 

university, is not the prime consideration of this chapter. 

Of particular importance is the subjective form of 

=·tat u=·, wh i ch is characterized by variations in reputation 

and prestige, and is largely a matter of differentiation 

among institutions within the university segment of higher 

http:Tr�o1.1J
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education <Trow, in Clark 1984: 134). For the moment the 

resource~.f c•r·ma l for scarce financial is 

sidelined in order to show that the positions between 

institutions also has an informal basis. The informal social 

position that the subjective form of status relies upon 

ine-vitably affect~. how succe~.~.ful institutic•ns are in the 

competition for funding. In order to determine a 

uni ve-r·s it>''° s po~. it i c•n, the level of re~.earch prc•duc ti c•n comes 

to play an important role in the status accumulation of an 

i n ~. t i tu t i C•n . In this subjective '°market'°, status can be seen 

as a by-product of the exchange-value of published research. 

Un l i k e r·e~.e-ar·ch - and its exchange-value extension, 

publications - status itself has no intrinsic value, i . e. i t 

cannot provide from its properties, esoteric as they are, a 

defineable use-value. However, it does have value simply 

becau~.e others pe-rce i ve- it to be- a worthwhile c:ommodi ty tc• 

possess. 

Those institutions which manage to accumulate the most 

status are perceived to be the '°wealthiest'°, or more 

pr· e c i se- l >' , located in the upper ranks of the academic 

hierarchy. Thus, universities as a rule, and specifically 

McMaster·, due to their entering a market economy are 

committed to research production because the commodity of 

published research must be- e-xchanged for status in orde-r to 
17 

be admitted to the upper ranks of the hierarchy. The 
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ranking in the hierarchy and concern over position can be 

conceived of a:. a scaled down ver·sion of the dynamism of 

cap i ta l i st society. It resembles in form Marx's opening 

comment on capital ism ir1 the first chapter of Capital where, 

'The wealth of those societies in which the capitalist mode 

of production prevails, presents itself as an immense 

accumulation of commodities ••• '(Marx, 1967:35). However, as 

Marx also noted, the commitment to the production and 

accumulation of commodities is not the only manifestation of 

capital i:.m, nc•r is it the ma_ior defining feature. The latter 

distinction is reserved for the goal of producing and 

r·ea l i zing :.ur·p l us-value <Marx, 1967: 509). The question to 

be answered is how does published research develop 'surplus­

value' in the form of additional status for the institution? 

Marx maintains that in a capitalist society it is 

individual:., while expending their commodity - labour, who 

produce surplus-value. It is a surplus that does not 

accrue to the producer, but instead to the capitalist. The 

surplus-value is generated from a quantitative and 

qualitative excess of labour, which is accomplished through 

either; 1. a prolongation of the work day beyond the point 

at which the labourer would have produced an equivalent for 

the value of her/his labour power (absolute surplus-value); 

or, 2. a surplus of labour can be derived through the 

methods that enable the necessary labour to be accomplished 
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in less time - thereby allowing for a greater portion of the 

work day to be devoted exclusively to the production of 

surplus-value <relative surplus-value) <Marx, 1967: 509-10). 

The problem that arises is that this strict application 

of Marx's categories of surplus-value are of 1 imited utility 

when discussing the production of research in academia. An 

attempt could be made to argue that the demands of research 

and the final published product are the result of a work day 

increased beyond the definite point of necessary labour, but 

this would be stretching absolute surplus-value beyond the 

boundaries normally associated with the concept. In 

addition, the surplus is not necessarily a result of the 

amount of time expended on the product of research, but stems 

fr·c•m the realization of its publication and the cumulative 

effect of the published research generated by those employed 

at the institution. That any 'surplus-value' the product may 

have resides in the publication also negates a consideration 

of any refinements in the methods of production. As a 

result, the exploitation which the production of surplus-

value generally suggests, is not clearly delineated. True, 

academics are paid labourers, and hence, some surplus-value 

shc•uld be identifiable <othtorwise how could the institution 

accumulate status), but it must be remembered that the 

accumulation of status is not as tangible as the accumulation 

of money in capitalist production. 
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When attempting to analyze the surplus of work done by 

in academia the situation does not lend itself to 

such niceties as an exacting balance sheet that can detail 

wher·e the sur·plus occurs and state how they wer-e achieved. 

Instead, what is left is an awar-eness that the institution 

ha~. benefited fr-om its facul ty,.s r-esear-ch output, but a 

bewilderment as to the pr-ocess thr-ough which the benefits 

wer·e r·ealized. Simply stated, ther-e exists no equation to 

guide the transaction, i • e • x amount of published resear-ch 

cannot be exchanged for· y status. But pr-ecision of 

calculation is not necessarily requir-ed. 

Whatever the reception pub! ished resear-ch r-eceives, 

the inst i tut ion is able to realize a surplus because it can 

shar·e, or· tc• u~.e Tr·ow,.s terminology r-eferr-ed to in the fir-~.t 

chapter Cp. 9>, borrow, the status that is normally accorded 

published research in academia. Of cour-se if the research is 

perceived to be of a high quality by others in academia, all 

the better for both the r-esearcher and the parent insti­

tution. Once the fanfare fades (if indeed any existed in 

the first place) the institution has gained status by 

association, the institution,.s collective vitae has been 

added to, and the drive for- status accumulation can continue 

through the pressures exerted upon academics to produce 

r·e~.ear·ch. 
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SUMMARY 

I t is at this juncture, that thi<.:. thesis tur·ns fr·om 

why research is emphasized to an examination of the specific 

relatic•n<.:.hip between status and the mechanisms C•f control 

that ensure its accumulation. To understand the basis upon 

which controls are predicated, it was necessary to explore 

the relative position of research to status. With this in 

mind, the first part of this chapter dealt with the differing 

perspectives found in the literature and articulated by 

academics on why research is emphasized. After outlining the 

perspectives, attention was directed to the primacy of status 

accumulation and hc•W it can be achieved inter-institutionally 

via research publication. Theoretically, this chapter 

developed an analysis which relied upon aspects of Marx's 

theory of value to illuminate how research publications are 

a centr·al cc•mmodi ty in academia - equal in some respects to 

money outside of academia. It was proposed that status 

amc•ng<.:.t institutions rel ie-s upon the 'currency' of research 

in published form. Published research can extend the 

reputation of the individual who produces the end pre.duet, 

but as well a portion of the status accrues to the 

inst i tut i c•n. Seen from this perspective, the pursuit of 

status is the product of the interaction between the academic 

and the institution in which she/he is employed. It i<.:. the 

nature of the interaction that now becomes of interest. 
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CHAPTER THREE END NOTES 


12. Marketplace in this context refers exclusively to 
the relations between the products of labour and their course 
of production, not academic Jabour markets in general. 

13. McMaster Unive~it~ Response to the Preliminary 
Repor·t of the Committee c•n the Future Role of Ur1iversities in 
Ontario. Hamilton, Ontario: McMaster University, May 1981, p. 

14. Man>' general critici<E.ms of the functional perspective 
exist, one of the earliest articles which contains all the 
per· ti nen t er· it i c i sm'5. wa-5. writ ten b>' George A. Huaco, "The 
Functionalist Theory of Stratification" Inquiry, Vol. 9, 1966, 
215-240. 

15. War veter·ans, ir1 the four year·<E. that they wer-e 
distinguished as a separate category at McMaster, reached a 
high of 28% of the total student body CMcMaster Yearbook,
1948-49). --'--~~~~~~'"--=~-"-'" 

16. An example of this would be the "Fisher 
Commissions" recommendations which outline a number of models 
the Ontario university system could adopt. The Challenge of 
the 80/s. Preliminary Report of the Future Role of 
Universities in Ontario. Toronto: Ministry of Colleges and 
Universities, March 1981, p. 20, 33-40. 

17. Appendix D details the numerous studies which 
outline the role published research plays in the 
determination of institutional hierarchies. 

http:critici<E.ms


CHAPTER FOUR 
ENSURING STATUS ACCUMULATION INTRA-INSTITUTIONALLY 

PREFACE 

The second premise which began this thesis contended 

that universities, 1 ike other organizations, have a 

part i cu 1 ar· amount of wor·k tc• accomp 1 i sh, and therefore there 

is a need to control workers to ensure the work is carried 

Based upon what has been stated in the previous two 

chapters regarding the institutionalized emphasis of one 

task, a wc•r·King hypc•thesis deriving from the premi<::.e would 

propose that if published research is an important part of 

tc• be accomplished at a university, then there 

should be controls to maximize the 1 ikel ihood that it will be 

produced. With this in mind, this chapter will be focused on 

the external institutionally based pressures and controls 

that are directed at - as opposed to directed by - the indi­

v i du a 1 • Th i s is not to say that external and internal 

controls are mutually exclusive and easily delineated. As 

wi 11 become apparent in this and the succeeding chapter, the 

external mechanisms of control can coincide and overlap with 

internally motivated controls surrounding the production of 

r·esear·ch. 

U<::.u a 1 1 >', the 'workplace' would be the best starting 

point to begin studying the control mechanisms that 

individuals experience while working. As Goldman, <1983:51) 

states, by using the workplace as the cornerstone in 

89 
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examining the work activity of individuals, researchers can 

emphasize the immediate activities and concerns of workers. 

The difficulty encountered when using this strategy to study 

academia is that no single 'shopfloor' can be delineated. 

Unlike a factory or a formalized bureaucratic organization 

wher·e the activity of the individual, the subject of the 

v..•ork, and the instruments used <Marx's three elementary 

of the labour process, as stated i n Cap i ta 1 , 

1967: 1 78) can be observed, academia is a multi-task 

occupation which is not entirely site specific. 

As a result, the spectrum of controls surrounding the 

labour process needs to be broadened to provide an accurate 

picture of the mechanisms present in academia. It is 

instructive to note the controls on the institution which 

influence how the labour process is organized. The controls 

found in academia which affect academics are not wholly a 

result of institutional policy. Po·l i c i es are tempered by a 

number of external social forces which are not static. These 

social forces and their effect on the labour process are 

i n t e gr· ate d within this chapter, and where applicable, are 

stated at the outset of the control mechanisms being 

di scu<::.sed. Closer to institutionally based controls, because 

a workplace is a fiction, recourse was made to understanding 

the various dimensions of control that surround the labour 

process and which are open to observation and articulation by 
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academics. These dimensions came to be expressed through 

three definable processes; the selection process; the 

initiation/definition process; and the evaluation process. 

Per·meating each of the three proces~.es ar-e inconsistencies 

and ambiguities which, in the final analysis, bolster the 

mechan i ~-ms of contr·ol. These appar·ent contradictions are 

developed and reiterated throughout this chapter with respect 

to the process under examination. Sequentially it is fairly 

obvious that the selection process illustrates the initial 

mechar1ism of cont r· o l to which academic~. are exposed. 

Therefore, it is with this process the chapter begins. 

CONTROL AT THE POINT OF SELECTION - THE CHOICE 

"Departments can hire only a few faculty, and choices 
must be made from among those available. Which 
faculty member a department chooses will depend on 
the importance it gives to the package C•f skills 
offered by each potential faculty member and on the 
price of these skills in the marketplace." 

<Tuckman, 1976: 41> 

Tuckman makes two noteworthy points in the above 

He first makes his reader aware of a fairly obvious, 

but seldom referred to, mechanism of control that exists at 

the hiring stage of academics. Sociology refers to it as 

/gatekeeping/; an academic institution would claim it is 

maintaining /an enviable position in terms of its scholarly 

performance/ <Plan for McMaster, 1977: 4>. Equally important 

is the second inference made by Tuckman, that the selection 
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process is guided by the ;price; of skills in the 

mar·ketplace. The imp 1 i cat i orr of th i s 1at t er poi n t i s that 

the selection of a faculty member is not considered in a 

total and economic vacuum, but instead the market 

situation must be taken into account. 

Thus, the degree of selectivity a department, or more 

broadly speaking, an institution, can exercise when 

attempting to make appointments is not fixed. It can be~:.t be 

described as a sliding scale of selectivity, and at what 

point the scale is momentarily resting is largely a result of 

whether the institution is in a ;buyers; or ;sellers; market. 

From the present day vantage point of the mid 1980;s 

there is the tendency to view the 1960;s as the comparative 

standard by which to Judge today;s conditions in universitie~ 

However, the sixties must be put in the proper perspective ­

a per·iod of growth in Western higher education that has been 

unparalleled in recent history. Until the so called baby 

boom generation passed through the universities, coupled with 

a relatively prosperous Western economy, conditions of 

scarcity have been the norm rather than the exception in 

terms of employment opportunities in academia. Logan Wilson, 

wr·iting in the early forties, commente-d on the employment 

situation in academia. The concerns he expressed then are 
18 

remarkably similar to current conditions: 

"There is a growing opinion that on advanced levels, 
the saturation point of employabl ity in higher 
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education is already close at 	hand." 
<Wilson, 1942: 30) 

Of course Wilson could not foresee that the greater 

accessibility to a university education after World War Two, 

coupled with larger government funding, would greatly improve 

the po:.:.ibilitief:. of employment in academia. However, it was 

not until the cohort of post World War Two births passed 

through the universities during the sixties that academia was 

transformed into a true 'sellers' market. Except for those 

few years, it has been primarily a buyer's market with the 

decision makers of institutions firmly ensconced as the 

arbiters of what the required 'package of skills' would 

cons t i tu t e • In a buyers' market the decision makers can be 

highly selective when cho~sing a candidate. 

During the period of rapid expansionism, the 

university was imited by the constraints of a sellers' 

market, and had to concentrate on meeting the growing 

:.taff i ng r·equ i r·ements. 8)' today's :.tandards, the 

opportunities for the prospective employee was an academic 

n i r·vana, with the institution openly soliciting the 

ind iv i dua 1 

"I got a letter in the mail from the 
university .. uhm .. it may have been that they were on 
the- (discipline':.) mai 1 ing 1 ist for needers [<:.icJ of 
Ph.D's coming up. The letter said McMaster 
University - I had never heard of it." 

<Associate Professor, 16 years) 

In th i =· =· i tu at i on , so goes the theory of market 
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advantage, the upper hand rests with the academic who is 

selling his/her labour skills package. If the theory holds 

it would be expected that few demands during the selection 

process could be made. In addition, there should be a 

scarcity of enforceable controls determining what the con­

tent ofthe individuals Jabour would eventually constitute: 

"Coming to McMaster in 1967, the demand or even the 
expectation of research publication was not there. 
It was not there because all Canadian universities 
wer·e expanding in the 1960"s ....Now in that sor·t of 
atmosphere the university is in no position really to 
say 
sense 

to young 
or off y

scholars, 
ou go"." 

"you produce 

<Prof

in a scholarly 

essor, 18 years) 

"For about 3 or 4 years it was Carte Blanche time. 
McMaster had to find staff and so a lot of people 
were hired and tenured without very much to their 
credit. People who couldn"t get jobs in academia 
today were getting jobs then because there was a 
demand for them." 

<Professor, 17 years) 

Unfortunately for the academic these sellers" market 

conditions did not extend beyond the early seventies. As 

expansion dwindled and a recessionary academic climate began 

to prevail, the sellers" ability to find openings, much less 

determine the terms of employment were severe 1y cur ta i 1ed. 

In this reversion to a similar pre-1960"s market condition, 

the buyer is able to set more stringent requirements and be 

more selective when choosing a faculty member. 

Tailoring the working hypothesis to the present-day 

i n di v i du a I ~-, it is not incc•nsi~.tent that those 
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institutions in the post expansions era attempting to attain 

or retain their 'market share' of status would take steps to 

ensure they hire staff who could produce research. These 

steps are especially 1 iKely when the distinctly advantageous 

features of published research-relative to the other tasks of 

academia-are considered. Extending the logic even further, 

the selection of research oriented academics becomes an 

important element of control through the fostering and 

:.us ta in i ng of the research initiative, for as Blau ( 1973: 

109) state:.: 

"Appointments based on research raise research 
involvements by governing the selection of persons 
C C•ITllTI i t t e d t 0 research and by consequently providing a 
colleague climate that stimulates research 
interests." 

The above is :.omewha t !"em in i scer1 t of the altl"uism 

associated with the pul"suit of knowledge as outlined in the 

previous chapter, but it also has an especially pel"suasive 

appeal in a capitalist based society. B>' geal" i ng the 

of selection to reseal"ch p I" C•dU Ct i V i t y, the 

selection pl"ocess can be l"ational ized on the basis that the 

'profits' of status accumulation can be maximized. In te!"ms 

of a cost-benefit analysis, it can be constl"ued as being 

economical and an efficient pel"sonnel management pl"ogram, ol" 

in the words of a pl"ofessol": 

"I think there's a recognition that there is an 
economics of scale in tel"ms of doing l"eseal"ch. That 
i:., if >'OU bring a lot of r·e~.ear·cher·s tc•gethel" in one 
center, they' 11 pl"oduce more l"eseal"ch than if they 
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are scattered all over the place." 
<Professor, 14 years> 

Helpful, one might even say necessary, in developing 

this stimulating research environment are the right market 

conditions that allow an institution to exercise a high 

degree of selectivity. If a large pool of candidates exists 

and there are few employment opportunities, the institution 

has the favourable market conditions to implement selection 

criteria which are partial to hiring people who will make 

contributions to research. The advantage of this selection 

process is that once i t is in place it can be self-

perpetuating, and thus, institutional controls can recede 

from view. Professors hired <or tenured and promoted) on the 

basis of a system which accords a high value to research, and 

who become responsible for the hiring of others on this 

basis, are more 1 ikely to be in favour of research as a major 

criterion for selecting a candidate <Williams et. al., 1974: 

319). 

Those actually involved in the hiring process readily 

acknowledged that the mandate when recruiting individuals was 

the ability of the candidate to make scholarly contributions. 

This process of selection was seen by academics as fraught 

with difficulties. A host of factors, not the least of which 

is that there is 1 ittle in academics' backgrounds that 

prepares them for the role of a personnel selection manager. 

Those interviewed that had experience on selection committees 
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were virtually unanimous in stating that the process had to 

be approached with a great deal of care and attention. 

Most took a long term view of a candidate,.s 

selection. They were cognizant that if in later years tenure 

was denied, this usually meant an error was committed in the 

hiring process <Adams, 1973: 88) . This point is not lost 

even on the most junior academic. When considering the 

gravity C•f tenure decisions on junior faculty, i t is riot 

suprising that a ,.mistake,. in hiring is seen as more than 

just poor judgement on the part of the selection committee. 

As the next excerpt indicates, indecisiveness may also play a 

role - and have much more profound consequences: 

"The hiring decision is probably the one they take 
the most seriously, even more so than tenure. 
Because if the university turns someone down for 
tenure that,.~. almost like admitting the>' made a bad 
hiring decision. That,.s discouraging to new people 
who they want to hi r·e because if the>' turn someone 
down it means that they may not know what they want." 

<Assistant Professor, 2 years) 

It is pertinent to pay closer attention to the latter 

part of the above statement. Not only does it point to the 

ramifications (ie., the discouragement engendered) over the 

lack of reference points new academics are 1 ikely to be faced 

with when tenure is denied to their peers, but it also 

asserts that the new people are not just passive entities. 

This is an important point when considering the selection 

pr·c•ce~.:. becau:.e, irrespective of the decisions arrived at by 

a selection committee, there has already been an earlier 
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decision by the candidate who decides to put her/his name 

forward for consideration. This seems like a rather self-

evident observation, but the choice of where the respondent 

applies can have certain expectations attached to it: 

"A lot (of academics) came here because the research 
emphasis was already in place - they wouldn't have 
came [sic] here had it not been." 

(Associate Professor, 9 years> 

Thus many of the potential tensions between the 

selection requirements and an applicant's expectations may 
19 

never even surface at the selection stage of an individual. 

Why they would not surface is probably a function of the 

initial training process to which most academics are exposed. 

The training process serves as both an introduction to 

academia and as a preliminary socializing agent for the 

control mechanisms that will be experienced once employed 

With respect to training, the Ph.D is a research degree. Its 

specific intent is to develop skills both methodological and 

theoretical that will enable individuals to order their 

thought pr·c•ces~.es towards a particular discipline. 

Hence, the applicant seeks employment where the 

skills learned, and emphasized, in graduate school will be 

put to good use. After all, it is not illogical to want to 

be institution where one can pursue the 

activity for which one is trained, rather than expend an 

inordinate amount of time and energy on a task that one has 

http:pr�c�ces~.es
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not been expressly trained to perform. The expectation an 

applicant br·ing":. can be seen in the following two statements 

by academics <note especially the emphasized sections>: 

"Why did I choose McMaster over other job offers? 
McMaster had certain advantages in terms of research 
and the kinds of support one would get ..•. the 
department here is a very strong one, and I knew it 
would be able to provide the stimulation, or· at least 
be in the same ballpark, that l was used to during my 
graduate career." 

<Assistant Professor, 3 years) 

"The general impression I had about most schools is 
that a~. YC•U go down the 1 ine fr·om the higher r·ated to 
the lower rated, the emphasis moves from research to 
teaching because the departments that are not as well 
known tend to have less money, smaller staffs and 
bigger classes. Thus more time has to be devoted to 
the teaching, but say here at McMaster, the teaching 
lc•ad i":. relatively 1 iQht arid you knciw you"re QC•ir1Q to 
~ 
the 

time 
reasons 

to do 
you 

resea;ch - whTCi1 
applied l...!l the fi

is presumably 
rst place." 

one of 

<Assistant Professor, 5 years> 

The":.e statements were elicited from academics 

relatively new to McMaster. Their opinions reflect the 

gener·al sentiment of those hired since the expansion years. 

Ladd and Lipset <1975c) earlier noted that younger academics 

wer·e mor·e inclined to identify themselves as scholars or 

scientists than their more senior colleagues. Unfortunately, 

they did not elaborate upon this finding other than to state 

that it suggested that 'a significant shift in role 

definition may be occurring' (Ladd and Lipset, 1975c: 2). 

The problem is how to account for this shift. There 

appears to be a contradiction between market conditions and 

the training of academics. If the Ph.D. is a research 
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degree, should not academics be predisposed towards research 

- regardless of market conditions? If the training process 

has not altered appreciably, then academics should have been 

more or less equally socialized to emphasize research, 

independent of when they came on stream. 

Having no evidence that graduate school has changed 

i ts research emphasis, an alternative exp 1 ana ti on must be 

found to answer why younger academics are more l iKely to view 

themselves as researchers. A plausible answer 1 ies in the 

identities academics develop in response to, and when 

interacting with, the prevailing market conditions. As the 

1as.t two quc•tes i 11 ustr·ate, academics wer·e able to evaluate 

the situations they experienced or perceived they would 

experience upon coming to McMaster. How the-y perceived the­

academic labour process provided an insight into the motives 

behind the actions. take-n and played a fundamental role in 

determining the identi tie-s the-y posse-ss. 

From the-se identitie-s, and the commitments they 

pre-suppose, a number of part i cu 1ar l y sa 1 i en t identities can 

be distinguished. By salient identities, or more precisely ­

identity salience, one is referring to one aspect of how the 

self is organize-d. Identities tend to cluster around similar 

sKi lls, and are in turn loosely patterned in a somewhat 

f 1 ex i bl e h i er ar· ch y of pr· om i n enc e (Mc Cal 1 ar1 d Si mrnc•n s., 1966: 

77), or what StryKer refers to as a / sa l i ence hierarchy/. 
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Discrete identities are ordered into a salience hierarchy, 

which to Stryker is char-acterized by the 

proposition that: the higher the identity in that hierarchy, 

the more 1 ikely that the i dent i t y w i 1 1 be i n v ok e d i n 

s i tu at i on s • If there are conflicts, or contradictory 

expectations c•ccur, the r-e 1 at i ve 1oca ti on C•f a par· ti cu 1 ar· 

identity in the sa 1 i ence hierarchy becomes a potent i a 11 Y 

impor·tant predictor· of subsequent behavior <Stryker: 1980: 

60) • 

Dur-ing a period of ballooning student populations, 

academics had to be hired for teaching. The actual training 

C•f academics has not been altered, but their Knowledge C•f 

what was going to be required of an academic upon hiring has 

char1ged. Although there was a lack of fc•rmal training in 

teaching, academics might well develop a greater commitment 

to teaching based on the 1 ikl ihood that thi~. was the ta~.k 

which was most needed and expected. Thus, the ex terna 1 

events cut acr·o~.s the existing commitments to resear·ch that 

were nurtured in graduate school, to produce the salient 

identity of the academic as a teacher. 

On the other hand, when selectivity is reestablished 

and hiring is pr-edicated on demonstrable research ability, 

those about to enter the academic labour force are equally 

adept at adjusting to the situation. Dur· i ng their· tr-aining 

they have been exposed to the rea 1 i ty of greater 
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i n st i tut i on a 1 selectivity and are aware that the future 

cc•nditic•ns of s.ecur·ing employment will revolve around meeting 

the demand for researchers. The result should be greater 

commitment to research, which would in turn produce a greater 

persona 1 identification with the attributes of a researcher. 

In the end, by choosing to participate, consent is accorded 

by the academic to the governing 'rules' that determine the 

process of selection. 

The above discussion on differing identities between 

faculty members should not leave the reader with the 

impression that no senior academic was drawn to McMaster· 

for research purposes. Academics employed before and during 

the expansion also cited the opportunity to do research as an 

attractive feature of McMaster. However, these sentiments 

were expressed less often and typically after other aspects 
21 

had 	been articulated. 

Upon over·coming the tacit contr·ols. surr·our1d i ng 

s.el ect ion, or more precisely, meeting the criteria of the 

control mechanism, the academic becomes exposed to a new set 

of controls that make up the initiation/definition and 

evaluation processes of academia. 

II 	 EXPLICATION OF TASKS - CONTROL DURING THE INITIATION/ 
DEFINITION PROCESS 

"Larvatus Prodeo" 

De scar· tes 

"The first year or two is 1 ike walking through a 
messy room in the dark." 

<Associate Professor, 4 years> 
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I go forward~ remarked Descartes when 

referring to the nature of scientific inquiry. As indicated 

by an associate professor, the term could also be applied to 

university professors during the initial years of employment 

at an i n st i tut i on • According to academics the confusion and 

anxiety they experienced, or still experience in the case of 

recently hired faculty, was primarily due to the manner in 

which the tasks of academia are explicated. 

The explication of tasKs is one way in which the 

labour process can be controlled. Usually this form of 

control is unambiguously stated and relatively simple to 

i dent i f >'. Those who fall under the purview of the control 

are relieved of the possibility of misinterpretation because 

the tasks are clearly delineated. This form of control 

exists in academia, but tasK explication is stated 

ambiguously and, for the newly recruited academic, the 

specifics must be learned once participation in the labour 

process is underway. 

Control when manifested through the explication of 

tasKs can be defined in a similar way to the concept of 

pc•wer·. A per·son <or persons), i -:. deemed to have control if 

s/he is able to maKe individuals act in accordance with 

her/his wishes, despite the wishes of these others <Clegg, 

1979:102). This type of control tends to be realized through 

the implementation of formalized rules and regulations which 
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outline the tasks of the individual. The individual in turn 

is obliged not only to be aware of the rules, but also to 

abide by them. In most work settings outside of academia, 

in the form of task explication normally emanates 

from management. Through directives they establish the 

objectives and design the rules to meet them <Burawoy, 1978: 

272). These directives have essentially two purposes, to 

the workplace and to control the worker. The 

control however, is rarely total, nor is it intended to be. 

Ther·e i:. the general recognition that a degree of autonomy is 

desirable, for to aim at total control poses the potential 

situation that workers will unite against it and ther·eby 

defeat the initial reasons 
22 

<Brecher, 1979: 13). 

for the controls implementation 

In academia, the explication of the tasks, and the 

corr·esponding control it implies, is not as overt as those 

fc•und in other wor·K settings. Hence, this for·m of cor.trol is 

difficult to precisely identify. Undeniably there are state­

ments pertaining to the tasks, and they could be loosely 

regarded as originating from ~management~ - administrative 

persons and committees within the university. As well the 

statements can be interpreted as the rules and regulations 

that academics are wise to abide by, but notably absent from 

such documents as the tenure and promotion guideline are the 

comprehensive task descriptions associated with other occupa­
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tions. The documents outline points of concern, however 

1 i t t 1e a t t e n t i on is directly paid to the amount of time that 

should be spent on the tasKs, nor is the amount or quality of 

material produced considered in detail. 

The academic located within such an organizational 

context is exposed to one of the great oddities of academia ­

the ambiguous initiation process that revolves around how the 

performance of the two job tasKs is presented. In a 

now classic study of academics and institutions, Theodore 

Caplc•w and Reece ,J. McGee <1965) were amc•ng the fir·st to 

refer to this oddity. They found in formal statements made 

by universities regarding job requirements a great deal of 

1 ip service 1A•as given to teaching. However, in their analysis 

they noted a contradiction. It appeared universities in 

general, and in particular the departments involved, hired 

individuals to teach, but invariably individual~. were 

evaluated on their research contributions to their particular 

d i sc i p 1 i n e • 

For most academics the introduction to employment at 

a particular university involves a letter from either the 

administration or the department head which broadly outlines 

the obligations of both parties, stating the appropriate 

number of courses a professor is expected to teach and for 

which s/he will receive a certain salary <Higgins, 1974: 28 -· 

36): 
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"I got a little package of information from, I 
think, the President's office containing the tenure 
document, what we get in terms of vacation and 
thats about all. But nobody gave me any idea as to 
what proportion of time I should spend on different 
thing~.. " <Profes~.or, 20 years.> 

"There's a letter that they send, that sort of 
outline~. your obligations and the university's 
obligations to you. I mean its the funniest 1 ittle 
letter. It says, >'OU Know, that you'll be expected 
to teach an appropriate number of courses as 
decided by your chairman and for which you'll 
receive x salary and you get two months free of 
scheduled commitment~. in the summer·. Pl us you' l 1 
be expected to teach evenings or summers every two 
or three years - and that's really it." 

<Assistant Professor, 3 years> 

The above statements are virtually identical in 

content, the only difference is that there is a time span of 

seventeen years separating when the two people received their 

respective packages. This is a point of importance when one 

con~. i de r· ~· that there has been 1 ittle evolution i r1 hov..• 

academics are formally introduced to the job tasks at 

McMa~.ter·. Of gr·eater importance is the realization that the 

academic, at the very outset, is left to determine how much 

time should be spent on either time consuming component since 

there are no fixed schedules - only references to the amount 

of time fr·ee from scheduled commitments and the number of 

weeKs vacation. What is clear is that the sole obligatory 

product for the great majority of academics is course work, 

the rest of an academic's activity appears to remain at the 

discretion of the individual (Tancred-Sheriff, 1$'85: 376). 

http:Profes~.or
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Therefore at first glance the work performed in academia can 

be crudely dichotimized into that activity which is 

compulsory - teaching, and research which can be labelled as 

an expected activity <Trotter in Knapper, 1977: 153). 

The oddity of academia centers upon the different 

imp 1 i cat i on'=· of the compulsory or expected activities with 

respect to an academic/s career. Based upon Caplow and 

McGee/<::· findings the label of /expected/ is really a 

misnomer. To only state that an activity is expected is to 

irrfer· that there are rather minor consequences should the 

activity not be carried out. This can be directly contrasted 

with the conception that were a compulsory activity 

unfulfi !led, measures to rectify the situation would soon be 

initiated against the negligent i n d i v i du a l • However, in 

reality this is not an accurate depiction because the 

expected act iv i t >' i s in actuality a compulsory t a<::-k 

<especially for the untenured). Teaching, while stated as 

c C•mp u l <::.err· y, is more of an obligation that, once performed, 

must be reinforced with a demonstrable commitment to 

r·e<::.earch. Thus the irony of the situation comes to the 

forefront, the expected is the priority activity, while the 

compulsory activity plays a subordinate role. 

Two questions arise when the above is considered. If 

the explication of tasks is ambiguous, then how does the 

faculty member determine what is expected? (ie. How does one 
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manage in the /darK, messy room/ to order the 1abour 

pr·oce-ss?) Be-fore attempting to answer this rathe-r involved 

question, it is first prudent to asK why, in the first place, 

the explication of tasKs is lacKing explicit rules? A 

satisfactory answer to the latter question provides a basis 

for proce-eding with the former question. At the same time the 

answer can outline the constraints surrounding 

institutionally organized attempts to control faculty. 

Controls are not unidirectional. True they are 

normally directed at the worker, but the significance of 

rules and regulations 1 ies in the constraints they impose on 

the initators as well as the targeted individual or group. 

This is particularly observable when considering academia and 

the lack of detail with regard to task explication. The 

exp! ication of tasks lacks detail for a number of reasons. 

The labour process involves different tasKs. These tasks can 

be performed at various times and by various people. This 

var·iabilit>' i"E. compounded by the lack of a specific shopfloor· 

that would allow for tasKs to be clearly delineated and 

or·gan i zed. A further complication is the multiplicity of 

control mechanisms and the problems they entail. Overriding 

these reasons for the lack of greater detail is a more 

general one - the broader societal ideology of i bera 1 ism. 

The 1 iberal ism that permeates academia is usually concerned 

with generalized conditions surrounding the issue of academic 
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freedom. These conditions of freedom of initiative and 

activity ar·e seen frc•m a 1 iberal per·~.pective as a necessary 

precursor for scholarship and learning to exist <Brown, 1969: 

3) • 

Theoretically, the 1 i bera 1 traditions surrounding 

academia can be threatening to a society. Especially if the 

academics employed at universities are not in agreement with 
23 

the existing tenets of the larger society. However, the 

strength of the ideology espoused in Western society rests in 

part upon the claims of 1 iberal freedoms <Wright, 1977: 209). 

Advancement (however· di~.tinguished), so goes the argument by 

l.Jr i gh t , is dependent upon intellectual production. 

Ther·efor·e, to erode the institutionalized freedoms that are 

in place at universities is to jeopardize the production 

In the end, to directly encroach on the production 

process may result in little more than a Pyrrhic victory. 

Of express concern here are not these generalized 

aspects, although the reader should be aware that they do 

have a spillover effect, for they 1 i mi t the forma 1 

art i cu 1at ion of what can be expected from academics. 

University administrators cannot make outright demands that 

staff produce x amount of published research with y amount of 

quality any more than they can wantonly suppress research 

they do not find compatible with their own beliefs. However, 

as academic freedom in the broader sense of the term can be 
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violated insidiously, so too can the autonomy of the academic 

be circumvented when productivity decisions are made. In 

other words, explicitness is not a criterion a control 

mechanism must exhibit. Subtlety can work Just as 

effectively. A chairman will not necessarily attempt to 

overtly regulate the activity of a new faculty member, as is 

clearly stated by one former chairman: 

"I would never dream of telling the most junior 
faculty member it's time you published an article in 
let~. ~.a>' (a leadinQ ~iournal ln_ the field) if you're 
going to teach or do research around here." 24 

<Professor, year withheld) 
<II-2-14-4) 

If the above were carried out it could be construed 

as an infringement upon academic freedom, but the following 

quote - again from a former chairman - does not differ in the 

end desir·ed. Only the means to achieve the end are 

articulated differently: 

"When was the chairman of this department you 
discussed progress with them (junior faculty) 
virtually annually .... and when their tenure decision 
is coming up you may point out, 'Look if you Keep it 
up 1 ike this things look good'. Or you might say, 
'Look its been three years and you haven't published 
anything >'et. Now you do realize that you have only 
three years to go before you face [thel tenure hurdle 
deadline. If you want me to bat effectively for you, 
you better have two or three articles in print." 

<Professor, year withheld) 
<I I-1-4-8) 

The above quote is one indicator of how university 

l i be r· a. 1 i sm is stage managed to conceal the controls that 

guide the academic novitiate. This initiation process for 
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the academic begins at the point of securing employment, but 

the questions surrounding the performance of tasks are 

prevalent even while the applicant is moving through the 

selection process: 

"I wanted information before I came, because when 
came what was important in my mind, and in those of 
almost everybody considering these situations is 
what type of standards do I need [to meet] for 
advancement. In the first place for tenure, but then 
beyond that, what type of standards will I be 
expected to meet in order to progress through the 
ranks." 

<Associate Professor, 8 years) 

According to the above cited Associate Professor, the 

information received during the selection phase was, in 

retrospect, of limited use. The nebulous nature of the 

responses and the fact that those involved Knew that 

standards were not static, required the individual to learn 

the standards while on the job. As a result the initiation 

process for respondents was characterized as one of personal 

anxiety ir1 the face C•f few explicit guideline~.. I r1 order tc• 

compensate for the lack of explicitness, academics attempted 

to make crude generalizations about what was expected of 

them. One source they consulted at the very outset of the 

initiation process was the scanty 1 iterature provided by the 

institution: 

"Sure there were documents one could read concerning, 
for example, agreements between the university and 
the faculty association on the requirements for 
tenur·e and promotion. Where they articulated things 
concerning the three basic criteria the [tasks in 
academiaJ •..• But really the only help they were was 
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the feeling they gave you as to what was important.
You kind c•f ass.urned, at least I did, that the order-
in which they appear-ed was the way they were going to 
e-val uate- >'OU." 

<Associate Pr-ofessor, 4 years) 

The order in which the tasKs appear in the McMaster 

tenur-e and pr-omot i or1 document is: r-esear-ch, teaching, and 

administr-ation. As a definitive statement on the 

or-ganization of individuals' labour-, the guidelines contained 

in this document can be said to be of marginal value. The 

dc•c ume n t dc•e- s. n C• t cont r- o 1 i n a ' t yp i ca 1 ' fa s.h i on e i the r the 

workplace or- the wor-ker-, yet neither can it be summarily 

dismissed as having no effect on the outlooK individuals 

develop. As the quote indicates, the Jack of exp! icitness 

did not restr-ain the academic fr-om making inferences about 

the relative importance of the various tasks in academia. 

Inevitably, individuals begin to under-stand their-

situation through interactions with other academics and the 

pr-eviously cr-ude gener-al izations begin to gain substance, as 

can be seen in the next excerpt from one of the 1a test 

additions to the faculty: 

"My per-ception of the way things go ar-ound here, is 
that you don't have to be a wonderful communicator 
[referring to teaching). I mean that's not something 
the university places a high value on. They place a 
higher value on ability as a researcher.u 

<Assistant Professor, 3 years) 

The significance of using this quote is not to tr-y 

and reaffirm the statements made previously by academics in 

Chapter· TWC• concer-ning where the emphasis 1 i es. In 
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actuality, the assumption by the assistant professor that 

teaching is 'not something the university places a high value 

on' may be somewhat overstated. The salience of this 

-;:. tat eme n t is that it illustrates that academics are quick to 

realize the emphasis and that their advancement depends upon 

accommodating themselves to it. In Clark's terms <1984:160) 

they have learned what is worth doing and, ultimately, what 

the effort and achievement will cost. 

The positive attributes of research and indicators of 

how much time will be spent on this task are derived from a 

variety of sources, not the least of which are the negative 

aspects associated with teaching. With some academics the 

positive attitudes towards research are a result of 

experiences that occurred before arriving at the emp 1oy i rig 

institution. Just as prior training, and the predispositions 

it developed, had an effect on the selection process, 

likewise associations with professors during graduate school 

indications of where an academic's time was to be 

spent: 

"Yes, in a way there are indicators of how much time 
you should spend on the various tasks. They weren't 
con-:.ciously laid down as indicators, though. There 
were members of the discipline who were professors of 
mine, and others that I kr1ew of - practitioners fr· om 
other universities who were highly respected, and one 
got the idea of the sorts of things they did .... I 
knew what they did and I figured if I became a 
professor I would be like them. By that I mean, they 
did a lot of research, a lot of fieldwork, and they 
did a lot of studying and writing. 

<Associate Professor, 8 years) 
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The above emulative aspects ar~ incorporated into the 

later experiences of selection and initiation. Not 

suprisingly, as academics progress beyond initiation to more 

solidified positions, the prc•cedures become mc•re refined for 

defining job task emphasis and the concomitant expectations. 

As previously indicated, one of the major sources of 

reference is an academic/s colleagues. The use of colleagues 

as a reference group had two basic elements that tended 

to be ordered sequentially. 

Upon first arriving at the institution colleagues 

were originally used to determine the allocation of personal 

resources, whereas later in an academic/s career colleagues 

come to be used primarily as the indicators of performance 

levels to be achieved. At first glance the two references 

appear to be identical and, indeed, they do share some of the 

same characteristics. I t took a particularly perceptive 

Professor who had been at the university for thirteen 

years to point out the difference. Paraphrasing the 

academic, the initial reference employed by academics is 

essentially a form of guided observation. The academic 

observes role models while in graduate school, and later is 

influenced by the verbal and non-verbal communication of 

col 1eague-s:.. The second use of colleagues as a reference 

point also has observational features, but more import ar1 t 1y 

the source of the observation is the direct comparison of 
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academics. An element of performance judgement is introduced 

and involves. an academic actively comparir1g him/herself to 

others. The comparisons need not be restricted to immediate 

ccilleagues. For example they can be developed fr· om 

circumstances surrounding the vacancy an academic fills upon 

the firing of a previous individual: 

"The position I was filling had in fact been vacated 
b>' s.omebody who had not completed his dissertation 
and he/d been here six years, and been denied tenure 
twice because the dissertation was not finished. I 
drew two conclusions from this, one that this 
department was still not as high pressure as a lot of 
others in terms of research or they would have gotten 
this guy out before the end of six years. The second 
conclusion was that they did expect certain standards 
and could eventually be tough. So there was Csicl 
two sorts of messages in that; one, you better not 
forget about research and writing altogether and; 
two, you didn/t have to produce two books or whatever 
to secure tenure in this department." 25 

<Associate Professor, 11 years) 

The comparisons are derived from not only the insight 

of observations involving personal experience, but also the 

experiences of those who have preceded the academic and, of 

course, the experiences of peers. The I at ter are 

particularly influential since it is peers that define the 

expectations that are in place through either their comments, 

act i on s;., or as the next quote suggests - encounters with 

performance evaluations: 

"You can feel or find out the expectations throuQh 
observation. It often comes from precedents. In 
c•ther wc1rds, a tenur·e and promotion facu 1 t>· commit tee 
makes certain decisions this year about people. Now 
those decisions saying yes to this man [sic) and no 
to this man send out messages to the faculty. 
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Basically, that this man has been granted promotion 
because he did a; and this man was not granted 
promotion because he didn/t do /b/. Now /a/ and /b/ 
may be the same thing, but one man did what was 
expected, the other didn/t. That/s a very informal 
and unstructured sort of going about, but this is the 
academic grapevine." 

<Professor·, 17 year·s) 

When discussing the various processes that can 

potentially impinge upon the autonom>' of academics it is 

inevitable that the discussion will eventually involve 

mechanisms of control related to the evaluation process. The 

emphasis in this section, which will continue into the next 

sectic•r1, has been on how faculty attempt to reduce the 

uncertainty of what is expected of them. With few direct 

reference points, faculty were nonetheless able to define 

their roles as academics. That they were compelled to order 

these surroundings instead of having the tasks clearly 

explicated was seen as a result of liberal ideology. 

Constrained by the 1 iberal ism surrounding academia, those in 

positions of authority within a university are unable to set 

forth exp 1 i c i t gu i de 1 i n es. That this lacl< of explicitness 

does not unduly hamper the accumulation of status can be 

observed when attention is turned to the controls involved in 

the process of evaluation. 

CONTROL THROUGH EVALUATION 

Few subjects pertaining to academia could consis­

tently draw the ire, frustration, and/or chagrin of 



11 7 

academics than discussions surrounding, what was termed in 

the introductory chapter, the external objective evaluation 

process. The term was chosen to differentiate it from the 

subjective evaluations academics make amongst themselves 

during the initiation and definitional stages. In addition, 

the establ i shmerit of tenure and promotion committees, with 

their publicized guidelines, projects the appearance of 

C•bJectivit>' at the institutional level of evaluatic•n. This 

thesis is in no position to categorically uphold or refute 

claims by academics that the evaluation process is one 

characterized more by ambiguity than objectivity. A 11 that 

1..\1 i l l be, and can be, put forth in this section is that 

irrespective of any deficiencies suggested by claims of 

ambiguity - real or imagined - the institutionally based 

evaluation process can still serve as an effective mechanism 

c•f contr·cil tc• ensur·e the desired institutior1al empha~. is is 

accomplished. 

Displeasure with the ambiguous nature of evaluation 

usually stemmed from claims by academics that the process was 

bc•th inadequate arid inconsistent. Dur-ing the inter-views, 

these ter-ms frequently divided with respect to the tasks 

being evaluated. The label of inadequacy was affixed to 

evaluations of the teaching component, while inconsistency 

was charged against evaluations of resear-ch. 

inadequacy regarding teaching evaluations can be noted 
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quickly and summarized by academics with experience on tenure 

and promc•tic•n committees. Fir-:.tly, there was a negative 

clustering of opinion that stated student evaluations were a 

poor measurement of teachir1g. Secondly, since student 

evaluations were widely thought of as deficient, academics 

believed committees made tenure and promotion decision-:., 
26 

despite publicized statements to the contrary, on the basis 

of r·e~.ear·ch. In summar· i zing the~.e opinions, commit tee 

members would state: 

the evaluations [students) are looked at, then 
basically shuffled to one side to get on with 
the serious business Clater affirmed to be an 
academic"s research record.J'' 

Professor 20 years 

"r n my exp er i enc e Cas a comm i t tee member J student 
evaluations cannot really help one get tenure or 
promotion. If you have a good research record, 
good teaching evaluations can make your case 
slightly stronger. If you have a good case 
without teaching evaluations and you then add 
teaching evaluations that happen to be poor 
the>' dc•n,. t r·ea l 1y do you any damage. But if 
your research is not very distinguished and you 
have poor teaching, then the evaluations make 
you very vulnerable. Or I"ll put it a little 
more briefly ... uhm, they can do you damage, 
but they can"t do you much good. They can be 
used against you, but not for you.u 

<Associate Professor, 11 years) 

Without access to either tenure and promotion 

committee meetings or the written records of such meetings 

(if any were made or Kept) the veracity of such statements 

cannot be substantiated. However, this is of 1 ittle 

consequence because i t is the perception on the part of 
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academics that the above transpires which is of interest. 

The importance of such perceptions is the potential they have 

on shaping an academics attitude towards the task. If 

evaluations are perceived to be based on research as the 

result of a default in adequate measures of teaching, or 

because of a belief that re<E.earch is the task inst i tut i or1a1 

authority figures wish to emphasize, then i t is highly 

probable individuals will take into account the expectations 

that are in place and order their labour accordingly: 

There is a cynicism with regard to teaching that 
is very prevalent and I think growing. But in a 
sense the viewpoint that interacting with students 
is perhaps a waste of valuable time is a very 
reali':.tic viewpoint. If people ar·e operating in 
terms of the structure of the university, they know 
that the time they spend in the classroom and with 
most students out of class is time taken away from 
what's considered to be real scholarship." 

<Associate Professor, 8 years) 

Once the 'order' of the activities is determined, the 

difficulty for the academic is to calculate the output levels 

that will satisfy the requirements of evaluators. In the 

previous section it was noted that some academics initially 

referred to the tenure and promotion document for guidance 

when first hired. As the institutionally imposed hurdles of 

tenure and promotion are approached, the document spells out 

a variety of considerations, rules, and, importantly for some 

academic-:., the appeal pr·c•cedures in the event of 

dissatisfaction with committee verdicts. The problem for the 

individual, according to by academics, is that inconsis 
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tencies exist between what the rules state and what in fact 
27 

happens. 

Par·adoxically, inconsistency can actually enhance the 

effectiveness of control, while presenting a confused picture 

to the onlooking academic who is being evaluated. This is 

not to say the inconsistency, and its accompanying shroud of 

amb i gu i t >' , is unproblemmatical for the evaluator. The 

combination of the ever-present constraints of liberal 

ideology and the lack of a single shopfloor serve to obscure 

attempt by evaluators to define an accurate Job 

de 'E·C r i p t i c•n . Consequently, one of the most frequently used 

bases for the evaluation of workers~ performance is 

unai...•a i 1able. It is through the precise description of what a 

job constitutes that evaluations can be devised to determine 

whether the worker i<E. accompl ishin9 what the de-:.cr·iption 

indicates should be accomplished. The lack of a definitive 

job description effectively diminishes the likelihood that 

performance can be evaluated by explicitly stated criteria. 

Those in positions of authority when confronted with such a 

situation are alternately constrained and emancipated in such 

a s i tu at i on . Constrained in the ser1se that precise Knowledge 

of the work accomplished is unavailable. Emancipated because 

the evaluators can emphasize criteria deemed to be important, 

arbitrarily determine the broad re~uirements of performance 

to be achieved, and, Just as easily, raise the requirements 
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necessary to attain a particular level. 

The latter aspect was observed to cause the most 

confusion amongst academics because there are no direct 

references as to what will ensure a good evaluation. As noted 

at the end of the initiation section, there are indirect 

references of what is expected. The problem that emerges 

that emerges for the individual is that these expectations 

ar·e not fixed; there is variance and fluctuation in the 

decision making process. The shifting expectations of the 

formal e val uat i C•n pr oc e -=·s i s s i mi l ar· to the imp l i cat ion-=· of 

changing market conditions on the selection process. Compare 

i n-::.tance the sh i ft s in -::.elect ion <p. qlj-) w i th c c•mme n ts 

first on tenure and then promotions: 

"You see the rules are constantly changing. When I 
started, completion of the Ph.D. was the main 
criterion for tenure. Later it became articles 
from the dissertation. This has now increased to 
other· ar· t i c l es . " 

<Associate Professor, 16 years) 

11 I think in terms of research they have become 
much more demanding. So what you could get 
promoted with in the earlier seventies, wouldn;t 
get >'OU pr·omoted to a l eE.ser· rank nowadays • • uhm 

Maybe that;s a 1 ittle bit of an exaggeration, 
but definitely you need more articles today than 
you needed five years ago to get the same 
pr·omot ion." 

<Associate Professor, 5 years) 

The shift in expectations is problematic for the 

ind i •J i dual becau-::.e one is always dealing with outdated 

comparisons, and on a broader scale of i neons i stenc>' 

comp o-::. i t i on al change-::. in committee members. Thus, even 
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colleague comparisons are an imprecise method of determining 

productivity due to shifting demands: 

"There is a shift and the shift is inequitable in 
the lines of expectations. Where the expectations 
are not clearly communicated far enough in advance, 
you are always working with last years expectations 
- you don/t know what next years expectations are 
gcoing to be. So if someor1e goes for promotion with 
three articles in three years and doesn/t get 
pr·omcited, arid someone else gets promoted with five 
art i c 1es, we 11 then you know the break even point 
is about four or five articles. But assuming that 
you may just be able to manage another two articles 
arid then you go up for a promotion, and suddenl >' 
the expectations have changed. It/s now seven or 
six, or maybe it has gone from one to three ­
whatever, and this can change very rapidly from 
>'ear· to year·." 

<Assistant Professor, 8 years) 

That the changes in expectations can occur as rapidly 

as the above academic suggests was verified by other accounts 

given by academics, some of whom experienced the shifts 

f i r·st-hand: 
"The year I came to McMaster was the last of the 


big hiring drives. I think there were five of us 

hir·ed that year. Basicall>' the expectations fc•r­
granting tenure were quite modest by today/s 

'=-tandard'=·· All appointments were two >'ear ter·m 

appointments and we were told in an unofficial way 

that tenure was granted at the end of the contract, 

if you had completed your dissertation ••.. Well when 

we came up for tenur-e they wanted to give us another 

two year contract with tenure after the first year 

c•f the contract if we -:;.hc•wed promise. Our chairman 

at the time, who was a pretty imposing personality, 

went to the committee and ba-:;.ically said that the 

rules were being changed in the middle of the game 

and it wasn/t fair. We all got ter1ure, but looking 

back it/s interesting how things were changing even 

then." 


<Associate Professor, 16 years) 

This leaves academics in a position with only 
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imprecise measurements to gauge sufficient output. They are 

left to their own devices to judge whether they have produced 

enough, while at the same time are never really certain 

whether their interpretations of the expectations coincide 

with evaluation committees. This ambiguity would appear to 

be an i n effect i v e f or·m of cont r· o 1 i f an>' attempt is being 

made to systematically accumulate the status at the 

inst i tut ion al level. That it is not ineffective is due in 

large measure to two facets of the academic labour process. 

and most obviously, ineffectiveness is minimized 

because individuals can easily identify where in academia the 
28 

institutionally based rewards 1 ie. Academics may not 

definitely know how much research they should produce, or 

what qua! ity it should exhibit, but they are aware that a 

high degree of both brings rewards: 

"Why I have decided to do research in the first 
place I/m not sure. I'm certain part of my 
decision to do research and my enthusiasm for it is 
because I know I will be rewarded. I mean there is 
an incentive-response system in place.~ 

<Assistant Professor, 3 years> 

When asked why the breakdown of time tended to be 

oriented towar·ds research, for those academics who stated the 

majority of their time is spent on the research task, the 

typical response paralleled the above quote: 

"vJe 1 1 two reasons, partly because of my own 
intr·in~-ic mot i vat i C•r1 about what I want to do. But 
it/s also the system of rewards, how i t works and 
what )'OU get reinforced for doing. Since the 
ma.j or i ty of the reinforcements and rewards are 
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found in research, then you tend to expend your 
energy in getting grants and doing studies." 

<Associate Professor, 11 years) 

I t i E· important to note that academics usually 

tempered the notion of reward orientation with the 

qualification that resear·ch was something that was internally 

motivating. This will be given greater attention in Chapter 

Five, but is mentioned here to avoid impressions that 

academics take a completely mercenary approach to their 

occupation. However, by the same token, academics are not as 

oblivious to the formal rewarding and non-rewarding of the 

as the folklore surrounding academ i cE. normal l >' 

suggests. 

Thu-:., it seems likely that differential rewards to 

skills will alter some academics' orientations to the tasks 

for which they are responsible. Probably, digressing briefly 

to teaching again, over some broad salary and promotion range, 

an academic's allocation of time to alternate activities may 

be unresponsive to changes in the relative returns to 

teaching. However, beyond the point where the lower re-turn 

of teaching causes more dissatisfaction than satisfaction, 

faculty may be-gin to cultivate alternative skills <Tuckman, 

1976: 41 ) . That this can happen is demonstrated by the 

following academic, who, when asked why research was recently 

taking up more time, replied: 

"I'd say dissatisfaction with my career progress 
has been the motivating factor for switching to 
research. I personally enjoy teaching, but I've 
spent too much time on it in terms of my own 
progress relative to research." 

<Assistant Professor, 12 years) 
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That academics view the acquisition of institutional 

rewards as directly related to research productivity is quite 

obvious. The question that remains is what effects does the 

ambiguity surrounding the quality and quantity of research 

have on production rates? It is at this point that the 

second facet of the argument that the evaluation process is 

not ineffective in achieving its ends becomes apparent. 

Without definitive criteria to ascertain whether productivity 

is sufficient, the academic does not have the option found 

in other work settings to restrict output. 

Instead, a high level of output is nec~ssary to 

garner the rewards that might not be received if productivity 

is 1ow. With set rewards for certain levels of achievement 

and added bonuses for surpassing the basic level, output can 

be gauged, paced and collectively restricted. Without a 

ceiling, the institutic•n avoids the:.e common managerial 

problems of motivation. Encouragement through rewards in 

:.uch a :. i tua ti on promote:. self-interest in narl"'ow 

individualistic ways. The academic, once involved in the 

labour process, can unintentionally reinfol"'ce upwardly 

spiraling pl"'oduction rates because the lack of clarity that 

encircles expectations encourages it. As with many controls 

in academia, appearances can be deceiving, the inadequacy and 

i ncc•n:. i :.tency suggested by ambiguity gives way to an 

under·lying effective control: 

"I didn"'t Know what I needed in terms of number:. 
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or qua 1 i ty, or some combination of the tv,10. I 
Just worked as hard as I could, harder than I 
had to as I have subsequently found out, to get 
things ready for publication before I came up 
for tenure." 

<Professor, 13 year-s) 

The above quote and the one on the preceding page 

provide a fitting cc1r1tr-ast when rank, year-s of :.ervice and 

commitment to r-esearch are obser-ved. Although the two 

academics came to McMaster only a year- apar-t, the one who 

claims to have emphasized teaching and is now embarking on a 

research program has remained an Assistant Professor. Ir1 the 

mea.n ti me the other academic has reached the rank of Fu l 1 

This. can by r10 means be offerer-d as. conclusive 

evidence that research is emphasized, r-ewarded and that the 

amb i gu i t >' C•f the cc•n trc.J mechan i :.ms can pr-oduce such a 

discr-epancy. It is obvious only a rigorous quantitative 

study that expressly examined the relationship between r-ank, 

year-s of service and pub! i sh i ng record could make such an 

as.ser·t i c•r1. All that can be stated at this. point is that the 

above relationship appears to support earlier claims by 

academics. that r·esearch is emphasized and controls/rewards. 

are in place to achieve its production. 

So far the pressures exer-ted upon academics has 

concentr-ated on the institutionally based controls and 
29 

r·eward-:.. Since many of the decisions ar-rived at dur·ing the 

forma 1 evaluation process are made by colleagues, it is 

not a simple matter to distinguish where evaluation ends and 
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peer pressures begin. The difficulty is primarily a result 

of the under<E.tanding that a univer·s:.i ty is as:. communi t>'• In a 

community there is, ideally, a meeting of equals, however, 

I ike Orwell's farm there can be stratifications to equality. 

Trevor Noble and Bridgette Pym (1970) observed that within a 

community of scholars there existed a receded locus of power. 

The individuals with influence could be detected by the 

various committees they sat upon. The compos:. it ion C•f 

member· sh i p to important committees seemed to frequently 

re•Jeal that the same people were involved <Noble and Pym, 

1970: 437). To openly expose this nucleus of influence 

would run the risk of ruining the accepted definition of 

equality. However, as Noble and Pym mentioned, the opacity 

of the decision making process obscured the concentration of 

power and, by extension implied the right of status equals to 

be respected and consulted. <Noble and Pym, 1970: 433). 

Since the political structure of McMaster is not 

1 i k e 1 y t C• d i f f er f r· om o t her u n i v er s i t i e s , t he same phen omen a 

no doubt occurs. However, of interest here is not the 

specifics of committee membership. This brief excursus into 

the political dimension of academia is mentioned to maKe the 

reader aware that there are academics who can exert greater 

pressures than others through their influence at the institu­

tional level. The pr·edisposition-:. C•f tho<E.e who are thc•ught to 

be the academics with influence are generally well known: 

"In a sort of unofficial way there is a kind of 
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hierarchy between teaching and research. In the 
sense that people who concentrate more of their 
time on research, or in that direction, tend to be 
the pc•werful individual-:. ir1 the departmer1t." 

<Associate Professor, 4 years) 

"The or1es who the administr·ation listens to, and 
are taken seriously, are by and large the ones who 
publish." <Assistant Professor, 9 years) 

Before leaving the political realm altogether, it 

could be a matter of debate as to how these people became 

;powerful;. For instance, are they in positions of authority 

:.cilel>'becau:.e c•f the rather apolitical reason that they met 

pub 1 i :.h i n g expect at i on s, or are there other mitigating 

circumstance:.? That there was no comprehensive discus:. ion 

by r-espc•nden ts on the pol it i ca J maneuvering that can be 

attempted in tn'ing to get ahead was pr·obably due to the 

in terv i evJS being concerned w i th occupa ti ona J conform i ty as 

opposed to political conformity. The former is an expression 

of the form of an individual"s labour. The latter is an 

expression, or lack thereof, of controversial i s:.ue:. and 

theoretical stances. This is not to say ingratiating oneself 

or compromising one's principles to further academic careers 

does not occur; there were a few allusions and passing 

r· e fer· enc e :. to suggest the con tr· ar y. However·, the-y wer-e- not 

pursued because the issue was not of di r-ect importance to 

understanding the institutionalized mechanisms of control 

and, perhaps more importantly, the researcher could not r·un 

the risk of appearing to be more interested in the gathering 
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of gossip and innuendo of the type a.ssoc i a ted with shady 

journalists and their tabloid employers. 

Whatever the case may be in terms of how academics 

became "'powerful individuals"'J the pr·essures they exert both 

inside their departments and within the larger i n st i tut i on 

can shape the content of appraisals. During the section on 

selection process it was stated that people with research 

backgrounds were likely to implement hiring criteria based on 

the research potential of candidates. Later, they are likely 
31 

to base formal rewards on research. Informally, peer 

pressure can be applied in ways that alternate between 

rewards and sanctions for the (non)production of research. A 

less than subtle form of informal pressure is the increasing 

trend among departments to issue a brochure containing the 
32 

publications of the department"s faculty: 

"In the department every once and a while we make 
an inventory of all the publications of the people 
in the department. You don"t get a formal letter 
saying you Dr. are at the bottom of the 
pile - you"'re not pulling your load •.•. I suppose 
it"'s up to you to recognize the message contained 
in these inventories. If they"re doing this list 
obviously they want publications to cite in it." 

<Assistant Professor, 2 years) 

Lewis 8. Mayhew (1970: x) noted that as academic 

departments gain strength, which he defined as research 

potential, they become a force for expansion themselves. 

Academics realize where the strength lies and the direction 
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in which expansion is 1 ikely to proceed. They have a vested 

in ter·e•::.t in a research department, for one's own career is 

tied with the reputation of the department and the 

colleagues that comprise the departmer1t: 

"When someone publishes something in a good journal 
there's an implicit r·ecognition that the per-:.on has 
done a good job. Part of the congratulations goes 
to the person, but there is also the recognition 
that its good for the department. It raises the 
status of the department. 0 

<Professor, 17 years> 

"I think people who make up the institution are 
cc•ncerned abc•ut the status c•f the institution. 
There's a practical element, the higher the status 
of an institution, the easier it is fc•r· >'OU to 
attract research money and money to do other 
thing<:.. If you"re at Harvard, it's very easy to 
get money, if you're at a lesser university it's 
much more difficult. You need people producing 
research to generate income." 

<Associate Professor, 9 years> 

In such a situation, a non-research producing 

colleague can become al iabil ity. In contrast, due to the 

above stated benefits of research production, the superior 

status of researchers makes them more desirable as colleagues 

<Blau, 1974: 274). The teachers make few contributions to 

the accumulation of status and therefore, the 1 i k e 1 i hood of 

employing them in the first place must be minimized. Once 

hi r·ed, the academic faces the normative pressures of 

colleagues who are producing. 

Those doing the pressuring have already consented to 

the 1og i c of the reward structure and the control it 

represents. When this occurs one of the most -:.c•ph i <;:.ti ca ted 

http:per-:.on
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levels of control has been achieved. Drawing on Richard C. 

Edwar·ds, the most sophig.ticated level of control gr·ows out of 

incentives for workers to identify themselves with the 

enter· pr i g.e , to be loyal, committed and thus self-directed or 

self-controlled. Such behaviour involves what may be called 

the 'internalization' of the enterprises goals and values 

<Edwards, 1974: 150) • That academics succumb to such a 

refined control was openly admitted: 

"I think I have imbibed, probably, the standards of 
the university to some extent. That yes, we have 
to protect ourselves in a competitive situation. 
We need to hcil d our· own against others, arid the 
only way to do that is to use their standards." 

<Professor, 18 years> 

That the standards were research related was admitted 

openly, and in order to achieve the standards colleagues must 

publish. Those that produce do not receive many of the more 

obvious institutional rewards. In addition, there are the 

sanctions imposed upon them by peers during i nforma 1 

inte-r·actions. The- informality was mentioned earlier when 

academics spoke of how colleagues subtly (and not so subtly) 

frowned upon the amount of time spent on teaching. The 

informality can actually be extended to the curtailment of 

interactic•n, in e-ffect a for·m of ostracism takes place: 

"The pressure gets communicated in as subtle a way 
as not asking your advice as much as anyone else's 
advice." 

<Assistant Professor, 10 years) 

"If you're not doing research you're simply not 
taken that seriously. 

<Professor, 7 years> 
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These two responses are similar in content but the 

perspective from which they were articulated during the 

interviews was different. The quote from the Assistant 

Profe<E-<E.c•r was explaining the per·sor1al feeling-:. exper·ienced 

vJhile serving on departmental committees. The succeeding 

Professor/s quote was issued as an negative attitudinal 

response towards the contributions a non-researcher makes to 

hi:./her depar·tment from the point of view of sc1me-or1e who 

tA.•an ted to be identified as a researcher. These two 

particular quc•te<E. were use-d because again they come from 

people with stated differential commitments to research and 

there i<E. again a di<E.par·ity in rank achievemer1t in favc•ur of 

the researcher. 

The above quotes, when taken in quick succession, have a 

consistent 1og i c. Communication amongst colleagues in a 

department wi 11 naturally revolve around the respective 

interests of individuals. Although research in most cases is 

a private endeavour, not to contribute to research is a 

far more isolating experience. The non-researcher alienates 

hi m/her·se 1 f by not contributing to the task the organization 

and colleagues put a premium on. Importantly, the 

i':. all the more persuasive because peers in 

academia are not confined to the department or in:. ti tut i on • 

Beyond these physical sites is the discipline at large, and 
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the lacK of research does nothing to improve interactions at 

th i ~- level : 

"Most of the interaction with our peers is research 
oriented. You don't go to conferences with people 
from other universities to talK about how best to 
teach courses. If you're not researching and 
producing, well what you've got CsicJ to talk about 
with >'Our peers becomes pretty 1 imi ted. 11 

<Associate Professor, 14 years) 

If we remain with the institution and an academic's 

immediate col leagues, the pressure of ostracism may not be so 

much one of conscious comission, but more an act of 

omission premised upon the belief that there are few mutual 

interests. LacK of productivity is interpreted as suggesting 

the individual is unaware of the late~.t de-velopments in the 

subject. Thus, the individuals opinions are perceived to be 

of limited utility and are not sought. 

Amateur psychologizing would state that, since 

colleagues can be conceived of as the primary reference 

group, the ostracism probably has at least some minimal 

effects on the targeted individuals self-esteem and feelings 

of worth as an academic. However, when indifference and/or 

neglect through the lack of communication are the pressures, 

they can to a certain extent be ignored. More troublesome 

for the individual is that this relatively passive, i nfor·ma 1 

pressure can evolve into a more active articulation of 

dissatisfaction with the lack of research productivity. It 

takes a strong constitution to withstand concentrated 
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pr-essur-e, and as the following quote demonstr-ates, an 

academic will on occasion attempt to r-emedy the situation: 

"We have had assessment done on the department. In 
gener-al the reviews are quite good. In the last 
r-eview we had a statement which for all intents and 
purposes stated that one member- of the department 
should be cut. This individual hadn't published 
in, well, it doesn't matter. So a meeting was 
convened which was not precisely titled 'what to do 
with professor- x', but essentially it turned out 
that way. Needless to say professor x was not in 
attendance. I'm not sure if the person was even 
informed. Anyways this professor felt the pressure 
and has since presented a paper." 

<Rank and year withheld). 
<I-7-18-30) 

The above is an extr-eme example of peer pressure, and 

by all accounts not one that is frequently pursued. u~.u al l y 

if the academic does not comprehend that the neglect is a 

result of inactive research production and, therefore, does 

little to r-emedy the situation, other uses for- the person are 

Time consuming administr-ative tasks and/or- high 

enrollment undergraduate courses are increasingly relegated 

to the non-researcher. 

"Ther·e ar·e ~.ome peop 1e who ar-e reasonable teacher-s 
who haven't published and there is a sense, 'well 
lets at least put their teaching skills to good 
use,.." 

<Associate Professor, 18 years> 

"Most of us would not be the least bit unhappy if 
YC•U t C•ok away our comm i t tee wor-1<. So if you' r-e not 
holding up your end of the research side, the 
easiest thing to do for everybody else is to dump 
their committee work on you •.. (pause> and.I, 
for one, don,.t see anything wrong with it." 

<Associate Professor, 8 years> 
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From a negative perspective, informal pressure may be 

exer·ted thr·ough the real i:zatic•n, that should one riot produce 

sufficiently, numerous committee memberships and undesirable 

courses may await. This bete noire may itself provide a 

motivating factor to become, or remain, a productive 

r·e..:.earcher. That an obligation to produce research created 

by the academic subculture can force some profesors into an 

activity which they may find irksome and/or to which they may 

not be suited is suggested by the previous quotes on the lack 

of return for teaching and the pressured professor presenting 

a paper. However, seen in a more positive 1 ight, the intent 

is to release those who are productive 

researchers - with the proviso that the extra release time 

will in fact produce tangible re'=.ult:.. Both perspectives can 

be observed in the following quote: 

"The teaching 1C•ad in this depar·tment is 1 i ght 
very 1 ight. lt/s fortunate we have it and the only 
reason we have it is because there/s one person who 
takes on the first year course virtually single­
handedl >'. Al 1 I can say i :. I /m glad its __ and not 
me, yet the implicit understanding is that because 
of the 1 ight teaching load, we should be doing 
research." 

<Assistant Professor, 3 years) 

SUMMARY 

The positive perspective referred to above indicates 

that there is a mixture of choice and pressure involved. So 

far, the choice has been mediated by a number of external 

processes that shape the academic labour process. The 
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attitudes of academics and how they view their occupation has 

been presented as being intricately bound to the processes 

they experience. It was noted that a more pervasive form of 

contr·cd is limited by a number of social f cor·ces and 

conventions. However, the lack of explicitness was not 

particularly problematic, because explicitness was not found 

to be necessary to achieve the proper orientations that would 

secure status accumulation. The evaluation process allows, 

from an organizational standpoint, a means of controlling 

employees while at the same time appearing to play a non-

interventionist role. This chapter has dealt almost 

exclusively with external pressures exerted on academics. It 

is up to the next chapter to develop the degree of autonomy 

academics have with regard to the 'choices' they make, and in 

the process, develop a discussion on internal controls. 

CHAPTER FOUR END NOTES 

18. Wilson himself was surprised at how many of the 
i :.:.ues, including the scare i ty of emp l O>'men t, were similar 
almost forty years later (Wilson, 1979: 3). 

19. See Finkelstein <1984: 90) for an elaboration of 
this explanation. 

20. A more definite answer requires the implementation 
of a longitudinal study. Such a study would attempt to 
measure shifting attitudes in relation to changing market 
conditions and career possi bi Ii ti es. 

21. Some academics were quite adamant about their 
desire to leave the States during the late sixties and early 
seventies. Canada in general was attractive not only for the 
occupational opportunities, but there were also economic 
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incentives Ca tax free income> and a less restive socio­
pol i tical climate. The expanding McMaster· al~.o drew people 
who came to do what can appropriately be termed as 'pioneer 
work'. These were individuals hired durinQ the middle years 
of the 1960's to oversee the development of-specific areas of 
inquiry, whether it be the beginning of new departments or 
the organizing of graduate programs within established 
departments. A host of other reasons prevailed as well, 
ranging from the superior recreational facilities of McMaster 
(compared for example to McGill) to the convenient location 
of McMaster to the University of Toronto library <which could 
be interpreted as a vague form of research commitment). 

22. Or conversely, provoke disaffection, frustration 
and indifference which eventually affects the level of 
production. The outcome once again, defeats the purpose of 
instituting the controls <Storey 1983: 186). 

23. Fortunately for Western society, academics as a 
t.oJhcile ar·e not the vanguard~. of widespread ~-ocial, economic or· 
political reform. Ladd and Lipset <1975, 1975d: 1-2) 
pr·ovide the political positions of American academic~. and 
their attitudes on social and political issues. They contend 
that while academics display a high degree of 1 iberal ism 
relative to other occupational groups, they are in no sense 
of the term 'radical'. Halsey and Trow (1971> arrived at the 
same conclusions when studying British academics, see their 
chapter· titled, Pcilitic~., e~.pecially p. 43. 

24. The researcher and academics realized that certain 
comments, and/or specific references when additional 
individual background was provided <i.e., comments of an 
academic who also happened to be a <ex> chairman, or awards 
and honours bestowed) could identify the person should 
anyone be inclined to cross reference rank with years at the 
university. In such cases where this was a possibility, or 
where the subject matter was deemed sensitive by the academic 
and absolute anonymity was requested, the researcher gave 
assurances that only a reference number would be used. The 
reference numbers are included with the relevant quotes to 
provide the reader with the information that the same 
academic is continually being quoted. 

25. As an aside, this particular individual went on to 
concur with the basic argument put forth in the selection 
process section, statinQ that since arriving, the 
expectations have increased-due to, among other things, the 
greater selectivity afforded institutions in a buyers market. 

26. For an example see the McMaster Academic Guide 
<r·evi~.ed, 1983, p. 59). 

http:r�evi~.ed
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27. This is not particularly unique to universities, 
but a phenomenon which occurs i rr most institutions and 
work settings. 

28. Institutionally based rewards refers to those 
rewards that are normally associated with institutional 
progress i.e., tenure, promotion and salary increments. 

29. One other institutioanlly bestowed reward has not 
been discussed - sabbaticals - they will be dealt with when 
controls surrounding rank differentials is addressed in 
Chapter· Five. 

30. There were only three brief comments that referred 
to advancing, or being held back, because of political 
reasons and only one extended account of self-serving 
political obesquiousness. 

31. In fact no study dealing with the academic reward 
structure attributed the same rewards to teaching. Studies 
consistently found that faculty who publish are more 1 iKely 
to be rewarded with promotion and salary increases than for 
an)' other· activit>' <Katz, 1974: 470, TucKman, 1976: 87, 
Finkelstein, 1984). In one of the more comprehensive 
studies, Tr·ow and Fulton (in Trow, 1975: 76) noted that for 
almost every age group over 35, those who had high 
publication rates were several times (a minimum of two and a 
half times) more I ikely to be professors than those who were 
inactive. As well a higher proportion of active researchers 
are tenured at age 35-39 than inactive men or women twenty 
:>'ear·~- o 1 de r· . 

32. McMaster also published an institutionally wide 
I ist of faculty publications during the mid seventies. After 
three academic years it was discontinued. Publications of 
Faculty and Staff - 1973-74 <74-75, 75-76). Hamilton, 
Ontario: McMaster University, 1974 <75,76). 

33. Research is at times conducted co-operatively. The 
pressures in this case are tar more obvious and need not be 
dealt with in great detail. Indicators of where time should 
be allocated become centered around what the group warrts to 
accomp 1 i sh. The pressure fe 1 t by the ind iv i dua 1 is to carry 
an equal portion of the research. 



CHAPTER FIVE 
WANDERING IN WONDERLAND: INDIVIDUAL AUTONOMY 

DEVELOPMENT IN ACADEMIA 
PREFACE 

"Would you tell me, please, which way I ought to 
go from here?" (asked Al ice) 

"That depends a good deal on where you want to 
go," said the Cat. 

A confused Al ice was not entirely grateful to the 

Ches ire Cat for its intractable reply. The deeper, 

e-xi~-tential nature of the reply was no doubt a part of 

Al ice/s chagrin, but more immediately was the simple problem 

of direction. As final arbiter of both the philosophical and 

pedestrian questions, the responsibility caused a certain 

degree of consternation. In academia, the more profound 

e x i s t e n t i a 1 i sm of t h e Ca t may no t be q u i t e so u n l i m i t e d , bu t 

academics can be exposed to a myriad of permutations when 

attempting to organize their labour. 

(If per·sonal deci~.ions re gar· ding the 

organization of academic work is in no small way influenced 

by the high status of research and/or the external controls 

and rewards designed to ensure its production. However, the 

presence of externalities presents an imperfect and incom­

plete picture of the motivations that pressure academics to 

pursue the research component of the academic labour process. 

The previous chapter emphasized the more coercive factors 
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experienced by academics and thus by implication noted how 

academic autonomy can be constrained. This chapter moves 

away from what until now could be termed a pr imar i l y 

mechanistic approach to the controls on academics to pr·oduce 

research. But academics are not entirely passive entities 

constantly reacting to market demands, there are elements of 

voluntarism present and they play an active part in 

establishing the parameters of occupational autonomy. 

Voluntarism is by definition premised on the ability to make 

choices, and the purpose of this chapter is to delve into the 

choices academics are able to make regarding the research 

ta~.k. An academic's voluntaristic ability has already been 

briefly dealt with in the previous chapter where decisions 

revolving around the selection process were discussed. Thi~. 

chapter expands the initial choices of institutional 

selectivity to encompass the choices academics make across 

the labour process as a whole. Of equal importance is to 

determine the motivations that underline any choices that are 

made. As the chapter progresses, academic autonomy will be 

revealed as an occupational distinction that is not merely 

bestowed, but developed, extended and even hindered by 

academics through their active participation in resear·ch. 

The intimated contradictions inherent in achieving autonomy 

wi 11 need to be addressed if we are to eventually arrive at 

some satisfactory conclusions concerning the amount of 

cont r·c· 1 i n d i v i du a 1 ~· in academia exercise when making 
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decisions regarding their labour. 

I. RESEARCH - PUBLISHED RESEARCH DISTINCTION REVISITED 

If external controls do not fully account for 

the production of r·esearch then other factors must be 

involved. One element that should not be overlooked is a 

predisposition on the part of academics towards research. If 

this is the case, it could be stated that any of the controls 

previously mentioned are essentially a further enticement 

over and above the interests an academic already possesses. 

Un for· tun ate 1>', E.uch ar1 all er1compaE.E.ing statement is far toe• 

s imp 1 i st i c and overlooks the complex motivations th.at 

surround individual emphases on research. 

Previous research has exposed a division within the 

professoriate over where interests 1 ie. Trow (1975: 41-43) 

found that half of the academics emp 1oyed at 11 High Qua 1 i ty" 

institutions claimed they were research oriented <the other 

fifty percent stated their interests as leaning towards 

teaching). In "Medium Qualit>'" institutions, the percentage 

interested in research dropped to forty percent. Lipset and 

Ladd (1975e: 10), in one of the most comprehensive studies of 

academia, were surprised to find that a mere four percent of 

academics stated their interests in research were "very 

heavy", and only twenty-five percent said their interests 

"he a •J >'" i r1 r· es.ear· ch . In the most recent large scale 

report on academics in the United States <Boyer, 1986), 
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researchers noted that sixty-three percent of all faculty and 

near·l>' for·t>' per·cent of those at universitie:. "Known for 

research" indicated their interests 1 ie towards teaching as 

opposed to research and in addition have 1 ittle desire to do 

so. No quantified data exists regarding McMaster, but if 

there is similarity across institutions, how can the shift in 

research emphasis of academics in Chapter Four be accounted 

The use of the term "scholar·ly research" is 

significant, for scholarship in a 11 these studies is 

synonomous with publication and this distinction i =· an 

important consideration when an academic~s autonomy of action 

i =· i nve:.t i gate-d. When academics in this study were asked 

whether they prefe-rred the re-search task to others, their 

first inclination was to ask how the term rese-arch was be-ing 

u:.ed. At first this was puzzling, but it soon became 

apparent that they discerned, as has this the-sis in Chapter 

Three, a difference between research and published research. 

When research was broadly defined as a careful 

systematic study or investigation in some field of Knowledge, 

academic:. were inclined to view research as something 

intrinsically motivating. Their willingness to engage in 

re:.ear·ch stemmed fr·om an inner· directed volition which ranged 

fr· om a s i mp 1e interest in the subject matter, to the 

challenge of finding solutions to particular problems. Left 

out of the equation were any references to external criteria 
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influencing their decision to delve into an area of inquiry: 

11 l,....le 1 1 you ge t i n to the f i e 1d be c au <::.e •••• 
curiosity prods you every now and then. You may 
read or hear about something in your field and 
you oet excited. Now how you decide to channel 
that excitement i<::. a highly persc•nal thing." 

<Professor, 24 years) 

Of course that channelled excitement can ultimately 

express itself i n pub l i sh i ng. For some, the process of 

conceptualizing, writing, and revising their research was the 

best way to realize their full potential as academics. To aim 

fc•r· their· resear·ch to ever1tual l y be publ i <E-hed, lent the ta<::.K 

a purpose that developed the individual intellectually by 

demanding a systematic organization of one's thoughts. The 

end, publication, was important only in that the means to 

achieve it wer·e in themselves a fulfilling and positive 

learning process: 

"I seem to understand things better when I 
write them out clearly. To work it through to 
the point wher·e it'<E. publi<::.hable - then find my 
understanding of the topic takes a leap forward. 
And I find it does this in a way that reading 
just doesn't do." 

<Professor, 14 years) 

For others, publication was seen in the same 

ideal i st i c terms, but also incorporated a more profound 

attitude towards the value of publishing research. Interest 

in a particular field became coupled with a genuine desire to 

share their findings with others. In such cases, the sharing 
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process had the additional advantage of improving an aca­

demic/s research through the feedback they received after an 

article or booK was published. Publishing becomes a form of 

responsibility and the pressure the individual feels is one 

of helping to extend the parameters of the discipline - to 

use a t yp i ca 1 phrase - to push back the frontiers of 

Knowledge. Academics who were inclined to view research as a 

res.ponsibilit>' wer·e often pr-one tc• talK about per-s.onal 

standards that motivated them to produce research for 

publication and/or were concerned about their- 1ong ter-m 

effect in their respective fields: 

"I s.tar-t fr-om a set of cr-iteria. Fir-s.t, I 
ask is this going to make a significant impact 
on what c•ther· pec•ple ar-e doing? Will it be 
a valuable contribution to their work? Will it 
be remembered five year-s hence? If the answer 
to these questions is yes, then it must be 
publ i s.hed. One has. an obligation to put it 
OU t. II 

<Professor-, 17 years) 

"I published because I/m responsible to 
pos.ter·i ty, I guess. Because the status of this 
subject ten years after I have retired should be 
a little better- than if I had never- existed." 

(Professor, 19 years) 

I I. A VI Ev,I WITH ROOM 

The above standar-ds and sense of responsibility are 

admirable, but they were not particularly widespread among 

r·es.ponden t-:.. It is not a ccii nc i de nee that the al tr-u is.tic rea­

sons for publishing were mostly articulated by Professors. 
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From their vantage point at the top of the hierarchy, they 

wer·e able to view what was occurring below them, while at the 

same time had room to decide the directions in which their 

careers would proceed. The luxury of reflecting upon the 

value of one's research to the discipline, along with the 

less advertised absence of any deadlines to meet, gave 

Professors the opportunity to be philosphically idea 1 i st i c 

about publishing. At times they inadvertently revealed why 

research was done by their more junior colleagues, but which 

they as Full Pr·crfes':.c•r':. did not have to become involved. 

"There is no higher rank, which means I am 
nc•t pressur·ed to publ i sh in order to swell a 
vitae or to look good in order to get a 
pr·omc•t i c•n. Therefor·e, l can affc•rd the cil d rule 
that I have adopted, 'I will not write because 
I have to say something, I will only write 
if I have something to say'. Now if I don't 
think I have ~-c•meth i rrg to say, I won't submit it 
for publication. The journals are just too 
c l u t t er· e d w i th th i r· d rate stuff - ma i n l y fr om 
people who need to produce something whether 
it's good or not. I'm sure if half the stuff in 
journals never saw daylight nobody would be 
worse off - except of course the author." 

<Professor, 13 years) 

Allusions to the "clutter of the third rate stuff" 

can be found in just about any book or article on academia. 

The gener·a l consensus of researchers who investigate the 

relationship between academics and research find that the 

emphasis on publication has resulted in needless repetition 

of research done elsewhere <Porter, 1971:31 Tuckman, 1976:79, 

Fu l ton, 1986: 23'7') j superficial research endeavours <Caplow 
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and McGee, 1965:190, Blau, 1973:104>; and the production of 

research that goes unread <Weiss in Martin, 1970:193, Cr·ane, 

1970:239). One writer in rhetorical soleminity was moved to 

as.k, "Is humanity the wiser for the agglomer·atior1 of new 

Knov-11 edge, or has Knowledge merely strengthened the 

oppressors of the world?" <Fulton, 1986:234). The answer to 

Fulton's question may be neither; instead a variation of one 

of Parkinson's Laws provides a clue. Parkinson noted that 

i nfor·mat ion increases in accordance with the capacity to 

provide for it - not in accordance with any specific need 

for it. 

As academic market conditions changed during the 

1970's, and a heavier reliance upon publication became the 

major benchmark of an academic's worth, academics wer-e 

compelled to adapt. As production climbed so too did the 

capacity to provide a forum for it. Logan Wilson, writing in 

1978, was surprised to learn from Ulrich's International 

Periodical Dictionary that in the field of Sociology alone 

there were some 330 publications that academics could choose 

fr·om when s.ubmitting their r-es.earch. 

Academics as a whole were quick to point out the 

"clutter·", not only within Journals but also in the general 

quality of Journals currently available. Seldom were they 

loathe to make disparaging comments regarding the quality of 

research produced. In fact, the term "garbage" was the most 
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frequently used descriptive term when reference was made to 

published material. However·, few Full Professors, or those 

with tenure, were willing to admit that they had sullied 

them:.elve:. submitting sub-standar·d research for 

publication to advance their careers. (In actuality, perhaps 

f evJ did. Depending upon when senior academics were due for 

tenure or promotion the pressures to publish were not as 

evident because of the previously stated options a sellers 

market provided.) Those academics that were candid about 

their motivations to produce research while ascending the 

academic hierarchy tended to rationalize their actions by 

spreading the blame around or brushed it off with inspired 

VJ i t : 

"I thinK like ~lot c•f people I did a 
certain amount of mining of my dissertation and 
published things that were certainly of no great 
contribution to anything." 

<Associate Professor, 14 years) 

"I would in all honesty have to say that to 
get a I ist C•f pub! ications I :.ubmitted mater·ial 
that was awful. .. (pause, grin) ... spell that o-f­
f-a-1 o II 

<Associate Professor, 11 years) 

This thesis has neither the time nor the i n c l i n at i on 

for moralizing on the topic of academics publishing research 

of questionable value at artificially high levels. The 

motivation:. to do :.c• ar·e ea:.)' tc• under:.tand and wi 11 t•e 

elaborated upon further as the chapter progresses. Of 
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primary importance is to understand that, like Al ice in the 

c•pening quote, the critical decision an acadmeic must make 

is in choosing the direction in which one wishes to proceed. 

As one professor noted in a response worthy of the Chesire 

Cat: 

11 It depends, I suppc•se on how far· up the 
ladder you want to reach. If you want to be at 
the top, then presumably you're going to spend 
your time doing research. Invariably there's 
competition between yourself and others in the 
department for positions. A competition, I 
might add, that has become fiercer as 
universities find themselves with tighter 
budget:.. " 

<Professor, 32 years> 

Overlooked in the 1 iterature and by many academics is 

t.A.•hether· the climb to the top was wor-th the effor·t. Quite 

evidently if job and financial security are a prior-ity, then 

the climb is well worth the hardship. Ther-e is, 

however-, a downside to publication for some academics. Those 

who were sensitive to their own intellectual growth wondered 

if field specialization had hampered their broader knowledge 

the di sc i pl i n e • For- these academics, their car·eer· 

devotion to publishing pr-oduced results that were not seen 

as entirely positive: 

"For 15 to 20 years I tur-ned out perhaps 
mor-e than the average academic in terms of 
verbiagei articles and books, but what 1 am 
conscious of is that I had not the time to 
really read as deeply and as widely in (subject> 
as I wanted. I look at some of my other-­
col leagues who do not get peer or international 
recognition because they have published less 
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than I and 
and in s.eirne 
I am." 

I/m aware that they have read more 
sens.es. the)' are better· s.chcolars than 

<Professor, 18 years) 

The above retrospective view was not widely stated, 

for the most part senior academics accepted the competition 

and occupational obstacles as a probationary period where 

they established their scholarly credentials. As with any 

rites de passage, there were expressions of self-satisfaction 

at having r·isen to the challenge and an enjoymE-nt in r·E-aping 

the benefits. With respect to the latter, the most cherished 

r· evJar· d for having demonstrated their ability was the 

elimination of more obvious external controls. New pressures 

eme-r·ge, but is the pervasive competition between 

col leagues. As academics climb the hierarchy, those in 

positions of authority were able to exercise their power to 

foster· competition among individuals by granting or 

with-holding promotions, postponing or accelerating the-m, and 

through the distribution of merit increases. Once at the 

top, the incentives to produce research are, in the words of 

those who have obtained the senior most ranK, "thrown out". 

No higher rank is available and the tighter budgets which 

have increased competition in lower ranks no longer provide 

monetar·>' incentives for· a Fu 1 l Pr of e s.s.or to continue 

publishing: 

"Once you/re near the top end of the salary 
profile, the scale for salary increments is 
negligible- - es.pecially in the las.t, sa>', half 
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decade or so. Money doesn't play a factor 
anymor·e. I mean if anyone tcild me to publish a 
few articles this year and I'll get an extra 200 
dollar~.... wel 1, that's laughable." 

<Professor, year withheld) 
<I-3-5-37> 

Monetary factors or job security are no longer 

coercive elements involved in pressuring Full Professors to 

publish, but this should not be construed as evidence that 

the internal controls that pressure academics to continue 

publishing are purely altruistic. At a quick glance it would 

be easy to mistakenly assume that what is being suggested 

her·e is a type of U-curve with respect to altruism and 

pub 1 i sh i ng. The academic~., similar to Beckers' subjects in 

The Boys in White <Becker, et~l., 1961), have a high degree of 

initial ideal ism upon entering the occupation which fades 

with early experience, only to return later as a modified, 

tempered ideal ism. Such a proposition would require a broad 

ba.sed longitudinal study of acadomics, mere interviewing 

would not be able to control for the influence of market 

conditions. All that can be stated, based on interviews, is 

that there is a pragmatic approach as~.oc i ated with publ i ca­

tions across all ranks. The major difference being senior 

academics understand and sometimes share the motivations of 

junior col leagues, whereas junior academics are realistic 

about how occupational security and personal autonomy is 

achieved and they adjust their labour accordingly. 



151 

Fu 11 Professors acknowledged that one of the most 

p r· c•m i n en t reasons for continuing to publish was personal 

pride. This pride did not necessarily contain a selflessness 

c•r even a respons.ibi l i ty to the discipline. It was a pr·ide 

that appeared to be activated by a very basic psychological 

insecurity which invariably took into account the activities 

of other members in the department. The expression of pride 

was a fear of being left behind in their respective fields. 

The s.a l i en t identity of the academic as researcher is 

.JE-C•par·di zed if either· academics. consider the individual to be 

the departmental albatross, or worse, the butt of every 

re~.en tf u 1 joke made by Junior members who feel that their 

mobility is being blocked by an unproductive 

colleague. Attempts. to avoid the 1 i ter·al tr· ar1 s l at i on of 

"Emeritus" finds Full Professors responding defensively about 

their continued research activity: 

"One doesn't 1 iKe to get Known as a dodo, 
or a guy who shot his bolt and done everything 
he's 
him• II 

ever l iKely to do and now you can forget 

<Professor, 21 years) 

Personal pride could also become tinged with a 

troublesome conscience, especially when tenure and promotion 

decisions are being made. As was first mentioned in Chapter 

Three and again in Chapter Four, to get tenure today much 

more is expected in the way of research output than ter1 or 

fifteen years ago. However, those who comprise tenure and 
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promotion committees, normally Full Professors and senior, 

tenured Associate Professors, are in the position of applying 

criteria they may not have been able to meet either when they 

were up for advancement, or perhaps even with their present 

credentials. Budgetary politics aside, a typical scenario 

and the potential for engendering guilt was described at 

length by one Full Professor: 

"A concrete case would be one that is going 
on in this department right now. Someone'·s 
getting turned down for tenure, or has been 
recommended to be turned down, where ten years 
ago they would have easily gotten it . It's a 
very trying time because what you have are 
senior professors who are imposing higher 
standards on their junior colleagues than what 
wa-:. expected of them. Nc•W if any standards are 
going to change this has to happen, but it's a 
hard transition. It is also a hard change to 
justify to a junior faculty member and can 
create a great deal of friction. If you're 
being told NO by some one who was told YES, who 
ha-:. the :.ame r·ecc•rd, or wc•rse, it'°s ea-:.y tc• 
understand the resentment of the person who's 
being denied. As a member of the committee I 
can look around at the other committee members, 
or the department, and car1 sa>', 'there but for 
the fortune of the time go you - even I for that 
matter·.' You can feel -:.hame C•r relief, in the 
end we all have to 1 ive with ourselves, and I'°m 
sure some of my colleagues take refuge in the 
rationalization of improving standards. I have 
tried to remain active by publishing so I don'°t 
feel too much 1 iKe a hypocrite when enforcing 
standards 1 never had to meet or would be unable 
to meet." 

<Professor, 17 years) 
III. LOWER RANK CONTRAST 

At the opposite end of the spectrum the motivations to 

publish involving selflessness, personal pride and/or guilt 
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are, if not outrightly rejected, submerged by the weight of 

per·:.c•na l ambition:. to survive and ":.ucceed" in academia. The 

untenured are in the midst of a competitive situation, and 

while the impetus to produce research is not as stark as 

Coleridge's 'two great giants leagued together br-ead and 

cheese', there is a sense of urgency when discussing publ i­

ations tha.t is noticeably suppressed among senior faculty. 

The personal ambition that drives untenured academics is more 

materialistically based and results oriented. As the 

following quote suggests, publication is geared to meeting 

externally set criteria and involves an awareness of the 

prevailing market conditions and expectations: 

"To be blunt, I put a lot more time into 
research before I got tenure than after I got 
it ••. Last year- was my first tenured year and 
I've slacked off the research. Before tenure I 
was overallocating time to research simply 
because I wanted to make sure I got tenure here, 
and if I didn't get tenure here, when I went to 
the mar·ket, the mc•:.t important sel 1 i rig point 
would be the research. So that was my insurance 
pc.J iC)', 11 

<Associate Professor, 4 years) 

It must be underlined that academics, irrespective of 

rank, are not adver-se to participating in research. Their 

training and inclinations are such that research is an 

attractive proposition. It is the institutionalized emphasis 

on publication that engenders r-esentment and leaves any 

feeling:. of :.elf-:.atisfactic•n a di:.tant second behind the b>'­

products of the rewards that publication offers. External 
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demands recede upon tenure and promotion, but for the 

untenured the pursuit of rewards associated with research is 

una.• . .Jo i dabl e. Standar·ds of excellence are a 1uxury 1 imi ted to 

those who no longer have to cater to the expectations of 

thos.e 1 n pos. it ions. of author- i ty. In place of excellence, the 

dom i n.:..n t the member· becomes 

e::<ped i enc::.'. A poignant contrast between Full Professor and 

an untenured Assistant is found in a previous quote ( p • 144) 

l.o.Jher·e the sets out personal cr·iteria for· 

pub 1 i ·: h i n g, and the excerpt be 1 01,o..1: 

"I just finished an article and have 
s.u bm i t t e d i t t C• [pr· e :. t i Qi C•U :. j C•U r n a 1 J • Nc•w i f 
it doesn't get accepted, or- they want revisions 
that are going to take up too much of my time, 
I ... 1 1 ._i us.t t•Jr·n ar·ound and submit it to ( j our·na 1) 
and s.o 
a.r·t1cle 
l i k e 1 :;.' 
pr· int." 

on dc:iwn the line. Sur·e I'd like the 
in a topflight journal v.Jhere it's. more 
to be r· e ad, but ma i n 1 y I vJan t i t i n 

(Assistant Professor, 3 years) 

The ideal of publication succumbs to the reality of 

being a necessary and time consuming step. Some periodicals 

ha.•,Je strict formats and academics were prone to complaining 

about how the issues addressed are sometimes ignored due 

the preoccupation with an article's length, the s.tructural 

restrictions on introductions and conclusions, or even the 

dec1s1on of where to subm i t an article based on i ts. 

t ht?or·t? t 1 c:.. l or mt?thodological cc•n tent. The emphasis on 

p u b l i c a t 1 on c an a f f e c t i n d i •,i i du a l au t on om y t hr o u g h t h e 1,o..1 a>' i n 
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which academics are compelled to approach their research. No 

where i-:. this mc•r·e telling than for the untenured, who, by 

wishing to overcome the hurdle of tenure, feel they must co­

c•pt their re-:.ear·ch b>' "packaging" it correctly: 

"Tenure certainly affects the Kind of research 
you do, before you get tenure the research is 
directed towards getting articles in journals ••• 
Writing a book is a bit more of a riskier CsicJ 
proposition. There is more time involved and 
getting a publisher could present a problem. 
It;s also seen as Kind of pompous to only be 
directing your efforts towards a booK - almost 
as if you haven;t earned your stripes so no one 
is going to believe in the existence of your 
book. So before getting tenure your research is 
definitely directed toward-:. getting little 
segments of things done and having them packaged 
as paper·-:.• " 

<Assistant Professor, 6 years.) 

I l). REAL I Z I NG AUTONOMY THROUGH KNOWLEDGE PRODUCT I ON 

(i) Retaining Control 

Even if approaches to research are modified or 

packaged by the academic to ensure tenure is achieved, the 

individual <E.till retains a great deal of control over the 

wor-K performed. This control, and the corresponding 

autonomy it confers, is often assumed to be a derivative of 

academics being "professionals." Indeed, many writers on the 

subject are pr-one to freely intersperse their discussions 

with reference to pr-ofessional ism <Hughes, 1958 , Mi l l e t t , 

Caplow and McGee, 1965, Finkel<E.tein, 1$'84) • The 

problem with such studies is that they are vague in defining 
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what the term professional means, and do not elaborate upon 

the contr·col:. E.uch a model pr·esuppoE.es. The mc•del is taken for 

granted and thus there is never any consideration of whether 

it iE. even applicable. 

It can be stated that academia and academics share 

f evJ of the structural and attitudinal properties of 
34 

pr·ofess i ona 1 occupations. Structurally, they are both 

' f u l l - t i me' and ther·e are training schools 

whereby the socially defined prerequisites for participation 

in the occupation are achieved. Attitudinall>', ther·e iE. a 

general ethos which places a priority on self-regulation and 

au ton c•m>'. The former refers to colleague control of the 

occupation, and the latter concerns the ability of the 

individual to make their c•wn dee i si ons. 

There are, however, fundamental differences between 

the professions and academia. Where academia most noticeably 

di verges from the professional model is when the attitudinal 

colleague control i E. faced with the :.true tura 1 

reality that no professional association exists. The 

f or·ma t i con C•f a professional association normally plays the 

role of a guardian of standards, the aim is to eliminate 

from the profession practitioners who are deemed incompetent 

<Ha 1 l , 1 '7'73: 121 ) • In academia there is no monitoring of 

performance such as those found in the medical profeE·E· i c•n 

where, for example, operations are monitored and 1 icenses can 

http:pr�esuppoE.es
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be withdrawn if individuals perform too many or execute them 

incompetently CRiesman, There is in Canada The 

Canadian Association of University Teachers CCAUT), but i t 

doe:. not have the .ju:.t mentioned l i cen:.i ng a.uthor· i ty cof a. 

medical a.sscoc i at ion or Bar Society. Ethical ccodes are 

the r· e b;>' unenfor·cea.bl e in an>' l e gal i :. t i c sen:.e (lJ..I i l :.con, 

1 979: 1 50) • Of cour·se there are stated adm in i :.tr· a.ti on 

gu1del ines which provide details and procedures for dismissal 

resp on·: i bi l i t i es are neg l e ct e d, but r·a.r·el :>' ar·e they 
-.c­
.,:._1 

a.ct i v a. t ed. The a lack Cof 

a.s·:oc i at ion is evident among academics, as ar·e its 

imp 1 1cat i on'=·: 

" I don-' t :.ee an;» not icon of prcofess icon a 1 i s.m at 
th 1 s uni ~ier·s i ty. I mean professional in the 
legal cor· medical s.en':.e .... We don"t ha~,ie a 
board of ethics to which we are bound. There 
1s onlY an informal hierarchy and status within 
the organization, with no notion of Kicking out 
the '=· h i ts. [ i e . the l e :. :. than comp e tent J • " 

<Professor, 19 years) 

if the mechanisms of dismissal are brought 

bear, and an academic loses his/her position at a university, 

this does not preclude the individual fr· com pr·acticing 

This has led to much haranguing in academia, 

e :.p e c i a 1 1 >' over· academics abusing the tenure system. The 

a.u thor·s of s.uch treatises claim that tenure has come to 

represent nothing more than a glorified pension plan. The:>·· 

downplay or ignore the subtle pressures that colleagues can 

in keeping others active in publ i :.hi ng and the 

http:unenfor�cea.bl
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poter1t i al 1oss of status that threatens an academic~s 

identity, if r·esear·ch is. nc•t maintained. Mor·e rrar·r·owly, they 

see only that dimension of tenure related to job security and 

then appeal for the adoption of a professional association to 

ensure that the Knowledge acquired is sufficient and 

demor1:.tr·abl e. 

The lack of a parallel professional association is 

only one obvious difference between the professions and 

academia, but it highlights the ce-ntr·al importance of Kr1c•v..•­

ledge and the controls surrounding the Knowledge base of an 

,i ust Kn owl edge is discussed, academia and 

the professions differ in the relationship individuals have 

with respect to knowledge. Pr·ofessior1al occupations which 

rely on Knowledge to legitimize positions of power, status 

and v..•ea 1th, ncor·mally acquire the Knowledge fr·om C•thers in a 

restricted, uni-portal environment. Rather than creating new 

Knowledge, they merely put what they have learned to use in a 

work setting ever mi ndfu 1 to Keep the Kn owl edge beyond the 

everyday use of lay people. Their monopoly on the Knowledge 

represents authority since they possess information which 

not (.Johnson, 1972:58). More importantly, 

KnovJl edge possession is strengthened by a politically 

be:.to~ve-d e-xc I u:.i ve r· i ght to u:.e the Knowledge. Academia 

does not have the same claims to exclusivity, others trained 

in the various disciplines who do not worK in academia can 
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legitimately use the relevant skills and knowledge in their 

wor·k s.e t ting. However, of greater significance, in academia 

there is (ideally) no distinction between the individual who 

develops. the Knowledge and the person whc• uses it. With the 

academic as catalyst, the end result, borrowing a term from 

labour process theorists, is an occupation where individuals 

are able to exercise a qual itatiuely different "real control" 

when the>' wor·k. Qual i tat i vel y different in the s.ens.e that it 

is not politically legislated but dependent upon individual 

ab i l it>'. 

( i i ) Real Control 

The r·eal aspect refers to the degree of 

control the worker has in a particular work setting in rela­

tion to the products produced. When workers have real control 

in their occupation there is no separation between the 

conception of the work and its execution <Gartman, 1982:92). 

This is particularly the case with research production, which 

i de a 1 l >' i s the gene r· at i on c•f r1 ew kn owl edge . I f c•n e cons. i de r- s 

research and its publication as new knowledge production, 

then the academic is one of the few within a particular area 

with the ab i 1 i ty to produce i t. Where outsiders, or those 

not intimately involved, have 1 ittle understanding of how the 

research is conceived and developed, the mastery the 

individual e-xh i bi ts. a 11 C•WS fc·r· a gener·a 1 au th or· it>' der· i ved 

from /imputed expertise/ <Freidson, 1973:24). This expertise 
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is s i mi 1ar to professionals, but is differentiated by an 

individual i -:.tic claim tc• uniqueness. in an 

administrative position has 1 ittle or no power to decide the 

specific amount of time spent on a task, or what it will 

eventually comprise. There are the residual persuaders of 

withholding rewards if research is not forthcoming, but th i -::. 

does not altogether negate the high level of discretionary 

c c•n tent (the diffuse definition of the occupation) academics 

enjoy with respect to their labour <Fox, quoted in Littler, 

15'82:7-8). The more diffusely defined an occupation, the 

higher the discretionary content and, hence, the greater the 

autc•nomY the individual is 1 ikely to have over the wor·k 

performed. 

With discretionary content in hand, oc cup at i on a 1 

direction becomes the purview of the individual. As has been 

i 1 lu-:.tr·ated in thi<.:. chapter·, differences exist between the 

degree of choice. Tenure would appear to be the most obvious 

dividing 1 ine. Those desiring tenure still have real 

control, but their products need to be directed towards 

pub 1 i cat i on . External controls are weakened once tenure is 

granted and thus the ability to pressure academics to produce 

is correspondingly decreased. With tenure, many of the 

impediments to the full realization of control are removed. 

It could be expected that academics would, if they <.:.o 

desired, e i ther let up on their research as the one 
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Associate Professor remarked earlier (p. 153), or become less 

enamoured with the rigours of publishing: 

"When I submit something now and it comes back 
w i th :.u gge st i on=· or c r· i t i c i sms, I ,i us t f i l e i t • 
I used to spend hours redoing an article, now I 
just can't be bothered." 

<Associate Professor, 9 years) 

The discretionary content afforded academics allow 

them to exercise the option of the above Associate Professor 

in deciding to just 'file' articles that are not accepted 

by journals outright. Similarly, given real control of the 

labour process academics may, once tenured, choose to try and 

:. ink into what Aubern Waugh termed 'a 1 i f e C•f be n i gn 

inactivity,., For those unconcerned with further advancement 

after tenure, or who are at the highest rank and salary level 

so that Job security is no longer an issue, the decision to 

relax the pace of publishing or t e r·m i n ate i t a 1 t c•ge the r· i :. 

certainly one option Cbut an option that is not without its 

con:.equence:.). However, extending beyond the discretionary 

content that is enhanced once tenure is granted, is the 

ever-present formal control of the 1abc•ur process. 

( i i ) Formal Control 

Technical l >', forma 1 contr-ol is the legal separ-ation 

of workers from the ownership of the means of production 

(Gar· tman, 1 '7'78: 1(I1 ) • As such it occurs in the marketplace 

and is readily observable where almost any capita 1 i st 
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endeavor is initiated. Private ownership of the work site 

give~- the purchaser of labour the power to set the initial 

conditions of employment and therefore decide who wi 11 be 

emp l C•Ye d. Depending upon market conditions, there will be 

variability in the amount of competition for jobs and in 

C•ppor·tunities to mc•ve fr·om one employer to ar1other. However, 

even if markets fluctuate, formal control is st i 11 retained 

by the employer. Simply stated, to be a steel-worker one 

needs to be employed by a steel company. Simi l ar 1 y, to 

qualify as an academic one has to work at a university. This 

statement of the obvious aside, i t i s important in that 

although academics have real control over their labour, there 

is still the institutionalized formal control that must be 

taken into consideration. With persons in positions of 

authority at other universities controlling who they choose 

to hire, there is the awareness on the part of academics that 

they are also making~ priori decisions on what skills are 

deemed valuable when filling positions. 

By not publishing the academic is by default 

relinquishing choices in the extended labour market beyond 

the institution, and thereby must be content ~t the employing 

institution. Autonc•m>' of actic•n is delimited by the pre-sent 

institution and in essence dependent upon it. Apart from the 

ostracism academics invite when they no longer 

continue to pub! ish, they, along with others, are aware of 
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other repercussions: 

"If >'OU :.top publishing I think even your 
closest friends start worrying about you. They 
know that you have become vulnerable to the 
adm i n i st rat i on • " 

<Associate Professor, 8 years) 

The vulnerability referred to is that academics can 

be left in a position of powerlessness. When salaries are 

frozen or cutback, class sizes increased, library resources 

become C•U t dated, or when any other number of academic dramas 

unfold to disrupt the status quo for the worse, a 

nc•npubl ishing academic,. s career options are sever·e l )' 

curtailed. Without other viable options academics in such 

situations must resign themselves to having to take whatever 

is gi•Jen which i '=· typically the large classes or 

administrative duties that no one else wants. As al r·eady 

noted 1n the previous chapter, administrators and other 

cctl league:. in one"s department may not be part i cul ar l y 

pleased with the presence of a non-researcher, but if such a 

is employed <and tenured) there is l it t le desire 

and even less compassion to allow the ind iv i dua 1 to be 

tc•ta l l >' idle. The security of tenure cuts two ways, the 

academic gains the security of a pay cheque, but meanwhile 

what the university has given up in ter·m:. of cont red:. 

centered on evaluation, it gains through binding the academic 

mor·e tightly t c• the in:. t i tut ion. An individual wishing to 

change universities may have to consider the ramifications 



164 

of leaving a secure position to again compete elsewhere. 

It would seem that the- re-al i zat ion of ind iv i du a 1 

autonomy has an ironic twist - the willingness of an academic 

to the- e-xpe-ctations of those in positions of 

authority can ultimate-ly le-ad to greater autonomy. Those that 

conform to institutionalized e-xpectations and vigorously the 

pursue the rewards commensurate with research publication, 

gain autonomy from the employing i n '=· t i tu t i on . 

Through publishing an academic's commitment to, or dependence 

a specific uni ver·s i ty is reduced. The gener·a l 1y 

superior status of research gives the ind iv i dua 1 greater 

opportunities and in the process reduces their exclusive 

allegiance to their present inst i tut ion (Blau, 1973:274). 

The academic is a marketable commodity highly valued for the 

products produced. As a results/he can pick and choose 

among universities to select the one that provides the most 

attractive salary, research funding and facilities, the 

1 i gh test teaching and administrative loads, and even - for 

some - the desired position upon entering an institution: 

"I came in as an Associate Professor, I would 
not have accepted an Assistant Professor 
po<E.i ti on. I had a <E-ubstar1t i al 1 i st of 
publications, which wa<E. well above that expected 
of an Assistant. When I was having my interview 
it was agreed that I hadn't done very much 
teaching and so the deal was that I could put in 
for promotion to Professor after my first or 
second year as long as my teaching was okay." 

<Professor, 7 years) 

The above Professor came to McMaster at a time when 
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shrinking academic labour markets and intense competition for 

positions was the norm. However, the person was still able 

to gain a favourable settlement of employment conditions 

purely on the strength of publications. Similarly, if the 

attractiveness of the present institution begins to wane, the 

publishing academic can actively lobby to have problems 

rectified, or begin making overtures elsewhere. In some cases 

academic:. ar·e i n st rumen ta 1 i n effect i n g change-:. as the>' 

themselves can be the authority figures at the university and 
36 

in the de par· tmen t. Whatever the active 

researchers are acutely aware that their Knowledge production 

i '=· its own bargaining tool, and the authority it pro~iect-:. 

allows them the greatest degree of autonomy possible: 

"I did not, and do not, want to be beholden to 
this university. The easiest way to avoid it is 
to have a strong research program. If I don't 
1 ike what's going on around here, my research 
background allows me to go elsewhere and still be 
able to set terms that I wish to abide by. From 
a personal standpoint, the university doesn't 
really matter anymore." 

<Professor, 13 years) 

It was relatively easy to understand the motivations 

to do research for those who do not have tenure. Once 

tenured motivations become more complicated, but as the 

discussion on personal pride has shown, tenured faculty are 

not necessarily producing research for purely unselfish 

Beyond per·sonal pr· i de i -:. the autonc•my publication 

can offer and it becomes apparent, as the above academic 
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implies, that elements of careerism can influence decisions 

tc• publ i sh irrespective of rank. If academic institutions 

have a mixture of careerists, then i t is 1 i Ke 1 y that there 

w i 11 be differing levels of involvement in research and 

pub l i cat i on : 

"There are <J:.ort C•f thr-ee ti er-s, ther-e is one 
level wher-e people ar-e building international 
r·eputation:.. Then ther-e is an inter-mediate 
level of people who are sort of churning along ­
I ·' m 'E·C•r· t of i n th i s =·tr· at um I wou 1d say . 
Finally there is a level with var-ying degrees of 
research inactivity; either they're very 
spor-adic, used to publish but have now stopped, 
or they've never published anything." 

<Associate Pr-ofessor, 8 year-s) 

The relevance of the above quote is not whether it is 

accurate or- possibly over-ly reductionistic, but that it sheds 

l i gh t on the differentiation among academics with respect to 

their occupation. As Finkelstein C1984:225> neatly pr-oposed, 

the professoriate 'may be less a social species than a genus 

encompassing several distinct species.' The idea of distinct 

species is not a particular-ly new one in academia. Gouldner 

( 1 957) distinguished two latent social r-oles which he ter-med 
37 

cosmopolitan and local. Within these concepts he delineated 

six sub-categories - four defined the characteristics of 

locc..ls and twc• fc·r· co<.::.mc•politan<.::.. The pr·operties of the <E.ix­

subcategories are less important for the pur-poses of this 

the:. i: than the three variables he used for analyzing the 

latent identities in organizations, specifically academia. 

The thr-ee var-iables wer-e: loyalty tc• the emp l O>' i ng 



167 

i n st i tut i on ; commitment to specialize.d sKills; and reference 

group orientations. 

Locals were deemed to exhibit a high degree of 

loyalty to the ins.titution, were low on commitment to 

s.pecialized s.Kills. and likely to us.e an inner·, that is 

i n st i tut i on al l y bounded, reference group orientation 

( Gc•u 1dner·, 1957:29). The cosmpol itans were, in dir·ect 

contrast to the locals, low on variable one, high on variable 

two, and were allied to an outer reference group. As shown by 

the quote from the Professor who did not wish to be beholden 

to the university res.earchers. are generally the 

cosmopo l i tans. This thesis is not so much concerned, as 

Gouldner was, with the determination of discrete categories 

and the potential tension engendered by latent identities, 

but with the pressures and ambitions associated with latency. 

For argument/s saKe it will be assumed that every 

department has its share of those who are locally oriented to 

either (or both) the administrative hierarchy, or teaching 

and students, and those who have a discipline - focused, 

i n t er - i n st i tu t i on a 1 c osmop o 1 i tan i sm (Cai r n s , 1986:255). Of 

impcrrtance tc• recognize is that each addresses different 

audiences and thus is likely to have qualitatively different 

pressures exerted upon it. Propositions can be generated if 

Gouldner/s conceptual framework isl inked with respondent/s 

attitudes towards their labour. The two combined present a 
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better understanding of the overall academic labour process. 

Based upon what has already been stated in reference to the 

tasks, it is suggested that the enforced parochial ism of the 

non-researcher can lead them to be at best content with, and 

at worst resigned to, local enterprises and to addressing 

pr· i mar· i 1y 1 C•C al audience<E.. In contrast, r·esear·chers can 

become comparatively oblivious to local issues and intra-

i n ~:.t i tut i on a 1 competition <although residual antagonisms can 

surface when promotion decisions are being made). In 

addition, the potential autonomy gained through research can 

release academics to not only address different audiences, 

but i dent i f y w i th th em. Cc•nsequen t 1>', the larger academic 

community, specifically a commitment to a particular 

di <.::.c i p 1 i n e- , and the recognition it bestow<.::. car1 become c•f 

primary importance: 

"It'<.::. e-a<.::»' to be- a big fish in a small pc•nd. To 
be known around the university for your 
administrative position, or as a teacher when 
you receive one of those teaching awards that 
float around. My aim was to gain respect in my 
field of expertise and the grounds for that 
respe-ct are research achievement. So I have 
been very competitive in getting things 
published and in getting research funding." 

<Professor, 17 years) 

the outwardly orie-nted academic, the employing 

1nstitut1on provides a poor secondary form of recognition 

compar·ed to the re-cognition others i r1 the field of 

special izci.tion can offer. The ambition for recognition is 



the pursuit of prestigious symbols of achievement that are 

beyond the purview of the university to confer. 

extreme example of a prestigious award that is coveted for 

it-s. -s.ymbc•lic =· i gn i f i can c e , a 1 though it car·rie-s. a high 

monetary reward as well, is the Nobel Prize. Competition is 

for· the re'S.pec t garnered from the others one regards as the 

primary reference group. On a less grand scale are 

appointments to editorial boar·d-:., research fellowships, 

member·sh i p in the National Academy of Sciences, and in 

Canada, nomination into the F.R.S.C.: 

"At this institution, by way of senior 
administrators, none have any scope to give me a 
meaningful pat on the back, or a meaningful 
blackeye. The sort of thing that means 
something to me comes from being elected a 
Cprestioious honourary position> - that is a 
meaningful pat on the back in academia. It 
doesn't come from anybody at McMaster and it 
doesn't come from anybody whom I'm dependent 
upc•n. If 

(rank and year withheld) 
<II-2-14-4) 

What makes these awards coveted, apart from a broader 

audience 'S.howing r·ecognitic•n, is that -:.c•me qualit>' asses-:.me-nt 

has been done. At the institutional 1eve1 , quality 

distinctions are not seen as a major factor when either 

tenure or promotion is being decided. Quantity appeared to 

be the primary basis of assessment, according to those who 

1 n•Jcrl ved in a.ssessmen ts: 

"Rationally you might think this rather strange 
<lack of quality assessment>, after al 1 someone 
might v..•rite ten ar·ticles and it might all be 
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drivel. Whereas someone else might write one 
ar· t i cl e and i t 's a br· i 1 l i ant sem t nal p i e c e C•f 
work. Unfortunately, I don't see that one can 
do otherwise than to assess people in terms of 
quantity. Once one starts talking in terms of 
qual it>' I th i nK cine gets so bogged down because 
there are so many areas of disagreement. So you 
get departments moving to point systems - a 
person gets x amount of points for an article, 
book, or book review. Tote up the points the 
person is tenured or promoted. I'm sure they're 
a l it t 1e more :.c i en ti f i c and consc i en ti ou:. than 
I make it out to be, but the emphasis is the 
same." 

<Professor, 32 years) 

Other academics noted that in some cases a book is so 

\.oJe l l the person is so well e:.tabl i:.hed that 

quality can be evaluated - they also noted that typically 

this occurs when the person is well beyond the stages of 

tenure and promotion. Refereed journals help in quality 

a sse :.:.men t =·, and digressing back to the 'clutter' arguments, 

academics did agree that while research of dubious merit does 

get published a whole lot worse probably does not. 

since even the elaborate screening techniques are not seen as 

academics are left with little alternative but to 

conclude that quantity is the only real measurement that take 

place at the institutional level. 

Consequently, awards, honours and titles become 

important simply because they are non-formalized, quasi marks 

of recognition for excellence. For the most part, they are 

given as symbols of esteem for prolonged efforts and 

c umu l a. t iv e achievement ( W i l son, 1978:243). Therefore, 
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someone, somewhere outside of the employing institution, has 

made a quality assessment of an individual's resear·ch 

con tr i but i on . The awards are few and far between and only 

the acknowledged 'stars' receive them. As such, they are 

distinctions dispersed in al imited fashion and provide, for 

many, very distant attainable marks of achievement. A 1 t trnu gh 

the academy as a whole gives the outward appearance of 

brimming over with persons of outstanding intellect, Liveser 

may have come closest to an accurate description when he 

observed the occupation to be one of 'mediocrity bracketed by 

clumps of stupidity and dollops of brilliance' <Livesey, 

1 '7'75 : 50 ) • If true, the general rank and file researcher 

whose ambitions may not be matched by talent, must settle 

for recognition of a less lofty sort than what has been 

mentioned so far. Those without the prestigious awards are 

left to their own devices when attempting to ascertain the 

impact of their publications. The methods can range from the 

number· of invitations an academic receives to present papers 

at conferences, to more rigorous peer comparisons: 

"Every so often I go over to the library and 
take a look in the Social Sciences Citation 
Indices.. I find it a useful tool just to <:-ee 
how I compare with others in (discipline). I 
like to keep track of what's going on as far as 
my readership is concerned and to find out if 
what I wr·ite is. nc•ted. Call it authc•r's vanity, 
I mean everybody likes to read something about 
themse l ~ies.. " 

<Associate Professor, 9 years) 

The reference to the egotistical reasons for checking 
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citations is noteworthy, as it clearly indicates the origin 

of feelings of accomplishment. The satisfaction an academic 

feels is not exclusive to a job well done, but from others 

recognizing that a job has been well done - as in the abcrve 

instance where being cited is a measurement of the quality of 

a pub 1 i c at i on • It wa~. common among academics who had a 

cosmopolitan view of academia to tie their self-satisfaction 

in producing research with the self-serving aspects of 

research gaining individual recognition. 

Qu i t e '=· imp 1 >' , intrinsic gratification does not occur 

in a social vacuum. Significant others are needed to offer 

tangible encouragement. These references are essential 

because they not only reinforce an identity the individual is 

cc•mm it ted tc•, but also to carry weight with the employing 

institution whenever the academic wishes to assert her/his 

au toncrmy. In order to retain researchers, whether they be 

renowned or just ambitious, people who have the authority to 

decide mc•netar>' i <:-SU e <:., various working conditions and a 

multitude of other sundries, must make some attempt to Keep 

individuals at least satisfied with the institution as a 

IA•hol e. 

It 1<:. not a difficult decision to ma.Ke, after all the 

benefits of having researchers on staff accrues status for 

both thE- indi~.•idual and the institution. The problem 1 ies in 

r·ealizing thE- decisions, for with funding cutbacks there is a 
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scarcity of capital to fully cater to researchers. 

Fortunately for those who wish to keep their researchers, the 

financial difficulties and general dependence on government 

funding has created similar conditions across universities. 

Research funding is scarce and monetary incentives have been 

r·educed, >'et the latter can still be used as a symbolic token 

of recognition. As the following quote from a former 

chairman indicates, the s i tu at i on i '=· far fr· om i de a 1 for· the 

cosmopolitan academic. Recognition is still not a direct 

qua 1 i t y ._i u dgeme n t , but at least a message has been delivered 

and a 	 limited for·m of appreciation has been shown: 

"Merit i ncr·eases, b>' their very nature are 
comparative you have to assess who is more 
deserving than another and then the message gets 
communicated annually. You've only got to tell 
(':.ic) a chap that he's gettir1g 1 1/2 time':. the 
average salary increase and he knows that he's 
being recognized for doing something right. 
Whereas a 3/4's increase is a caution. For the 
most part the money these days is quite 
insignificant, but at least it's a gesture of 
good faith to those who are doinQ research 
that they are not going unrewarded for their 
effor· t':.. " 

<rank 	 and year withheld) 
<IV-2-8-40) 

To the outwardly oriented academic, the only 

i n '=· t i tut i on a 1 reward to increase in terms of its value as a 

direct result of hard financial times are sabbaticals. Their 

value has increased precisely because they are 1e '=·'=· common 

and handed out with greater reluctance. Academics who were 

employed at McMaster throughout the late 1960' '=· and the 
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1970's have seen what used to be a right - release time from 

the university every six or seven years - become a privilege. 

Research was always the stated criteria for getting a 

s.abba t i cal . Hc•wever·, academics admitted that the places 

people on sabbatical chose to conduct their research often 

conjured up images of vacation spots as opposed to centers 

for resear·ch. Today, the sabbatical is rarer and the 

requirements are geared towards the cosmopolitan researcher 

who can mix with people at the site which presents the most 

promising research results. Even the name is under review 

and has implications of its own: 

"With financial restr·ai nts becoming the norm, 
sabbaticals are being phased out and it's 
:.tar·t i ng tc• be called 'rese-ar·ch le-ave'. I'm not 
exactly certain what the difference is, but what 
it's suppose-d to mean in basic te-rms is that 
someone who wants a research leave has to have a 
project that is well defined, that clearly 
merits support, and does get support." 

<Associate Professor, 16 years) 

The suppor·t referred to was funding that comes from 

outside the university - a form of recognition by others in 

the field that the research project is a worthwhile pursuit. 

Sabbaticals are therefore highly compatible with the extended 

ambitions of academics. The institution acts merely as a 

stepping stone for the realization of greater ind iv i dua 1 

autonomy. The rudimentary rewards associated with publishing 

that are- nurtured within the university, and can eventually 

be expressed through sabbaticals, can ultimately enhance an 
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academic/s autonomy. In devoting energies exclusively to 

re <;;.ear· ch when released from the regular duties of an 

academic, the person is provided with an opportunity to build 

upon their cumulative record of publications. 

In the end, the success of institution al i zed 

con tr· C• 1 '=· , including the use of sabbaticals as rewards or 

withholding them as punishment, is the close fit between what 

is being emphasized locally and extra-locally. In e<;;.<;;.ence, 

the research emphasis at the university is closely co­

ordinated with the potential rewards that attract individuals 

to the larger academic community. The actual level of 

<;:.u cc e '=·'=· of the controls can be inferred from academics 

themselves. They do not question the ground rules, nor the 

premises upon which they are based. Through their 

participation in an activity that offers the chance of 

achieving personal recognition beyond the confines of the 

institution, the status of the institution is also enhanced. 

Those who have authority at the university are in the 

fortunate position of being able to remove themselves from 

1 ines of control, and all ow marl<e t demands tc• 

pressure academics to publish research. 

SUMMARY 

In con c 1 u '=· i c•n , differences between tenur·ed and 

untenured faculty exist when motivations to do research are 

consi der·ed. Senior faculty have what their junior colleagues 
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would classify a luxury - the opportunity to be able to set 

standards, reflect on the responsibilities of publishing and 

be intrinsically motivated to pub! ish. However, it has been 

demonstrated that it would be erroneous to assume all 

research published by tenured academics is a result of inner 

directed self-satisfaction. Such an assumption would be 

val id if other more instrumentally directed internal controls 

such as personal ambitions and aspirations suddenly came to a 

ha 1 t, or an academic was no longer influenced by market 

t er1ur·ed. Al though, it could be tentatively 

proposed that tenure wipes away most of the 1oca1 

competition and pressures, the larger academic community 

remains competitive. 

As a result, publishing can leave the exclusive realm 

of research as an exercise in knowledge generation and become 

characterized as a highly competitive process where varying 

levels of personal ambition, careerism, and egotism are the 

motivating factors. For the most part the pressures, while 

internally derived, are directed towards externally 

recognized achievements. As the chapter progressed, it wa~. 

suggested that knowledge production is a form of au th or i ty 

that r·ests with the academic and as such, i t can p 1 a>' a 

critical part in the real control academics have over their 

1.:i.bour·. This point cannot be overstated, academics are in a 

unique position in that the knowledge they generate is itself 
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an important control built into the labour process. Indivi­

dual ability and desire to develop and publish that knowledge 

will have an effect on the level of occupational autonomy an 

academic experiences. Simply stated, the autonomy academics 

enjoy is largely derived from their ability to publish 

r·e:.earch. It is publicatic•n=· that can pr·ovide a defence 

against the formal control that overlays academia. In the 

final in<E.tance, tc•rmal contr·ol is beyond the scc•pe of the 

ind iv i dua I to ma<E.ter· comp 1ete1 y, but academics can take 

advantage of its emphasis. 

CHAPTER FIVE END NOTES 

34. For a good summary of the structural and attitudinal 
elements which distinguish professions see, Richard H. Hall, 
"Professional isation and Bureaucratisation" in Graeme Salaman 
and Kenneth Thomp<E.on (eds.) People and Organization:.• 
London: Open University, 1973, especially pages 120-123. 

3~·. CAUT Bu I 1et i n <Sept • 1983) out 1 i n es hc•w i n frequent 1 y 
disciplinary actions are taken. 

36. Blau (1973:278) has noted that those faculty members 
whose renown gives them the most authority at a university 
ma>' be the 1ea:.t interested in admi rti strati ve tasks <i.e. 
Fermi unconcerned with the budget distribution at the 
University of Chicago). This thesis would speculate that 
such a lack of interest on the part of such individuals is 
predicated on decisions not affecting their research 
programs. 

37. Terms which were in themselves originally used by 
Merton to distinguish the types of roles in communities 
<Gouldner, 1957:287). 

http:Thomp<E.on


CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 


To fully comprehend the control mechanisms that 

influence academics, there had to first be a rudimentary 

a11-1ar en e ss of the politics and economics that surround 

research production. A recent historical survey came to the 

conclusion that economic exigency shaped the politics of 

higher education in the last half of the 1970's <Axelrod, 

1982: 188). Axelrod's analysis examined the institutional 

responses to government cutbacks and the ensuing political 

debates that occurred with an eye to noting how universities 

have t•een affected by <.:.uch a reversal in economic fc•rtunes. 

Axelrod sta>'ed in the realm of a macro, political economic 

an a 1 :>":. i <.:•• This the<.:.i<.:. chose a imited, micr·o perspective 

that probed the effects of the above mentioned economic 

difficulties as they began to emer·ge in the fc•rm of 

i n st i tut i on a 1 i zed political pressure upon individual 

academics. E:y dividing the the<.:.i<.:. into two ma~ic•r· :.ectic•n<.:. 

the first section could accomodate a discussion on the 

afcor·ementioned pcditical and economic is<.:.ues, wh i 1 e the 

second part could examine the relation of these issues to the 

control mechanisms experienced by academics. 

In the first part, which contains Chapters Two and 

Thr·ee, the premise that introduced the thesis was elaborated 

upon. It will be remembered that the first premise stated 

that the accumulation of status was one of the pr i mar')' 

preoccupations of an academic institution. By considering, 
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the veracit:>' of this premise, it would later be easier to 

unde-r~:.tand the intent of both the internal and exter·nal 

controls found in academia. 

With this in mind, Chapter Two laid down the 

preliminary foundation by proposing where the emphasis on 

academic Job tasks is placed. In order to begin a discussion 

regarding emphasis, the main tasks of teaching and research 

had to be delineated. In so doing it became apparent that 

the two tasks were complex and wh i 1e considerable 

c om p a t i b i 1 i t Y be hve en t h em wa=· n o t e d , i t was a 1 s C• t r· u e that 

they could become antagonistic when competing for the 1 imited 

r· e sc•u r· c e =· C•f the individual. Previous 1 iterature on the 

subject and accounts given by academics who participated in 

the study made it clear that although published documents 

emanating from the university professed an equality - where 

neither task outweighed the other in importance - there was a 

de facto disparity between the tasks. As with any 

C•CCUpat i c•n' a =-ubstantial increase irr the demand of one'°s 

ti me in one task is more than 1 ikely met with a reduction 

in the time available to service other tasks <Tuchman, 1976: 

41 ) • Thus, when competition over time demands occurred, 

r·ese-ar·ch was =-een as the ta=.k that took pr·ecedence because 

of the perceived emphasis it was given at the institutional 

level and beyond. 
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With Chapter Two contending that the task 

empha:. i zed in academia wa:. the re:.ear·ch component, Chapter 

Three strove to understand why research was emphasized. The 

chapter· outlined the critical nature of re:.earch in r·eal izing 

sta tu:. accumulation. In order to help explain this, the 

chapter first dealt with the inadequate rationales most often 

put forth to justify the emphasis on research and its 

generally higher status position in academia. The major 

contribution of this chapter to the overall development of 

the thesis is the distinction made between research and 

publ i shed research. The former was noted as primarily a 

producer of use values, whereas the latter developed exchange 

values. Published research has a high, visible profile that 

makes it a valued commodity. The tr·ansforma ti on frc•m u-:.e tc• 

exchange value was deemed pivotal in published research 

forming the currency of status in academia par· t i cul ar l >' 

when institutions faced funding difficulties. Status itself 

v.Ja:. de:.cr·ibed as the :.ocial form of wealth, and a<::. :.uch 

publications add to that weal th because they enhance the 

subjective form of status. 

The fir·st part of this thesis :.er1sitized the 

reader to the specific historical context, and its attendant 

political and ecc•neirn i c i mp l i cat i on s, in which 

publication is i nextr· i cabl y bound. The second part de~iel oped 

these i mp l i cat i on=· , as the second premise extended the 
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preoccupation with status in to an ana 1ys is of the actual 

mechanisms of control that help realize status accumulation. 

A-:. ever>' organization has a particular amount of work that 

need:. tc• be accompl i:.hed <sc• :.tated the second pr·emi:.e) there 

is embedded in the structure of the organ i z at i on a 

corresponding need to control workers in order to ensure the 

work is in fact carried out. In academia, controls present a 

difficult)' untc• them:.elves that i:. due not only to changing 

conditions within universities, but also because of the 

nature of the work that precludes attempts to precise])' 

structure it. An additional complication that was noted were 

the :.c•cial convention:. C•f liberal ideology that C•ver·lie 

academia and influence what controls are deemed acceptable. 

When mechanisms of control were discussed, changing 

market conditions were found to be both problematic and bene­

ficial for employing institutions and academics. During the 

economic prosperity of the 1960/s and early 1970/s, 

government incentives to expand resulted in a "Golden Era" of 

funding for universities and hiring for academics. 

In=· t i tut ion:. concerned with taking advantage of the 

incentives, while ignoring the long range implications, were 

afforded the opportunity to expand physical plants and 

student populations. Preoccupations with status st i 11 

e>( 1 :.ted .::..nd r·e:.ear·ch publ i cat i c•n was :.ti 11 the bas.i c curr·enC>' 

to achieve it, but with the tremendous upsurge in the growth 
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of institutions there was also the implied assumption that 

bigger was synonymous with better <Mayhew, 1970: x ) • The 

benefits for the academic were relatively obvious - as near 

to full as there had ever been in academia. 

Hence, the content of their labour could express itself in 

virtually any manner and on whatever task. More importantly, 

if the work was not appreciated, other options, still in 

academia but at other institutions, could be pursued. 

The dovms i de for institution:., vJas that the 

expan-:.r on cr·eated an increasing dependency upon government 

financial assistance. Axelrod (1982: 252-259) presents 

tables showing how institutional expansion decreased the 

percentages of income from traditional sources (i.e., 

e- n dc•to.Jme n t -:. , investments and tuition) while rel lance upon 

government funding increased dramatically. Qui te s imp 1 y, 

in-:.titutic1nal])1 gener·ated funding could not keep pace 1A1ith 

growth rates. Such a dependency is not a problem when 

funding is p 1en ti fu 1 , but a-:. -:.oon a-:. the econ om>' -:.1 id in tc• 

recession funding also became scarcer. As with any resource 

dependent C•r·ganization, universities became mo-:.t responsive 

to the claims of those external groups that supply the 

resources <Karabel, 1984: 5). 

The difficulty for university advocates lobbying for 

funding, is to try and Justify why one university 



more deserving than another, especially when there has been 

widespread replication of programs. This the 

visibility of research once again comes to the forefront. 

Pu bl i cation can generate funding and can also be a 

rationalization unto itself for maintaining and increasing 

funding. According to the academics surveyed, influential 

persons at McMaster were cognizant of this and used it as a 
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campaign platform when pol iticKing for funding. Of course 

fc·r· pcil it i ck i nQ to be succes-:.fu 1 -:.c•me hi -:.tor·y c•f re-:.ear·ch 

(With its current controls) is helpful to bolster claims 

that r·e-:.earch •..vi 11 continue in the future. 

To achieve a high level of research production, 

controls are needed, but constraints on the level of control 

that can be initiated are always present. Clearly, academia 

cannot be run as bureaucratically as other organizations, but 

this does not suggest administrators are ineffectual at 

getting their desired emphasis across and ensuring that the 

work is produced. As Blau (1973) has noted, and academics 

con f i r·me d, intra-organizational power rests on control over 

economic resources once they are obtained. The control the 

President, Board of Governors and other administrators exer­

ise through the allocation of economic resources leaves staff 

much freedom and indeed a great deal of influence. However·, 

their control is the ultimate source of power at the 

i n :. t i tut i c•n , for it determines the shape of the uni ver-:. i ty 
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and the direction in which lt is heading (Blau, 1973: 278). 

The second premise of this thesis would suggest that the 

contr·ol s in place would attempt to realize the emphasis 

constructed by those involved in shaping and directing 

McMaster. Chapters Four and Five examined specifically the 

me ch an l -:.m-:. of cc•ntr·cil that are exer·ted upon academic-:. to 

pressure them to produce research. 

Chapter Fc•ur· took the reader through the external 

mechanisms of control that are developed by authority figures 

within the university to ensure that publication is pursued 

by ac adem i c -;:.. The selection process was seen as only the 

first control in a series that academics encounter throughout 

their careers. The choice of whom to pick among candidates 

applying for positions was a major decision. With the 

permanency of tenure looming a few years away, screening was 

geared towards hiring those that would be able to contribute 

to the accumulation of status. In brief, hiring was oriented 

towards research and, once chosen, how the tasks were defined 

left I ittle doubt in the minds of academics as to which task 

time -:.hould be devc•te-d. It wa~., however, a process that had 

to be learned, and academics were obliged to observe their 

colleagues in order to gauge what could be classified as 

sufficient output. 

In some cases, the effectiveness of controls is not 
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exclusively related to controlling people to produce a 

particular valuable commodity, but also by exhibiting a lack 

of concern or emphasis upon other tasks. Bearing this in 

mind, Chapter Four also devoted time to contrasting the 

external, "objective" controls centered on research with 

the r·elative lack of controls that appear to surround the 

teaching component. 

Beyond the extensive 1 iterature which simply stressed 

the inadequacy of academic evaluations, this thesis found the 

e•,,aluatic•n pr·oce:.s to be a complex s>·stem c•f cont r· o l : .. I t 

was at times contradictory and fraught with a dual ism that 

employed less than objective standards. Regardl e:.:. of it'=· 

often stated shortcomings, the evaluation process was, 

paradoxically, very effective at achieving its purpose. The 

effectiveness stemmed from its very lack of explicitness. 

l.JJ i thou t stated achievement levels, those wishing to secure 

positions who already Knew the emphasis were inclined to 

produce as much as possible. Academics were perceptive 

enough to notice that the evaluations of their performances 

were characterized by differential rewards across the job 

tasks. Hence, they organized their time to comply with the 

pr· e :.:.ur· es of evaluation. That academics would become 

predisposed to research should be no surprise. After al 1, 

tho:.e r·ol e:. that ac tua 11 >' benefit the i rid iv i dua 1 through the 

gaining of extrinsic rewards wi 11 tend to weigh more 
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pr·crminently than those that gain the person little or nothing 

<McCall and Simmons, 1966: 78). 

Chapter Five extended the analysis of con trcil s to 

include internally directed motivations that Jed academics to 

produce research. The distinction between research and 

publications was revisited, but the context in which it was 

discussed differed from the purely analytical tr·eatment it 

received in Chapter Three. In this chapter, the emphasis was 

on VJha t academics preferred to do with respect to the job 

tasks in academia. Research in the field noted that the task 

of r·e-:.ear·ch had a limited appeal among academic-:.• The 

pr·obl em V,1 i th such studies was their lacK of precision when 

defining what the>' meant, both to their· respondent-:. and 

r·eaders, by the term research. This thesis, by making the 

research/publication distinction revealed a willingness among 

academics to engage in systematic studies of particular areas 

of inquiry and to partake in critical thought. A few carried 

over genuinely unselfish reasons for publishing, but overall, 

publicatic•n was seen in pragmatic, instr-umental ter-ms. The 

instrumental ism had different motivations depending upon the 

position of the academic. Senior- academics revealed that a 

certa.in amount of pride Kept them publishing, a pride that 

1.....1a:. dir·ectly r·e lated to imbuing ccil 1eague-:. with the 

perception that they t.o..iere sti 1 to be counted as 

In cc•n tr·ast, lower ranking academic:. who 

http:certa.in
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looked at publishing pragmatically, saw it a.s an endeavor 

that expedited their· pa<E.<E.age through the car·eer hur·dl e<E. c•f 

academia. Across rank divisions, the value of publishing was 

of maximizing individual autonomy. 

Institutional concerns could be left behind as relatively 

i ncon<E.equent i al and br·oader audiences become arr 

academic's main priority. Whatever the personal ambition, it 

became apparent that the academic was surrounded by two major 

mechanisms of control. The f i rs t , re a 1 con tr o 1 , was the 

pur·•,J i ew of the academics for· the>' r-etair1ed dee i '=· i orr<E. 

regarding the content of their labour. However, irrespective 

of pr·c·duc ti on 1eve1 s the>' st i 11 had to defer to the <E-ecc•rrd 

form of control formal control which is exercised by 

institutional authority figures. 

The omnipotence of this formal contr-ol was seen to be 

one that fluctuated depending upon market conditions. In 

mar·ket cc•nditions that ar·e favourable to the <E.e-lle-r, in th i '=· 

case the academic, the organizational "buyer" must take into 

account that the seller has other options and therefore there 

are 1 imits to the outright demands that can be made. During 

these times, control rarely is a major problem because 

typically there is a corresponding growth rate in which 

is benefiting to some degree <Gartman, 1978: $'8) • 

However, when market conditions favour the buyer, form.a 1 

contr·c.J increases and demands upon academics to produce 
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research can be made. The demands are in effect backed up by 

the 1 imited options of the academic to go elsewhere. I r1 a 

situation where alternatives are scarce, the academic who 

produces research (and produces prodigiously) i '=· in a far 

better position to take advantage of whatever alternatives 

that dc• ex i :.t. Autonomy becomes, cont r·.ar·y t c• 1ogi c, 

realizable through conformity to organizational expectations. 

Taking the above summary of the chap ter<E. 

con:. i dera ti on, it was not the task of this thesis to verify 

any previously articulated theoretical stance pertaining to 

academia. The intent was to use literature in the field and 

data from interviews to generate a variety of propositions in 

order to eventually come away with a better understanding of 

status, mechanisms of control and ind iv i dua 1 in 

academia. The realization of such an objective does not 

provide a perfect description of academia, but i n:.tead 

develops an account of the interrelationships of the 

c c•nc e pt=·. A more detailed and empirically based study, that 

would 1Jerify the role status plays in influencing both 

ex ter·na 1 and internal control:. which in tur·n affect 

ind iv i dua 1 autonomy, is required if the interplay of the 

concepts occurs in the manner suggested by this thesis. 

The difficulty of such a study as this thesis 

under· toc•k i:. that i t tends to generate more questions 
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concerning the concepts than what was under ex am i n at i on • 

Among the questions which are worth considering in any future 

study <above and beyond questions surrounding the issue of 

gender as observed in Appendix 8) are the following: 

1. 	 Is the pursuit of status, and the controls surrounding, 
it as unique to academia as this thesis contends? 

2. 	 Can the proposed effect of market conditions be supported 
through studies of controls across other occupations that 
exhibit similarities to academia Ci .e. the professions or 
cr·af t-:.)? 

--=· 	 Ha-:. the gener·al -:.c•c i et al trend t c•war· ds credent i al i sm ~·. 

pl a>'ed a r·ole in the structuring of academia which, in 
par· t, can accc•unt for the emphasis on research? 

4. 	 Will academic autonomy be eroded if tenure and promotion 
committees become more selective as this thesis has 
suggested? 

5. 	 How much variance is there in the criteria used by tenure 
and promotion committees? 

6. 	 Can it be shown empirically that researchers are the 
pov,•er brokers at the departmental and institutional 
l e•.)e l? 

?. 	 Are there differences in the stated self-images of 
researchers and non-researchers as a result of the higher 
status accorded research? 

8. 	 Are academics in the post-expansion era imbued with a 
greater commitment to research? 

9. 	 What is the threshold level where the non-rewards of one 
activity begins to influence a shift to activities where 
there are rewards? 

10. 	 How widespread are the sentiments expressed by academics 
participating in this study? 

More 	 questions could be cited, but the r·ange c•f the 

above questions points out some of the 1 imitations of this 
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qua 1 i tat i v e study. If a study were to stay in the realm of 

qualitative analy:.i:., it wc•uld be advantageou:. tc• brc•aden the 

stud>' to incorporate other occupations. As Glaser and 

St r· au:.:. ( 1 '7'70 : 293) nc•ted, the credibility of findings are 

maximized through the comparisons of groups in relation to 

the concepts under examination. the intent C•f 

questions one through three are of interest because they 

would generate data in a cross-occupational setting, and be 

able to substantiate any inferences in a way this study could 

not. 

TC'.• an:.wer· :.ome of the que:.t ion:., a researcher would 

need access to confidential information such as curriculae 

vitarum and committee meetings. A particularly interesting 

part i c i pant observation study could be conducted to develop 

answers to questions of committee criteria (questions four 

and five) and the composition of committees <question six) if 

access was gained to meetings. Nc•bl e and P>'m ( 1970) have 

already documented the opacity of the general decision making 

pr·ocess fc•und in academia, however, the group dynamics 

surrounding specific issues and decisions, and how the>' are 

handled remains to be explored. 

Recourse to quantitative data techniques would be an 

asset v,•i th the remaining questions (including six) as the 

answers hinge on verifying both the imp l i cit and stated 

h>'pothe:.es ~..,hi ch are contained in the questions. A 

http:h>'pothe:.es
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q u ant i tat i v e study could attempt to gr·oup respondents, 

distinguish discrete conceptual categories, per·form cr·c·=·=· 

statistical significance.tabulations and establish 

Definitive answers could be provided for statements that in 

this thesis remain only tentative hypotheses generated 

through interviews. 

In the final analysis, concepts such as status, 

control and autonomy are difficult to categorize, or to 

dete-r·mine pr·eci:.el>' tl"1e dir·ectic•n of causal it>' between them ­

the research techniques used. This study 

r·eal i zed it:. l imitations from the outset and intended tc• c•nl y 

pro•J i de a preliminary examination of academia. Its 

c c•n tr· i but i c•n , if i t can be said to have any, 1 i es in 

re•Jeal i ng the complexity of the concepts and proposing that 

certain relationships between the concepts exist. Re tur·n i ng 

to the tentative hypothesis which was stated at the outset of 

this the:.i:., the data generated frc•m interviews:. suggest:. that 

the organization of an academics time does, in part, reflect 

the mechanism-:. C•f cc•ntrol in place to achieve -:.tatus. These 

controls can be both institutionally based and internally 

derived, but it should not be concluded that the>' are 

entirely pervasive in orienting academics to research 

publ i cat i C•n. 

"I'd prefer not to", was the often repeated 

http:pr�eci:.el
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phrase of Melville's Nicholas Bartelby to any suggestion of 

wor·k that did not sit well with him. Academics too can 

exercise a similar option with regards to research 

publicatic•n, but <:.uch a decision has its ri<:.K<:., Apar· t from 

potential .job loss, 'pr·eferr i ng not to' publ i sh research can 

.jec•par·dize what the content of an academic'<:. labour· wi 11 

constitute and reduce the number of career options they will 

be able to exer·ci<:.e. Fortun ate 1y for· academic:., the i r· fate 

may not be as drastic as Bartlebys. Un l i Ke the employer of 

E:ar· t 1eby, academic institutions cannot r·elocate I.A.Ii th OU t 

informing rec al c i tr-ant emp 1 oyees of their whereabouts, but 

they need not resort to such extr-avagences. As was noted in 

Chapter Four and later in Chapter Five, the institutionalized 

cont r· cil :. that ar· e i n ex i <:.tence and the congr·uence of them 

v,ri th the broader academic market are effective in ensuring 

research production is realized. 

CONCLUSION END NOTES 

38. A good illustration of this point are the briefs 
submitted to, and subsequent hearings during, the Bovey 
Commission which resembled a continual one-upmanship 
approach. Rather than collectively claiming a need for more 
funding, each institution chose to present its own 
case. See the government/university publications bibliography 
for specific cases. 
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APPENDIX A 

RESPONDENT SELECTION - THE SAMPLING METHOD 


There were two factors that guided the stratification 

of respondents into categories: length of time at the 

institution, and location in the occupational hierarchy. The 

basic tn'pothesis that was put forth maintained that hovJ 

academics defined the controls and the corresponding 

pressures in academia, were 1 iKely to be differentially 

perceived according to the proximity to, and the frequency of 

experience with, the forms of control designed to accumulate 

status. 

Two academic calendars were used in determining the 

boundaries of the categories for the sample group. The first 

calendar li~.ted the staff emplo>'ed at McMaster University 

during the 1977-78 academic year, the second 1 isted the staff 

hired as of January 1, 1984. The former was used because it 

was the last calendar to cite the year an academic was hired. 

The latter calendar was consulted to choose the sample group, 

i t aided in the de 1et ion of those no 1onger emp 1oyed, added 

tho~.e who have been emp 1oyed s i nee January 1, 1978 (and are 

st i 11 at McMaster), and, of lesser importance, noted 

pr·omotions through cross-referencing of the two calendars. 

The boundaries of the categories were determined by 

graphing faculty members entry year of employment to 

McMaster. Then a rough de termination of the breaks in the 

pattern of hiring were used to distinguish a category. 

Admittedly the breaks are not clearly self-evident, but this 

was deemed a more appropriate method of developing categories 
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than arbitrarily choosing cut off points (i.e. employed for 

ten years or less>. There was an attempt when selecting the 

"breaks" to produce a relative uniformity of numbers across 

the categories, and to reflect the general expansion and 

retrenchment phases of the university. Of course at tr i t i on 

ratess <retirements, resignations, death) directly affect the 

numbers involved <probably there were, for example, more than 

two professors in the social sciences in 1958 and 1959>, but 

the year of en try does to an extent ref 1ec t the frowth and 

recession years of the ins.ti tut ion <note s i nee 1978 on 1y 30 

faculty members have been retained compared to the 31 in the 

three year· per· i od of Group 3 - see graph p. 198). Once the 

categories were established, and the boundaries of each 

category were delineated such that no sampling unit appeared 

in more than one group, a random sample was drawn using a 

random number table. 

As the accompanying graph indicates, five groups were 

distinguished: 

Group 

- includes all academics employed for 22 or more years. 
<N=19) 

Group 2 
- academics employed for 1ess than 22 years, but at 

least 16 years. <N=53) 
Group 3 

- less than 16 years, but 13 or more years at McMaster. 
<N=31) 

Group 4 
- less than 13 years, at least 7 years employed. 

<N=39) 
Gr·oup 5 

- employed less than 7 years. 
<N=30) 

The study attempted to interview twenty-five percent 

of the academics eligible within the stated boundaries of the 
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thesis <see Limitations/Boundaries section, Chapter One, pp. 

21-26). In each category twenty-five per·cent of the total 

group were selected using a random number table. The major 

dr·awback of this selection process was the re 1at i ve l y few 

numbers of Assistant Professors available. As Table One 

indicates, there are only 29 Assistant Professors in the 

social sciences (or 16.8% of the total). 

TABLE ONE 

<N 172) 

N % 
Professors 79 45.9 

Assoc. Professors 64 37.2 

Ass/t. Professors 29 16.8 

172 99.9* 

<* does not add up to 100.0 due to rounding) 

When the random selection was done only seven (15.9%) 

of the sample) Assistant Professors were chosen. 

TABLE TWO 

Professors 

<n 44) 
n 
21 

% 
47.7 

Assoc. Professors 16 36.4 

Ass/t. Professors 7 15.9 

44 100.0 

The need to sample an adequate number of Assistant 

Professors in order to analyse the control mechanisms present 

in academia presented problems. Typically, these individuals 

were re 1ative1 y new to academia, were un tenured, and thus 

presumably had the dubious distinction of being both the 

least knowledgeable with respect to the expectations of 
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performance, wh i 1e at the same ti me they were in the most 

pr·ecarious of positions in terms of occupational security. 

Therefore, their comments were seen to have an enormous value 

in under~.tanding the controls experienced by academics to 

produce research for status accumulation. Two options for 

increasing the number of Assistant Professors ir1 the study 

could have been undertaken. Since new academics are normally 

hired as Assistant Professors, the 1985-86 calendar could 

have been incorporated into the study ot include recent 

appointments. Alternatively, Assistant Professors as a group 

could be more heavily sampled and then placed back into their 

year· C•f emp 1oymen t categories. 

The fir·st option was considered inadvisable. Those 

academics who wer-e 'new' to McMaster (although not 

necessar·i l>' new to academic employment> had 1 i ttle ti me to 

settle into their- positions and take stock of the 

expectations and con tr·ol s that surround them. These 

individuals present an interesting longitudinal study 

relating to changing attitudes towards the academic 1abour­

process, but were of little utility to this thesis. Given 

the drawback associated with the first option, the second was 

chosen. To have enough interview material, the percentage of 

Assistant Professors who could potentially participate was 

raised to fifty percent of the total (15 out of a total of 

29). Thus, the total number of responde-nts sele-cte-d for· 

interviews (n') was fifty-two persons. Table Two shows both 
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the new figures once the selection process was completed and 

the actual number of academics who were interviewed. 

TABLE THREE 

<n' 52> 
Interviewed 

n' % # % 
Professor·s 21 40.4 16 36.4 

Assoc. Professors 16 30. 8 14 31. 8 

As.s' t. Pr· of e ssor· s 15 28.8 14 31 . 8 

52 100.0 44 100.0 

The fifteen Assistant Professors were randomly 

selected, then returned to the categories their year of entry 

designated. From a quantitative standpoint the above 

methodology emp 1O>'ed is less than purely scientific. 

However, this study is exclusively interested in the 

qualitative aspects of data gathering and presentation. 

Obviously the procedures are not representative in a strict 

s.tatistical sense (i.e. little, or· no attention was given to 

the mathematical intricacies of weighting or determining 

:.amp 1e er·r·or·), but the steps taken were fe 1 t necessary in 

order to gather enough interview material. The overemphasis 

of Assistant Professor·s was an attempt to compensate for 

their smaller numbers and institutionally implemented "six 

years - up or out" policies that reduce Assistant Professors 

numbers either through the granting of tenure (and fair 1y 

s.oc•n aft er~,1ar·ds., pr·c·mot ion to Assc•c i ate) or unemp 1oymen t ·• 
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APPEl'JDIX B 

DIFFERENTIAL CONTROLS RELATED TO GENDER 

This. the-sis. has discusse-d the- relationship be-twe-e-n 

status, controls and individual autonomy without reference to 

gender·. A dis.cus.s.ic•n incorpor·ating gender was thought to 

inescapably involve itself in an analysis of discrimination 

and this. thes.i s. was. too nar·row tc• give substantial time tc• 

s.uch an important and complex issue. Comp 1 i cat i n g matters 

fur· th er·, is. the sma 11 number c•f wc•men at McMas. t er. At the 

t i me t h e s t u d Y be g an , t h e mc• s t u p t o d a t e c om p u t e r 1 i s t i n g of 

wc•men acec.demics. that could be prc•vided fr·om the McMas.ter· 

Gener·al Office to the Committee on the Status of Women was 

1983. Through cross referencing, a more recent 1 ist of full 

ti me 1..<.1omen at McMaster was obtained, although omitted from 

this 1 ist were women affiliated with the Medical Center. The 

or i g i n a 1 l i st , i n c 1u di n g the Medi ca 1 Center , sh ow on 1 Y 1 70 

vJC•me r1 we r· e on s. t <:t.f f • The- revis.ed 1 ist indicated 69 women 

v.•ere in departments other than the Medical Centre. Of the 

69, 21 were in social science departments. Two were excluded 

because the Ph.D. was not in evidence. This left the number 

of women available for the study at 19 out of a possible 172 

academics. 

That nine were eventually selected and seven interviewed 

out of a total of fifty-two selected and forty-four 
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1 n t e r ~' i ewe d <r e s p e c t i v e 1y c on s t i t u t i n g 1 7 . 3% and 1 5 . 9%) c a r1 

be partially attributable to the research design which 

over-represented Assistant Professors. Academia is typically 

top heavy, that i<::. until gender i<::. taker1 into accc•unt. As 

the fol lo1A•ing Table shows, women in the social sciences at 

McMaster are almost completely reversed in terms of rank. 

ACADEMICS IN THE SOCIAL SCIENCES BY RANK AND GENDER 

MALES FEMALE TOTAL 

Rani< % % % 

Pr· of e <::.s.or· 75 49.7 4 19. 0 79 45.9 

Associate 57 37.7 7 33.3 64 37.2 

A<::.<::. i '=·tan t 19 12.6 1 (I 47.6 29 16.8 

Total<::. 151 100.0 21 99.9 172 99.9 

The difficulty with such a Table is how to account for 

the di<::.par·ity? Any attempt to answer this question in this 

Appendix must be regarded as speculative at best. 

In the introductory chapter a tentative hypothesis stated 

that fu 11 ti me academics, r·egardl ess of gender, are 

par·t1cipant<::. in a labour· pr·oce<::.-:. which put<::. a pr·emium on 

research publication. There were no detectable difference of 
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opinion across gender when controls to produce research were 

be- i ng di :.cus:.ed unt i 1 the r·e:.ear·cher· :.pee if i cal 1 >' broached 

the subject of pressures unique to women. Gender differences 

were- only discussed towards the end of the interviews and the 

data obtained was limited. With the benefit of hindsight, it 

ha:. become c 1 ear· that i n-:.i ght into the i s-:.ue:. concer·n i ng 

women should have been more centrally 1oca ted during 

interviews to give a more indepth perspective to pressures in 

a.cadem i a. In addition, given another opportunity the 

researcher would have solicited opinions from male academics 

to see wher·e perceptions of academics contrasted and what 

issues were seen as particularly contentious. 

The unique pressures women experience in academia are the 

r· e :.u 1 t of a c om p 1 e x i n t e r· p 1 a y of bas i c i n e q u i t i e : .• The mcr:.t 

obvious inequity is suggested by the Table above. Women are 

operating within a male dominated organization and that 

entail-:. difficulties .just gaining access. One study which 

put for·1..i..1ar·d the ca:.e of di scr imi nation quite 

persuasive 1 >' 1..i..1as Fi dde 11 ( 1 970) • Fi dde 11 mai 1 ed the 

de-:.cr·ipticrns C•f ten individual:. tc• the department heads crf 

o•Jer tvJo hundred graduate Psychology departments. In the 

cc•ver·ing letter· attached to the de:.criptions, the department 

heads were asked to judge the chances of the candidate being 

offer·ed a full time pc•:.ition. The author· :.tate:. that 1..i..1hen 

the r·e•,1 i ev,1er· be 1 i eved the candidate was a women differences 
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appear·ed in what would be offered to the candidate. Women 

v..•ere 1e:.:. 1 i kel >' to be offered a tenur·e track pos.i ti c•n, and 

the entry level position was typically at a lower level. No 

women, while some men were offered full professorships. 

The traditional response to the imited number of women 

on s.taff is. that ther·e is. a scarcity of qualified women in 

academia. f..,Jolfe, et. al. <1973) concluded in an article 

concer·ning s.ex des.crimination in the hiring practices C•f 

Graduate Sociology departments, that the major cause of 

unde-rr·e-pr·12:.en tat ion c•f ivom12n i r1 :.uch de par tmen t:. wa:. the 1ack 

of women with the Ph. D. However, in a letter rebuttal in 

t h e Ame r· i c an SC•c i o l o g i :. t ( 1 9 7 3 ) , d a t a d i d r1 o t =·u g g e st t he 

abo•Je claim, for it wa.s found that v..•omen earned tv..•ent>·-five 

per·cent C•f the F'h.D.,.s but compris.e-d c•nl>' twe-lve percent c•f 

those hir·ed during the time the research was carried out 

( 1 '7't.9-70) • It should be underscored, that this was at a time 

i.·,•hen jobs in academia were plentiful. Even during this 

:.tudy, in a r·ar·e moment when a male academic reflected on why 

women were a distinct minority, or in the case of one 

depar·tment wher·e ther·e wer·e no women, justification ~-ti 11 

rests with the lack of qualified women. It becomes pertinent 

to a.s.k b:>· v,•hc•:.e standards. is someone dee-med "qua l if i ed"? 

Before proceeding to examine this question closer, it should 

be noted that at l eas.t one variation of the :.care i ty 

r a.ti on al e that does not sound 1 i k e an out r i gh t f abr i cat i on 
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v..ia-:. put forth b>' an academic in the discipline with no IJ,•omen 

C•n -:.taff: 

"vJe ju-::.t can/t compete. Our discipline has 
seldom attracted women in great numbers~ those 
that do come through can virtually write their 
own tickets down in the States. Down there 
t h e >' / l l g e t be t t e r· -::. t a r· t i n g -:;. a l a r· i e -:. , t e n u r e 
track positions and access to research funding 
we only dream about." 

<Associate Professor, 5 years) 

Returning to the assessment of whether there are 

qua l if i ed v.rnmen to f i 11 position-:., it wou 1 d be er·r·onec•u-::. tc• 

a.-:.-:.ume that judgements of cornpe tence are not value laden. 

Ac c e -::. -:. i :. p r· e d i c a t e d c• n -:;. a t i sf y i n g a s e 1e c t i on -:;. c omm i t t e e , 

vJhich more often than not is comprised primarily of males. 

This in itself would not be a problem if quality and quantity 

of published research and/or potential for publications in 

the futur·e v,•er·e judged with purel >' the form and content of 

the research in mind - not the subject matter of the content. 

As Tancred-Sheriff (17'85) has noted, -::.ubject matter in 

academia can be given an hierarchial ranking. 

The:.e "Knc•vJl edge hi er·ar·ch i e-::. 11 traditionally are male 

inspired, that is, what constitutes the top of the Knowledge 

hierarchy is determined by males. Contributions to research 

done from a women/s perspective or on women/s issues are 

relegated to the lcower· r·anK-:. of the kr1owledge hierar·chy 

(Tancr·ed-Sher· i ff~ 1985: 110). This pose-:. add i ti ona l hurdles 

for v.Jomen •JJhen it come:. t 1me tc• publish their r·e:.earch. In 

this type of scenario~ highly regarded journals are unwilling 
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to publish the articles since, in part, editorial boar·ds are 

male dominated and have 1 ittle inter·est in the subject 

matter, and in addition it is not high prestige research. 

The obviou:. reper·cu:.:.ic•n:. c•f nc•t getting material published 

has been delt with at length in the body of this thesis and 

need:. no fur· t her· embe 11 i shmen t. <The reader· :.hou 1 d be made 

a.11,1are that this facet of inequity pertaining to publication 

i :. not entirely gender :.pee if i c, but reflects a more 

generalized discrimination against publications which are not 

r· e ga.r· de d a-:. de a 1 i n g w i th the e :. tab 1 i shed f i e 1 d<.:. of kn C•W 1 edge 

v..•ithin a discipline. Therefore, such studies as Marxist, 

homosexual studies, or cross disciplinary studies are equally 
39 

dubbed as suspicious intellectual enterprises.) 

Thi:. s.tud>' did not encc•unter the sentiment expr·essed 

above during in terv i ev..•s with women academics, a 1 though when 

it \A.las. ment i C•ned the academics. did nc•t den>' it occur·r·ed. 

That the women themselves had not directly experienced 

di :.er· imi nat i C•r1 ::.t t ...,e 1ev"'l of publ 1· cat· · ...~, • "" 1 on 1 :. per·11aps a 

11r·esu l t of interviewing women who were successfu1 11 in 

academia. In the wor·ds of Tancred-Sheriff, who was. 

commenting on women who had involved themselves in studies of 

or·9anizatic1n<.:. (a high pres.tige field within the Knowledge 

(hi er·archy), the women interviewed in this study were not 

11 cha.l lenging th€' pr·eva 1 ling male definition, the>' 

participated in it and their relative success arose from such 
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an acceptance <Tancred-Sheriff, 1985: 110)." It v..•ould not be 

-:.tr·etch i ng the 1 imi ts of cr·edi bi 1 it>' to pr·opo:.e that the>' 

were ac tua.1 l >' hi red bee a.use their r·esearch was within the 

e:.tablished field:. C•f knov..iledge. Since they have retained 

employment, it is also l i ke 1 y they remain active in 

mainstream knowledge production. 

Research production can be impeded for women for a 

var· i et>' C•f other· r·ea:.c•ns that extend beyond pc•:.i ti c•n on the 

knowledge hierarchy. To understand the impediments, it i:. 

fir·:.t nece-::.ar·y to r·ecognize the implication:. c•f being a 

mi nor i ty group. Like any visible minority, women in academia 

appear to -:.uffer at the level of inter·action. In some 

occupations this ma>' not be very er it i ca 1 , the work day is 

less comfortable and one may experience a kind of compounded 

a l i e n a. t i on f r· om n o t on 1 y th e .j ob t ask s bu t an add i t i on a l 

co-worker ostracism. In contrast, the imp l i cat i on:. c•n 

non-inter·action can be career threatening. The threat to 

emplo>'ment begin:. at the graduate level, wher·e, apart from 

the feel in•;::,s of loneliness that women unanimously experience, 

ther·e ar·e limited lear·ning and career prospects which males 

do not encounter: 

"I never knew what it was 1 ike to have easy 
a.ccess to someone IA•ho was a little ahead of me 
in the profession. I remember meetinQs with 
professors, who were as a rule rather g;acious, 
were always rather formal. The fellow male 
student would go into their offices have easy 
con v er· :.at i c•n =·, get i n to car:. w i th th em and go t C• 
conferences and always be given lots of advice. 
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All of those cl iches about mentoring - they are 
true and they really are important. It wasn't 
unti 1 after I had gained employment and for the 
first time had this person slightly older than 
me in a related area and whom I liKed and with 
1..o..1h om c ou l d ju:. t :.pend t i me w i th , that I 
realized just hov..1 much informal learning goes on 
- Ju:.t tc• :.ur·vive - gets passed down in this 
way. 
missed 
course 
the:.e t

It 
out 
at 

hings." 

made 
on 

the 

me in retrospect thinK that 
something very valuable. 
time I just didn't Know ab

<IV-4-19-21) 

I'd 
Of 

out 

Beyond just the Knowledge and accreditation graduate 

:.ch oo l :.up p 1 i e =· f c•r the f ema l e ac adem i c , it enables the male 

academic to set up extended contacts. These contacts can be 

u :.e f u 1 when i t come:. t i me to pub 1 i sh an ar· t i cl e , if on 1y t c• 

read drafts and provide helpful criticisms. 

Finkelstein noted in a :.ummar")' c•f studies, that males 

outpubl ish females across all types and prestige strata of 

institutions by as much as two or three to one <Finkel :.te in, 

1 '?84: 20 1 ) . The reasons for this discrepancy are varied, but 

much of it may be explained with references to the inequity 

of the system of extended contacts. 

One reason which regularly appears to account for the 

di ffer·ences in publication rates, is that women are less 

likely to be emplc•>'ed at universities r·er1owned for· r·e:.earch. 

This of course begs the question of why they are not found at 

:.uch Without contacts, a 

di :.ad•..J a.n t age in securing employment anywhere, much less at 

high As the above quote suggested, 
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women are not exposed to the sorts of opportunities that are 

conducive to the development of a "men tor· i ng" rel at i c·n~.h i p 

lJ..I i th the faculty member who can serve as a sponsor in the 

early stages of an academics career - a critical factor in 

gaining access to the best academic positions <Finkelstein, 

1'7'84: 20 '7') • 

Lack of contacts can also impede the ability to be on 

the leading edge of the discipline because access to the 

information through the so termed "invisible universities" is 

denied. I t is not necessarily choice that keeps women from 

as has been suggested in some studies <Bernard, 

1964, Cole, 1978) ' but that many women continue to be 

excluded from the very activities that allow for full 

participation and productivity. The informal activities of 

the debates and discussions, where 

academics state ideas and generate new ones are, for the most 

part, closed to women <Cole, 1981 :385). 

It may very will be that it is at this informal level 

that women are placed in the most inequitable position with 

the greatest effects on the direction of their careers. In 

anc•ther· accupation, womer1 could compete once they had acce~-~­

to the basic Knowledge and achieved a mastery of it. 

However·, in academia where the creation of new knowledge 

garners the accolades of recognition and opens the door to 

other resources, women may be pigeon-holed mor·e 
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l o c a 1 i z e d a c t i v i t i e s an d s u f f er fr om t h e immobility i t 

sug9e:.t:.. 

It should not be inferred that local ism holds any 

great attractions or exhibits fewer inequites. Loca 1 ism for 

women academics is still not predicat~d on acceptance 

t h e c ommu n i t y . Experiences at the local institutional level 

can :. t i l l be characterized by varying degrees of non-

interaction as the fol lowing academic attempts to point out: 
" I don' t kn ow i f I can exp l a i r1 th i s. I 

think the experience of university life is 
different 
there's 
feel l i k
document, 
place to 

a 
e 

s

for males and females. 
meeting and you're the 
a piece C•f fur·n i tur·e, 
but you feel as though 

peak up. 
<V-1-4-39) 

Sometimes when 
only women you 
it·' s har·d to 
it is not your 

This is a particularly hard aspect to deal with for 

women whc• have been trained to think critically and 

articulate those criticisms. The feeling of not being taken 

seriously led to vivid recollections of the first time they 

did speaK up: 

"It would be laughable if you didn't know 
the latent discrimination which prompts the 
r·eac ti on:.. I mean in my caE.e, I waE. quite )'oung 
in comparison to my male colleagues, and in this 
meeting you have varying degrees of interests 
ranging from the few who constantly participate 
in discussions and those who are so bored they 
can barely keep their eyes open. Then you say 
E-C•me thing for the f i r·st ti me. We 11 ! HeadE. ~i erk 
up and swivel to your little corner in a way 
they never did whenever a male colleague had 
spoken up for the first time. Those old enough 
to be :>'our father· ar·e pater·nal i :.tic and YC•U feel 
as though you should go around and get a pat on 
the head. Younger col leagues are Just plain 
surprised. All this is just to sa.y it can be 
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a very demeaning experience and I don't think 
males have any conception of the courage it 
takes to continue to speak or attempt it again 
in the next meeting." 

( I lJ-6-31-35) 

It would be a misconception to conclude from what has 

been -:.tated, that gender relations in academia are 

wholly antagonistic. Women were quick to point out that they 

have very high quality relationships with male 

colleagues, but in the words of one women academic, "there is 

something about the collective male presence." What exactl>' 

that "something" is typically could not be defined. 

What women were indicating in interviews was that at 

the inst i t •J t i on al level exclusion and isolation extended 

beyond the Knowledge component and into the decision making 

process. The prevai 1 ing attitude, which is only suggested in 

the i -:. that women are nc•t scol i cited for· their 

opinions, nor are their unsolicited comments given credence 

(unt i 1 the>' ar·e r·eart i cul ated by a male col 1 eague). 

Important committee work has,for the most part, been done 

by ma 1 e-:., but women felt they were in demand for the time 

consuming less important committee. One reason is their 

qua 1 i t >' of be i n g i -:.o 1ate d fr- om the r- est of the c ommu n i t y: 

"Sometimes we ar-e perceived to be an asset 
because people can speak fr-eely and they assume 
their thoughts are safely tabled because we are 
not likely to have another forum to r-epeat what 
has just transpired." 

( l'v'-5-40-~:2) 

like being a mother confessor and 
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conciliator all rolled into one. You're 
included in private conversations to allow 
someone basically to vent their personal 
grievances and then conciliate committee 
differences. You're not there because of what 
you can necessarily contribute, but because you 
can be trusted as a confidante who has no 
opportunity to tattle." 

<IV-4-19-29) 

More frequently than reasons of isolation, women 

stated their presence amounted to little more than tokenism: 

"I think the university wants to be seen as 
taking everybody's interests into account. As a 
woman on a committee you lend at least appearance of 
democracy in action. That it is absurd to think one 
women represents the interests of every minority 
which is disenfranchised, is not taken into account." 

(lJ-6-23-18) 

The notion of tokenism was eschewed at the 

de par· tme n ta 1 1eve1 , but women were fully aware of the 

burdening responsibility of being a role model for students. 

Female students consistently wanted to discuss their courses, 

topics for papers, and a host of other general areas of 

conversation. Since women academics could empathize with what 

students, particularly graduate students, were experiencing, 

some stated that rt was hard not to spend time giving advice 

that they themselves never received. One major drawback of 

is that one becomes the in-house expert on token 

issues which becomes translated into more students asking for 

advice on how to go about studying the issues. 

'-'.Iha tet..oer· the case may be, isolationism, tokenism, 

position on the knowledge hierarchy, all detract or take time 
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from the research task. This is part i cul ar l y 

problematic for women because, even "'' i th the i nequ it i e=· the>' 

experience which their male colleagues do not, to be placed 

on an equal footing with men they must produce more work: 

"From what I've witnessed, I would have to 
say quite definitely a women has to pub! ish more 
to get ahead than a male in a similar position." 

(1._..1-7-26-27) 

This sentiment is not particularly unique to 

academia; mo=.t l i ter·atur·e concerning women'=· =-tudie=· wi 11 at 

some point make reference to this basic inequit;r', 

In ter·e=.t i ngl y, the women did not dwell on the matter; having 

to prove oneself to a greater degree than males, has been a 

fact l i fe which has beer1 impressed upon them =· i nee 

graduate school - or before. The point to be made is the 

dir·ect contrast between males who are at all points actively 

encouraged to produce research and women in academia who 

exper· i ence hur·dl es that can di =-courage them fr·c•m publ i =-hi ng. 

When dealing specifically v-•ith the issue of research 

pr·oduc ti C•n and gender·, the question is no longer why women 

produce research, but how do they manage to produce research 

given the inequities they face? 

An entire thesis could be devoted to answering such a 

que-:.t ion. This appendix only briefly touched upon some of 

the issues surrounding women in academia. It is, and does not 

pur·por· t to be, a comprehensive treatment. I ts purpose 1.AJ&.s 

mai nl ;>' to alert the reader to problem areas and that the 
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researcher was aware of the inequities which can affect the 

labour process of academics. It also stands as a cautionary 

v..•arning that no definitive generalizations concerning the 

work academics do can be made unless gender inequities are 

worked into the analysis. 

APPENDIX B END NOTES 

39. See Berlowitz (1976) for a specific reference to the 
tr·c1ubl e=· Marx i =·t=· encciunter in tryi rig tc• publ i =·h their· 
research. 
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APPENDIX C 

TABLES RELATED TO THE PRODUCTION OF RESEARCH 

A genera 1 overv i evJ of the meaning of the succeeding 

Tables was provided in Chapter Two. What foll c•ws i -::. a br· i ef 

description of each Table. The source of the Tables are 

1 isted below the title of the Tables. 

The first Table mentions the term /sponsored 

research/, this refers to revenue provided for research from 

either the provincial or federal governments. Table One 

indicates that McMaster has steadily increased the amount of 

revenue for research the university has taken in since 1978. 

Equally impc•r·tant i-:. that McMaster rank':- ':-ecc•nd in Ontaric• 

when the funding it takes in is expressed as a percentage. 

Table Two is an elaboration of Table One. I t ':-h OW':. 

that from a 11 the revenue McMaster takes in, its ou tf 1ow of 

capital put towards research - when expressed as a percentage 

of its total expenditures ranks it number one in the 

pr·ovince. Thi':. Table i':. c•f inter·est because it reveal':. a 

str·ong commitment to r·esearch in that, wh i 1 e the revenue in 

1f'"•C•':•
7L1~ was 38. 5% C•f the tot a 1 operating revenue, 

the expenditures were approximately 43% of the tot a 1 

expendi tur·e-=·· Therefore, McMaster was setting aside a 

cons i der·abl e sum of money, approximately 4.5% of its 

operating expenditures, that err· i g i n ate d i nter·nal 1>'· In 

contrast, the only university with a greater research revenue 
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percentage, the University of Guelph, has research revenue 

and expense figures which are identical. 

Table Three indicates McMaster receives a greater 

percentage of research awards than its Ontarion counterparts 

i..,1h en the awardE. are stated as a percent age of i ts op er at i ng 

e>;pend i tur·e<E .. A<E. nc•ted in Chapter Two, th i E. di <E.t inc ti t•n was 

nc•t over·looked in a McMaster publication, The Char·acter and 

Role of McMaster (1983-84). Mention was made in this 

p u b 1 i c a t i on t h a t th e av-• a r· d s we r e c on c en tr a t e d ma i n l y i n t h e 

Faculty of Science, Engineering and Health Science and there 

t..,1ere larger NSERC awards than national averages ( 183-84: 1). 

It was also commented upon that the fellowship awards in the 

SSHRC competitions were above national averages <1983-84: 3). 



SPONSORED RESEARCH REVE~'UE IN ONTARIO UNIVERSITIES' 


ABSOLUTE A.MOUNTS AND EXPRESSED AS A PERCENTAGE OF OPERATING REVENUES. 


SOURCE: COMMITTEE OF FL'lANCE OFFICERS- l'NlVERSITIES OF ONTARIO 

FJGt;RES P.11 THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS 


1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 
$- $ !.--, ,--, !- %-' ' Boca< 428 2.9 823 5.1 878 5.0 1,209 6.0 1,199 5.0 

CARLE."100 4,922 10.0 5,483 10.8 6,348 12.0 7,606 12.9 10,826 15.5 

ruEIPH 21,684 38.l 25,039 42.0 29,032 45.4 32,804 45.B 33,472 40.5 

Lt\KEHEAD 796 4.8 1,060 6.1 1,476 8.2 2,006 ·9,9 2,636 11.5 

IAlJRENI'IAN 784 5.0 905 5.5 848 4.8 1,255 6.5 1,099 5.0 

.lt:WISTER 18,816 29,8 221863 34.8 25.774 3§.5 31,891 39.9 3512Q9 38,5 

CYITNIA 8,440 ll.6 10,372 13.3 9,691 ll.6 16,234 17.3 17,666 16.5 

C(JEEN'S 10,405 17.l 12,923 20.0 14,597 20.S 20,528 26 .2 23,141 26.6 

RYEPSOO g o.o 512 1.2 263 0.6 101 0.2 747 1.2 

TOKNIO 45,094 21.9 , 48,452 22.4 57,270 24.7 75,272 28.8 76,540 26.1 

TRENT 437 4.0 575 5.0 691 5.7 685 5.1 981 6.4 

WA'.raRI.00 8,207 12.0 10,350 14.3 13,730 17.6 18,828 21.S 22,591 22.4 

WESTERN 14,942 16.8 18,442 19.8 23, 191 23.0 28,789 25.6 30,199 23.4 

W. U>JJRIER 157 0.9 211 1.1 338 l.6 351 1.5 244 0.9 


WINUSOR 2,129 5.2 3,033 7.0 3,056 6.6 4,245 8.3 4,244 7.1 


YORK 4,869 6.6 5,439 6.9 6,034 7.2 6,870 7.3 9,907 8.8 


N' Note the Sponsored ~earch fiqure does rot in::l\de furds or gifts in kird receivei:i in support of research as i:ert of 
an en3cwnerit carpaign. 

~ 

'° 
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RESEARCH EXPENDITURES AT TWO YEAR INTERVALS EXPRESSED AS A PF.RCENTAGE OF OPERATING EXPENDITURES 

SOURCE. COM~UITEE OF FINANCE OFFICERS-UNIVERSITIES OF 0:-ITARIO 
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APPENDIX D 

THE ROLE OF PUBLISHED RESEARCH IN INSTITUTIONAL RAN~( I NGS 

Many studies exist with respect to the return an 

article or book has for the individual <Katz, 1973, Tuckman, 

1976) • However, no similar studies exist which assess the 

specific return an institution receives for a piece of 

published research. Nor are they 1 iKely to be produced due 

tc• the complexity of the variables that would have to be 

accounted for in determining the specific gains in status a 

published research product garners. If these studies do not 

exist, then what other 'proof' can be put forth, which 

supplements statements by academics, that research is 

emphasized because of its visibility and this visibility in 

turn plays a fundamental role in the inter-institutional 

accumulation of status? The only recourse left to verify 

that published research is a pr imar·y determinant of 

institutional status is to examine studies that have 

attempted to rank institutions. 

There have been numerous studies that have attempted to 

develop hierarchical rankings. When they speak of ranking an 

institution, what is ordinarily meant is that an attempt is 

made to determine an institution's prestige-status based on 

its perceived quality and distinction as an academic 

institution. <Trow in Clark, 1984: 135). With one 

exception, ( Gour·man, 1977>, the studies referred to in this 

section are exclusively U.S. _oriented, and are therefore of 

little specific value to this case study of the social 

sciences at McMaster. But their general emphasis does 
223 
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provide insight into what constitutes high status 

academically. The studies tended to concentrate on two areas 

of inquiry, either the relative merits of various graduate 

programs were investigated <Hughes, 1925, Keniston, 1959, 

Cartter, 1966, Roose and Anderson, 1970>, or specific 

departments and individual disciplines were compared (Somit 

and Tannenhaus, 1964, Hagstrom, 1971, Gaston, 1973). The 

emphasis upon graduate schools is one clue to the likely task 

emphasis of the studies, since graduate programs are usually 

concerned with research skills of their charges <Millett, 

1 961 : 50) • 

All the -:.tudies had their drawbacks and faults in the 

data gathering techniques used. Somit and Tannenhaus, when 

developing their own ranking system, found that with the 

ear·lier studies <Hughes, 1925, Keniston, 1959) it was 

sometimes difficult to determine what exactly was being 

ranked, the qua Ii ty of faculty, the student body, the course 

offer·ings, the resear·ch facilities, or some combination of 

these. Vague questions 1 ike, 'rate departments in terms of 

the overall quality of the doctoral program' were the rule, 

not the exception <Somit and Tannenhaus, 1964: 32). Queries 

are also raised with respect to the particular emphasis of 

each study, who was chosen to participate, or who selected 

the participants. Any rigorous inter-study comparisons would 

be difficult for any number of the reasons stated, but 
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particular l y important are the differences in the sample 

groups. For i nstar1ce, Keniston was only interested in the 

University of Pennsylvania,.s position relative to other 

senior universities. His study therefore had al imited scope 

of twenty-five institutions and consulted only department 

cha i r·men. Cartter included 106 institutions and nearly four 

thousand academics; his method of respondent selection was to 

let the chairmen choose the individuals they felt were 

/outstanding senior scholars,. and ,.younger promising 

academicians,. <Car·tter, 1966, vii). 

A further handicap when dealing with these studies was 

the lack of background information they gave to the reader. 

Particularly guilty of this omission was Gourman (1977>, the 

only study that gave rankings internationally. Although he 

explicitly stated the findings and the criteria used for 

evaluation <which he roughly divided into quantitative and 

qualitative attributes Cp. 3-4>, there were no details as to 

how the qualitative attributes were initially determined, 

what weights were assigned them, nor how the criteria were 

realized through the questionnaire. 

For this thesis, interest in these studies lay in what 

the considerations of the status rankings were based upon. 

As circumstances unfolded it became apparent that it was 

ea~.ier· to determine what was generally left out of 

consideration, namely attributes associated with the teaching 
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and administrative capabilities of the staff in particular 

institutions. The studies were based almost exclusively on 

derivatives of research production as determinants of ranK 

and, correspondingly, the status accorded an institution. 

This is evidenced by the more specifically articulated 

questions of the studies. Cartter leaves 1 ittle doubt as to 

what the main ingredient is in assessing the ;quality; of 

in~- t i tut ions. His first question provides a 1 ist of the 106 

institutions being considered and asKs for a judgement of the 

quality of the faculty in the respondent;s field by 

institution. It asKs the respondent to, ;consider only the 

~-cholarl>' competence and achievement of the present faculb'; 

<Cartter, 1966: 127>. The study then asKs for a broader <and 

vaguer·> rating of the doctoral programs offered; here 

academics were allowed to taKe into account other factors 

than just scholarly competence, but due to the visibilib' of 

research production it is still a prime consideration in any 

in~.titutional r·ar1Kin9 of ;quality;. 

There is an attempt on the part of all these studies to 

c1bjectify the qualitative determinants of institutional 

prestige. By way of an example, references are made to and 

1 ists drawn up of the numbers of Nobel laurates or members of 

the National Academy of Sciences an institution employs. If 

studies of Canadian universities were done, probably the 

number of faculty who were members of the F.R.S.C. would be 
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taken in to account. However, as Cartter insightfully points 

C•U t, these so-called objective measures of quality are for 

the most part subjective measures once removed. Whether it 

be Nobel prize winners or elevation to a Fellow, the persor1s 

concerned are selected by peers on the basis of subjective 

assessments <Cartter, 1966: 4>. 

When th i ~. is related directly to studies on 

i n st i tut i on a 1 rankings, criticisms generally state that the 

studies cannot be taken seriously because they constitute 

1 ittle more than opinion surveys, in brief, gossip elevated 

to pseudo-scientific social analysis of highly dubious 

validity. <As one of Cartter's respondents wrote upon 

completing the questionnaire "a compendium of gossip is still 

gossip <Cartter, 1966: 8).) The initiators of the research 

wer·e fully aware of the shortcomings of the rankings and that 

the results, 'depend on highly subjective impressions; they 

reflect old and new loyalties; they are subject to lag and 

the halo effect of prestige' <Keniston, 1958: 117). Cartter, 

in particular, was aware of the 1 iabil ities. He presents his 

study as no more than an informed opinion of individuals 

where, 'lacking agreed upon units for precise measurement, 

they Cthe units] can at present only approximate an elusive 

entity through a rank ordering of cumulative judgments' 

<Cartter, 1966: vii). 

Ther·e is no doubt that quality is someone's subjective 
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assessment, which leaves very 1 ittle chance of objectively 

measuring what is in essence an attribute of value; hence the 

quality of an institution or department is largely a matter 

of what the field recognizes as such <Berelson, 1960: 125). 

This does not have to diminish the findings, especially if 

one takes the per·spective of Somit and Tannenhaus <1964: 32), 

where there is 'less concern with what is actually the 

situation than with what the academy as a whole believes to 

be the case' . 

What 'the academy as a whole believes to be the case' 

appears to be remarkably consistent. Given the different 

techniques used in data gathering, there has been little 

change amongst the top universities during the almost half 

century of analysis. This was true whether the studies 

considered only one discipline <Somit and Tannenhaus studied 

political science), a number of disciplines <Hagstrom's study 

was 1 imited to biology, chemistry, math and physics), or 

institutions in general. Apparently the consistency is due 

to more than just a residual halo effect. The advantages 

e 1 i t e institutions are able to gain are overwhelming. They 

are able to create what is for them a kind of "virtuous 

c ire 1e" , where in it i a 1 privilege of position can in turn 

extend the privileges and the status of an institution <Trow 

in Clark, 1984: 148), 

In assessing how advantage is developed and what 
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sustains it, Cartter noted that there was a clear correlation 

between reputation of a department and the scholar· l y 

productivity of its members. More specifically departments 

with high faculty scores tended to show high article 
40 

equivalents and vice-versa <Cartter, 1966, 81, 101). When 

making these statements Cartter was examining in greater 

detail two specific disciplines, economics and political 

~.cience, but in the other disciplines that he gave special 

treatment to the same trends were discerned. His specific 

attention with certain disciplines and the findings he came 

away with were supported elsewhere by Somit and Tannehaus and 

Hag~. t rom. The latter noted that the correlates of 

de par· tmen ta l prestige for a sample of 154 math, physics, 

chemistry and biology departments were article productivity; 

citations and the ratings of peers <Hagstom, 1971: 382-3). 

Thus, the visibility of research production, specifically 

publication of articles, monographs and books, to return to 

the theoretical orientation put forth in Chapter Three can be 

seen as enabling it to constitute the social form of wealth 

in academia. Research publication plays a critical role in 

stratifying institutions, having the capacity to determine 

the ranking of an institution by way of the amount of status 

it is able to accumulate through the quantity and qua! ity of 

the finished product. 
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APPENDIX D END NOTES 

40. Roose and Anderson (1970) another American Cour1cil 
of Education study basically replicated Cartter/s study. It 
did enlarge the Cartter Study, adding a few disciplines or 
shifting disciplines to different categories. Essentially 
the same findings were discovered. 



§.1.~.!:J_QGRAPH.Y 
BOOKS AND ARTICLES 

Abel, Emily K. Ter~~~~~e_grees. New York: Praeger, 1984. 

Adame, Hazard. The ___ [\_~~d~m i ~---IL.1J:l~~. New York: Liveright, 
1976. 

Axelrod, Paul. St;_h_9j._~.r~___an~;L.R..Q.lJar.~.· Toronto: University of 
Toronto Preas, 1982. 

Barr Greenfield, T. "The Theory about Organizations: A New 
Perspective and its Implications for Schools." In The 
Ma~agement_9...f_Organ~za~ion and Individuals. Edited by 
V. Houghton. London: Ward Lock, 1975. 

Bayer, 	 Alan E. Teach.!ng___Eacul ty__jJJ___Academe: __J, 972-1973. 
Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 
1973. 

Becker, H,; Geer, B.; Hughee,E.; and Strauss, A. Boys in 
llJhAt.~· Chicago: University of Chicago Presa, 1961. 

Bercuson, David J.; Bothwell, Robert; and Granatstein, J.L. 
Ihe~reat.__j~ra!.!L.Robb_ery. Toronto: McClelland and 
Stewart, 1984. 

Berelson, Bernard. Graduat~-~du~ation in the United States. 
New York: McGraw Hill, 1960. 

Berg, I. ~ducati9...!!..__al}..Q_ Jop_~. Boston: Beac.~n Preas, 1971. 

Blau, Judith R. "Expertise and Power in Professional 
Organizations." Soc.!_o~_ogy o~ Work and th~ Occu12ationa 
16,1979: 103-123. 

Blau, Peter 
John 

M. The Organizat~on of 
Wiley and Sons, 1973. 

Academic Work. Toronto: 

Boyer, 	 Ernest L. Colleg_e: The Underqraduate Experience. 
Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching, 1986. 

Brecher, J. "Uncovering the Hidden History of the American 
Workplace." Review of Radical Political Economics 10, 
1979: 1-20. 

Brown, 	 James W. College .Teaching: A Systematic Approach. 
Toronto: McGraw Hill, 1963. 

Burawoy, Michael. !'f_@ufa~tu:[_;!,_!l9.._. Consent. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Presa, 1979. 

Burawoy, Michael. "Terrains of Contest: Factory and State 
Under Capitalism and Socialism." Socialist Review 11, 
1981: 83-124. 

Burawoy, Michael. "Towards a Marxist Theory of the Labour 
Process: Braverman and Beyond.•• Politics.and Society 
8, 1978: 247-312. 



232 


Cairns, Alan C. "The University and Society: Historical and 
Sociological Re£lections." In Universities in Crisis. 
Edited by A.W. Nielson and Chad Ga££ield. Montreal: 
The Institute £or Research on Public Policy, 1986: 
251-268. 

Cameron, J. M. On the Idea of a ~~l~E~l!Y..:.. Toronto: 
Uni versi tyof-Toronto-Press:- 1970. 

Caplow, 	 Theodore, and McGee, R. J. The Academic Marketplace. 
Garden City, New York: Anchor Books, 1965. 

Cartter, Alan M. An Ass~~~~~E! ~i Qu~l~!Y lE Qfad~~ 
Education. Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 
1960. 

Clark, Burton R., ed. Perspectives~ Higher Education. Los 
Angeles, California: University of California Press, 
1984. 

l..'.legg, Stuart. "Phenomenology and Formal Ortganizati.ons." 
Research in the Sociology of Organizations Vol. 2, JAI Press, 
1983: 109-152. 

C leg g , S tu a r t 
London: 

. 
R

'f h~ Th~.££.l 
outledge and 

o f Po~~E .!!.!:!-9 2!51~l~~!~.9.!:!..:.. 
Kegan Paul, 1979. 

Coser, Lewis A., and Rosenberg, Bernard. So_El~!.25JiC~l 
'l'heory: A Book of Readings. New York: MacMillan, 
1972. 

Crane, Diana. "The Academic Marketplace Revisited." 
American Journal of Sociology 75, 19 : 953-964. 

Crane, Dianna. "The Gatekeepers of Science: Some Factors 
Affecting the Selection of Articles for Scientific 
Journals." In The Sociology of Knowledge. Edited 
by James E. Curtis and John w. Petras. New York: 
Praeger Publications, 1970. 

Dressel, Paul L. Handbook of Academic Evaluation. 
Je55ey.--=-aass:- 11f76_____Washington: 

Edwards, R.C. Contested Terrain. New York: Basic Books, 
Inc., 1979:----- -----~ 

Elder, S.T.; Elder, E.S.; and Olson, R.P. "Research versus 
T e a ch i n g : A S e l e c t e d Re v i e w . " I m E.E.~.::~.!!51 Co l !~~ a n d 
University Teaching 24, 1976: 221-225. 

Finklestein, Martin J. The American Academic Profession. 
Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University Press, 1984. 

Gartman, David. "Marx and the Labour Process: An 
Interpretation." Insurgent Sociologist 8, 1978: 97­
108. 



233 

Gartman, David. "Review of Michael Buwawoy' s Manufacturiny 
Consent." Insurgent Sociologist 11, 1982: 92-95. 

Gaston, 	 Jerry. Science.QEiSiE~li.!Y ~nd ~9~E~!l!i9E iE 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1973. 

Glass, Bentley, and Norwood, Sharon H. "How Scientists 
Actually Learn of Work Important to Them." In 
Proceedings of the International Conference 
on Scientific Information. National Academy
;I Science. Washington, D.C.: NRC, 1959. 

Goheen, 	 Robert F. The Nature of~ University. Princenton, 
New Jersey: Princeton Press, 1969. 

Goldman, Paul. "The Labour Process and the Sociology of 
Organizations ~~~~~E£~ iE !~~ ~9£l9l99Y of 
Organizations Vol. 2, JAI Press, 1983: 49-81. 

Gourman, Jack. The Gourman Report: A Rating of American and 
International Universities. New York: National 
£aucat10n-standards;-19ii~--

Goulder, Alvin w. "Cosmopolitans and Locals - Towards an 
Analysis of Latent Social Roles" in Administrative 
Quarterly. Volume 1, 1957, I pgs. 281-306, II pgs. 
441-480. 

Glaser, 	B.G. and Strauss, A.L. "Discovery of Substantive 
Theory: A Basic Strategy Underlying Qualitative 
Research" in Filstead, WJ. (ED.) Qualitative 
~~£io!sY· Chicago: Markham Publishing-Company~ 
1970, 228-304. 

Glaser, 	B.G. and Strauss, A.L. Th~ Dis£~~EY 9_! ~.£9~nded 
Theory., Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company, 1967. 

Greenwood, E. "Attributes of a f'rofession." In 
Professionalization. Edited by H.M. Vollmer and D. 
L. Mills. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice­
Hall, 1966. 

Hacquaert, Armand. The Recruitment and !E~iEiE9 ~.! 
university Teachers. -Gherit~-8e1giuffi:- UNEsco, 1967. 

Hagstom, w.o. "Inputs and Outputs and the Prestige of 
University Science Departmments." ~9_Ci9_l99.l of 
Education 44, 1971: 375-397. 

Ha 11 , R i ch a rd H • Q££~~!l~E~ ~ n d the Soc i a l St r u c t u re . 
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: --Prentice-=HaIT;-1975-:-­



234 

Ha 11 , R i ch a rd H . " P r o f e s s i on a l i s a t i on a n d 
Bureaucratisation.' In People and Organizations. 
Edited by Graeme Salaman and Kenneth Thompson. 
London: Open University Press, 1973. 

Halsey, 	A.H., and Trow, M.A. The British Academics. 
cambr idge Massachusetts: -Harvard--UnTversTty-Press, 
197 l. 

Higham, 	 Robin. Th£ Com.E.leat Ac~dm£!£· New York: St. 
Martin's Press, 1974. 

Hook, Sidney. "The State and Higher Education." In 'rh£ 
University and the State. Edited by Sidney Hook, Paul 
Kurtz and Miro Todorovich. Buffalo: Prometheus 
Books, 1~78. 

Hughes, 	 Everett C. Men and Their Work. Glencoe, Illinois: 
The Free Press, 1958. 

Hughes, 	 R.M. A ~!~~y of Graduate Schools in Academia. 
oxford:- Ohio: Miami-ur1Tversi ty-"Press-: I92s.------­

Hutchins, Robert F. 'rh£ Univ£E~l!Y l.E! AID£.£!£~· New York: 
Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions, 
1967. 

Jaspers, Kar 1. The Idea of the University. London: Peter 
Limited, 1960-.-­

Johnson, T.J. Professions and Power. London: MacMillan 
Press, 1972~--~--- ~---

Karabel, Jerome. "Status Group Struggle, Organizational 
Interests, and the Limits of Institutional Autonomy." 
Theory and Society 13, 1984: 1-40. 

Katz, David. "Faculty Salaries, Promotion and Productivity 
at a Large University." American Economic Review 63, 
1973: 49-77. 

Kensington, H. Graduate Study in the Arts and Sciences at 
!.!:!£ Un i ~.~E~!!Y of Penn s y l van i a . Ph i 1 ad e l phi a : 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1959. 

Cambridge, 
Massachusetts:--­

Kerr, Clark. The Uses of the 

Klein, Josephine. The Study of Groups. 

Knapper, Christopher K.; Geis, George L.; Pascal, Charles E.; 
and shore, Bruce M. , eds • .!.! !£~~.!!!~S !~ 
Important ... Toronto: Clark, Irwin & Company, 1977. 



235 

Ladd, E.C., and Lipset, Seymour M. ~!!E9Ei~~ of Hi.9.!!~E 
Education. September 15, 1975: 2, September 29, 
1975: 11, October 14, 1975: 2, October 20, 1975: 
1, March 29, 1975: 10, April 19, 1976: 14. 

Leacock, Stephen. Th~ Pu~~i! ~i ~E9~l~~.9.~· New York: 
Liveright Publishing Corp., 1934. 

Lee, Calvin B.T., ed. ..!..!!!.EE9~iE.9. ~9.!.!~.9.~ '.!'.~~~!!l.E.9.· 
Washington, o.c.: American Council on Education, 
1967. 

Leslie, D.W.; Kellams, S.E. and Gunne, M.G. 

~~~~!!~ i~ Am~!i~~ Hi.9.~~! Ed~~~!ion. 
Praeger, 1982. 

Lewis, Lionel S. Scaling the Ivory Tower. Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1975. 

Lewis, Lional S. "University and Professional Mode 1: 
Amplicification on a Magnification." In The 
Professions and Their Prospects. Edited by Elilot 
Freidson. LOndon: Sage Publications, 1973. 

Long, J. Scott. "Productivity and Academic Position in the 
Scientific Career." American Sociological Review re, 
1978: 491-504. 

Long, J.S.; Allison, Paul D.; and McGinnis, Robert. 
"Entrance into the Academic Career." American 
Sociological Review 44, 1979: 816-830. 

Long, J.S., and McGinnis, Robert. 'Organizational Context 
and Scientific Productivity." American Sociological 
Review, 46, 1981: 422-442. 

Littler, Craig D. The Development of the Labour Process in 
Capitalism. -r::ondon: Heinemann, 1982. 

Livesey, Herbert. The Professors. New York: Charterhouse, 
1975. 

Mandell, Richard D. The Professor Game. Garden City, New 
York: Doubleday, 197"""'7.____ 

Man, Richard D. The College Classroom. Toronto: John Wiley 
& Sons, l "9"iO. 

Martin, D.A., ed. Anarchy and Culture. London: Routledge 
and Kegan Paul, 1969. 

Marx, Karl. Ca_Eital ~9.!um~ l. New York: International 
Publishers, 1967. 



.236 


Mayhew, Lewis B. Graduate and Professional Education - 198U. 
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970. 

McC a 11 , 	 Ge o r g e J . , and Simmons, J.L. Identities and 

Interactions. New York: Free Press,-1966:-----


McKeachie, W.J. Te~~hi_!:!,S Ti~_:_ A Guidebook for the 

Beginning College Teacher. Lexingto;-MassachusettS: 

D.C. Health, 196~. 

Meek, Ronald L. St~~.!.~ in!.!:!~ ~~bouE_ Th~~!.l of ~~lu~. 

London: MOnthly Review Press, 1956. 


Menzel, 	 Herbert. "Planned and Unplanned Scientific 
Communication." In The Sociology of Science. Edited 
by Bernard Barber and Walter Hr sch. New York: Free 
Press, l9b2. 

Mill, John Stuart. Utilitarianism. Indianapolis, Indiana; 
Bobbs - Merrill, 1981. 

M1 l let, 	 Fred B. Professor: Problems and Rewards in College 
Teaching. New York: MacMillan Co., 1961. 

Moodie, 	 Graeme . , and Eustace, Rowland. Power and Authority 
in British Universities. Montreal: McGill Queen's 
Dnivers!ty-Press:-197,r:-~ 

Neilson, William A.W. and Gaffield, Chad. (eds.). 
Universities in Crisis. Montreal: The Institute for 
Research on Public Policy, 1986. 

Noble, Trevor, and Pym, Bridget. "CollegialAuthor1ty and the 
Receding Locus of Power." British Journal of Sociology 21, 
1970: 431-445. 

Pfeffer, Jeffery, and Leong, Anthony. ".Publication and 
Prestige." Sociology of Education 49, 1976: 212-218. 

Porter, 	John, Bl1shen, B. Towards 2000: The Future of Post­
secondary £ducation in Ontario. Toronto: McClelland 
and Stewart, 1971. 

Pratt, David. Curriculum: Design and Development. Toronto: 
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich Inc., 1980. 

Reskin, Barbara K. "Scientific Productivity and the Reward 
Structure of Science." ~~!.~£~~ ~~£.!.~!~S~~! Revi~~ 42,
1977: 491-504. 

Riesman, David. On Higher Education. Washington: Jossey-
Bass, 1981---:-

Roose, Kenneth, and Anderson, David. ~ Ranking of Graduate 
Programs. Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 



237 

llj70. 

Rubin, 	 Isaak Illich. Es~~y~ ~E ~~E~~ Th~~EY of Val~~· 

Montreal: Black Rose Books, 1972. 


Salaman, Graeme. "Towards a Sociology of Organisational 

Structure." Sociological Review 26, 1978: 519-5'.:>4. 


Scott, Marvin B., and Lyman, Stanford M. "Accounts." In 
Social Psychology Through Symbolic Interaction. Edited by 
Gregory P. Stone and Harvey A. Faberrnan. Toronto: John 
Wiley & Sons, 1981. 

Seeley, R.S.K. The Function of the Un.!_~~!~.!.!Y· London: 

oxford universTty-Press,-1948~ 


Shichor, David. "Prestige of Sociology Departments and the 

Placing of New Ph.D.' s." American Sociologist 5, 1970: 

57-60. 


Shi ls, 	 Edward. "G.B. and the U.S. legislation and the 
universities." In Universities, Politicians and Bureaucrats. 
Edited by Hans Daadler and Edward Shi lS:­ Cambridge: 
University of Cambridge Press, 1982. 

Samit, Albert and Tannenhaus, Joseph. American Political 
Science: A Profile of A Discipline. New York: Atherton 
Press, 1964: 

Stelling, Joan G., and Bucher, Rue. Becoming Professional. 
London: Sage Publications, 1977. 

Storey, 	John. ~~E~.9~~nt PeEE.9~.!.~~ ~E~ !.!::!~ Qu~~!iEE of 
Control. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1983. 

Stryker , She 1 don . §.l.!!! bo 1 i _£ .!.E!~E~.£!.!..9E.!.~~ · Don Mills, 
Ontario: Benjamin/'CUmmings Publishing, 1980. 

Tancred-Sheriff, Peta. "Craft, hierarchy and bureaucracy: 
modes of control of the academic labour process." Canadian 
Journal of Sociology 10, 1985: 369-390. 

'i'row, Martin, (ed.). Teachers and Students. New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1975":"°~----

Tuck man , H . P . Pub 1 i cat i on , Teaching and the Academic Reward 
Structure. Toronto: Lexington Books, 1976. 

Silverman, David. London: 
Heinemann, 

Tuckman, H.P., and Hagemann, Robert P. "An Analysis of the 

Reward Structure in Two Disciplines." ~2~!E~l 2.! Hi3_!2~ 

Education 47, 1976: 447-464. 


http:E!~E~.�!.!..9E


. .238 


Trow, Martin, ed. Teachers and Students. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1975. 

Wanner, 	 Richard A.; Lewis, Lional s.; and Gregario, David. 
"Research Productivity in Academia: A Comparative Study." 
Sociology of Education 54, 1981: 238-255. 

Williams, G.; Blackstone, T.; and Metcalf, D. The Academic 
Labour Market: Economic and Social Aspects of a Profession. 
London: Elseview Scientific Publishing Co., 1974. 

Wilson, 	 Logan. American Academics: Then and Now. New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1979-.-­

Wilson, 	 Logan. The Academic Man. London: Oxford University 
Press, 1942. 

Winthrop, Henry. "Social Interaction Underlying the 
Profess ion a 1 Ev a 1 u at ion of Te ache rs . '' ~52.£2.52.l:.£.92.~ 
Internationalis 8, 1970: 1-22. 

Wal ff, Robert Paul. The Ideal of the University. Boston: 
Beacon Press, 1970. 

Wright, 	 Erik Olin. "Intellectuals and the Class Structure of 
Capitalist Society." In Between Labor and Capital. Edited 
by Pat Walker. Boston: South End Press, 1979. 

Zald, Mayer N., ed. ~£~~! 2:_~ Q£.9~ni~~!2.~~~· Nashville, 
Tennessee: Vanderbilt University Press, 197U. 

Zimbalist, Andrew, ed. Case Studies on the Labour Process. 
New York: MonthlyPress, 1979 .­

http:52.�2.52.l:.�.92


239 


BIBLIOGRAPHY = GOVERNMENT/UNIVERSITY PUBLICATIONS 


The Character and Role, and the Planning ObJectives for 

McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario: McMaster 

Universit:l.!._ 1983-84.­

Committee of Finance Officers Ontario Universities. 
-------"'F1nancia1-Re:P0rt-0£-5ntario uni-versTties:-1992-=-83 

Vol. l. Toronto: Council of Ontario Universit1eS:­
December 1983. 

Commission on the Future Development of the Universities of 
Ontario. Ontario Universities: Issues and Alternatives ­
Background Data. Toronto: Ministry of Colleges and 
Universities, December, 1984. 

The Commission on the Future Development of the Universities 
of Ontario. Ontario Universities: Options and Futures. 
Toronto: Ministry of Colleges and Universities, 
December, l'::i84. (a.k.a., "Bovey Commission"). 

The Committee on the Future Role of Universities in Ontario 
(a.k.a., "Fisher Commission"). The Challenge of the 
8 u ' s . •r o r on t o : M i n i s t r y o f C o l l e g e s a o d 
unTvers it i es I March I 19dl. 

~ontact. Hamilton, Ontario: McMaster University. Vol. 12 
#' s 33, J5, 1981. 

Council of Ontario Universities. Response of the Council of 
Ontario Universities to the Preliminary Report of the 
Committee on the Future Role of Universities in 
Ontar.lo-:-- Toronto: -Counc11 -Pubi i cat i on-,-May-f9sf:. 

Joint Board of Governors/Senate Committee on Long Range 
Planning. A Plan for McMaster University. Hamilton, 
Ontario: McMa:sfer University, May 1977. 

Main, A.N. !~~£~i~3 ~~~ Lea.E!!i~3~ An ~~!~!i~~ of !he 
~E.!~!l~ ~El~~!~_!ie! ~!£9.E~~ f o! ..!.E!.!!~£.!l~~l 
Q~~~.!.~.E.!!!~~.!. Toronto : Co u n c i 1 of 0 n tar i o 
Universities, 1975. 

McMaster Student's Union, Inc. Sub~i~~i~~ !~ !~~ ~ov~~ 
Commission. Hamilton, Ontario: McMaster University, 
August 1984. 

Publications of the Faculty and Staff, 1973-74 (74-75, 75­
76). Hamil ton, Ontario: McMaster University 1974 
(l'::i75, l97b). 

Response to the Commission on the Future Development of the 
~!!i~~!.!l!l~! of Q!!!~!.l~. Ham i l ton , on tar 10": 
McMaster University, August 19d4. (No committee 
cited) 



240 

Mc.Master University Response to the Preliminary Report of the 
Committee on the Future Role of Universities in 
ontar:lo.-- iiamiTton ,-ontar io:-- M-c:Ma:ste-.r-ui11vers-i ty:­
May 1981. (No committee cited). 

Ontario Council on University Affairs. The Ontario 
University System: ~ Statement of Issues.- Tororlt.o7 
Ministry of Colleges and Universities, 1980. 

Ontario Council on University Affairs. ~Y~!~~ 

~~!iEE~li~~!iEE~ ~ ~~~EEE~iElll!Y ~E~ ~E 
~EE~.£!!::!~i!Y . Toronto : M i n i s t r y of Co 11 e g es and 
Universities, 1980. 

Silhouette. Hamilton, Ontario: MSU Vol. 55, #3, 1984. 

http:Issues.-Tororlt.o7

	Structure Bookmarks



