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The com m ents that fo llow  provide a m ore  deta iled response to the PAG IC
R eport than w e were able  to  provide in  our in itia l response in  Decem ber (reprin ted
in  the Faculty Association Newsletter, D ecem ber 1993).  W e have not, how ever,
a ttem pted to  dea l w ith  a ll 58 recom m endations in  the PA G IC  R eport, pre ferring
instead to com m ent on those sections that m ost directly affect facu lty, viz. Sections
1, 2 , 3 , 4  and 6.

In our in itia l response w e la id  out our ob jections in  princip le  to the PAG IC
R eport, nam ely, tha t it is  heed less o f the history of M cM aster U niversity,
insensitive  to  our trad itions o f co lleg ia lity, and potentia lly  destructive o f the
acknow ledged purposes and va lues o f a  un iversity.  W e poin ted out that the
advisory group, in  going beyond the im m ediate  budgetary concerns it w as charged
w ith  considering, m ade recom m endations for change that should  properly be
considered w ith in  the custom ary academ ic bodies of the U niversity .  In  our view  it
is not good m anagem ent practice for a  sm all group of ind iv idua ls ho ld ing sim ilar
v iew s to  put forw ard sw eeping proposals for change covering every aspect o f our
academ ic existence and endeavour, particu larly w hen these are accom panied by
deadlines for the ir im plem entation which leave the im pression that there are few
alternatives and hence that there is little  need for debate.

O ther un ivers ities are  of course facing problem s very m uch like ours.  O n
14 February 1994 the University o f Toronto published a docum ent that is  in  m any
respects the ir equiva lent to  the PA G IC  R eport:  "P lann ing for 2000:  A P rovostia l
W hite Paper on U nivers ity O bjectives", care fu lly labelled not Final Report but
"D R AFT".  In  the In troduction the Provost and V ice-P rovost re flect upon the
process of m aking  changes and the  experience a t ne ighbouring  un iversities:

The process o f m aking these cho ices in  a  num ber o f o ther
un iversities has been essentia lly  "top-dow n"; a  com m ittee or set o f
com m ittees organized at the centra l leve l have developed overa ll
p lans to  be im plem ented in  the div is ions.  W e are not aware o f any
notab le  successes w ith  th is approach.

The PAG IC  R eport, w e subm it, represents but another a ttem pt a t such top-dow n
planning  tha t offers little prom ise o f success.

D iscussions last Spring betw een m em bers of the Executive of the Faculty
Associa tion and the Provost that led to  the estab lishm ent o f PAG IC  focused,
a lm ost exclusive ly, on the nature o f the budgeting process and the m eans by
w hich reductions cou ld  be ach ieved in  the operating costs o f the University.  The
Faculty Associa tion rem ains convinced that these issues are vita lly  im portant, the
m ore so in  view  of the m ounting evidence that the public fund ing of the un iversities
in  th is P rovince w ill be further restricted in  the years ahead.  The Associa tion is not
persuaded, how ever, that the prescrip tions put forward in  the PAG IC  R eport are
either adequate or appropriate ones to rem edy the  prob lem s tha t confron t us.
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The precise leve ls of the financia l cuts that w ill be required over the next few  years are
unknown.  The PAG IC  R eport identifies "a  need, on an annual basis, for $7 m illion to  $9 m illion in
reduced costs or increases to revenue," but specifies no clear tim e period  over w hich these
reductions m ay have to  be m ade.  The ir target leve l a lso includes both  operating and cap ita l
expenditures w hich typ ica lly in  the past, both  w ith in  th is U niversity and the Province, have been
treated separate ly and d ifferently.  The Associa tion accepts the argum ent that cuts w ill be
required, but insists that m uch m ore deta iled analysis and m ore critica l, open d iscussion of the
resu ltant pro jections are requ ired before any firm  targets can be estab lished.

The obvious facts tha t PAG IC  in its w ork w ent w ell beyond a  review  of budgetary m atters,
that as a  body it w as not form ally constitu ted by e ither the Senate or the Board so as to  be
broadly representative o f a ll sectors o f the University com m unity, and that its R eport w as hera lded
not just as an advisory one, but rather as a p lan to  reshape the U niversity, he lp  expla in  the sharp
critic ism s that have been vo iced over m any of its  recom m endations.  In  the ir Report, the m em bers
of PAG IC  are com m endably open in acknow ledging the be lie fs  that gu ided the ir w ork but, in  the ir
conclusions, are  insuffic iently sensitive  to  the existence of o ften qu ite  contrad ictory be lie fs he ld  by
m any other m em bers o f the University com m unity.  Nor do they acknow ledge as openly as m any
w ou ld w ish, tha t as principles the ir be liefs have not been endorsed in any earlier offic ia l po licy
statem ents of the  U niversity.

The Faculty Associa tion is sym pathetic to  m any of the critic ism s of the Report that
ind iv iduals and departm ents have put forw ard  and, in  the paragraphs that fo llow , its opposition to
certa in  o f the Report's  recom m endations, especia lly those having to  do w ith  facu lty rem uneration,
w ill be m ade clear.  But the Associa tion read ily concedes that the Report does draw  attention to  a
num ber of o ther im portant issues having to  do w ith  the governance and operation of th is
U nivers ity and in  offering com m ents on these, the Association indicates its w illingness to support,
and contribute  to , further d iscussions o f these proposals in  whatever forum s are appropria te .  The
m ost appropria te  forum  for consideration of the entire  Report is  Senate.  W e are p leased, then,
that the Provost in  h is "S ta tus R eport" o f 31 January 1994 on PAG IC  has ind icated that he in tends
to  send the PA G IC  R eport to  Senate for d iscussion.

1  Decision-making and Academic Governance

Recommendations 1.1 and 1.2

In  its d iscussion of "financia l considerations in  decis ion-m aking processes", the R eport
addresses tw o m ajor concerns that have surfaced in  recent years —  the lack o f any invo lvem ent
of Senate in  the budgeting process and the absence of any coord ination betw een the activ ities o f
academ ic p lann ing on the one hand and budgeting on the other.  The Associa tion agrees that
these concerns are rea l and dem and so lutions.

The proposal em bodied in  Recom m endation 1.2 , that a  new  Senate F inance Com m ittee
—  as w e w ould pre fer such a com m ittee be ca lled, ra ther than the cum bersom e Senate
R esources and Accountability C om m ittee —  replace the existing President's Budget Com m ittee
(PBC ) and the  Board/Senate C om m ittee  on Academ ic P lanning  (BSC AP), is in several respects a
bo ld  one.

To begin  w ith , there are som e obvious jurisd ictiona l d ifficu lties that lie  in  the path  o f the
establishm ent of a Senate F inance C om m ittee, notab ly that of the present ro le  that the Faculty
Association  has in the  appo intm ent of facu lty m em bers to the PBC .  The Association  w ou ld have
preferred that any such proposal for a  change in  th is arrangem ent had first been d iscussed in  the
Jo in t C om m ittee before being m ade public in  the m anner o f th is R eport.  Neverthe less, the
Association agrees that th is is a negotiab le  issue and is prepared to engage in  such d iscussions. 
The Associa tion shares the view  that the goal o f estab lish ing a broadly-based com m ittee that
w ould have the responsib ility  of determ in ing the overa ll budget priorities w ith in  the U niversity  is
one that should  be rea lized.
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There  are  a num ber o f im portant deta ils about the C om m ittee 's com position, the m ethod
of appoin tm ent o f its  m em bers and its reporting re la tionsh ips that are , unfortunate ly, g lossed over
in  the PA G IC  R eport.  For exam ple, if Senate is to  have a m eaningfu l ro le  in  "considering financia l
m atters" it hard ly m akes sense to  have the new  Senate Com m ittee reporting first to  the Board and
rece iv ing  on ly a lagged response from  the  Senate, as is proposed.  Aga in, these sam e critic ism s
have been vo iced already by o thers and the ir suggestions should  be heeded in  further
d iscussions o f th is proposal by Senate.

In  proposing that BSC AP be abolished, PAG IC  offers no evidence or argum ent for the ir
v iew  that academ ic p lann ing "cannot be form ulated effective ly by a  com m ittee".  W e do accept
that there  is, probably, w idespread agreem ent that BSC AP in  its present form  is not work ing w ell. 
But th is ongoing experience does not m ean that the concept o f an academ ic p lann ing com m ittee
is w rong.  It is  w orth  recalling in  th is context, that in  the la te  1970s w hen BSC AP 's predecessor,
the LR PC , w as chaired by facu lty  m em bers such as Professors R . G illesp ie and C . Jago and d id
not include as m any adm in istra tors as BSC AP does, sign ificant p lann ing work w as accom plished.

The "academ ic p lan" is the expression of w hat a  un iversity  is and w hat it hopes to  be in
the fu ture .  The m em bers o f PAG IC  be lieve that in  the fu ture , "w e can do better, in  few er
activ ities, for less m oney".  Perhaps, but on ly if facu lty are invo lved  at an  early stage in those
decis ion-m aking processes that have to  do w ith  what we w ill and w ill not do.  The Provost, and
other adm in istra tors, should  certa in ly be instrum enta l in  deve lop ing and proposing m odifica tions
to  the academ ic p lan.  But there m ust be facu lty input a t a ll stages and not sim ply w hen the plan
is presented to  Senate  for approval.

A  m ajor structura l change in  governance as is proposed here in  the Report requ ires
deta iled study and p lann ing.  The determ ination of the appropria te  size and com position of the
study group is in  itse lf no sim ple  m atter.  Senate needs to  be g iven the prim ary responsib ility  for
considering these m atters.  Senate ought soon to  address the tasks o f review ing the ro le  and
character o f BSC AP and of decid ing upon the appropriate form  of Senate 's invo lvem ent in  the
budgeting  process.

Recommendations 1.3 and 1.4

The observations by PAG IC  that both the U ndergraduate C ouncil and the G raduate
C ouncil spend a lo t o f tim e in  dea ling w ith  routine curricu lar m atters that have a lready been
considered extensive ly a t the leve ls o f departm ents and Faculties and that m uch of th is review
w ork cou ld  be better accom plished by the Associa te  Deans, w ill be read ily endorsed by anyone
w ho has served on these bodies o f la te .

O ne or tw o inform ed com m entators on the  R eport have stressed, how ever, tha t these
bodies cou ld , and should , have far m ore im portant ro les to  p lay in  policy m aking and program m e
planning  and deve lopm ent.  W e agree  and note further, tha t the  setting  of the  agendas for these
C ouncils is critica l in  determ in ing the ir activ ities and ro les and if im portant issues are not be ing
placed before them , then the academ ic adm in istra to rs m ust shoulder the responsib ility  fo r th is
neglect.

By the sam e token, the proposal that the tw o Councils be rep laced by a  s ing le  new  body
of Senate w ill p rovide no so lu tion to  the perce ived m ala ise o f the existing councils if the sam e
disregard and lack o f a ttention persists in  regard to  determ in ing its agenda.

Again , w e urge Senate to  assum e the responsib ility  for review ing the functions and
structures o f the  tw o C ouncils.

In  its R ecom m endation 1.4 , PAG IC  has focused on a  governance issue that is, w e agree,
of grow ing concern and increasing cost.  The authors o f the Report focus on the sub ject o f
student appeals but w ould agree, w e assum e, that facu lty appeals in  a ll o f the ir w idening form s
are o f equal concern.  W e strong ly support the ir recom m endation that "Senate appoin t an ad hoc
com m ittee  to review  the  num erous quasi-jud ic ia l hearings and appea l com m ittees tha t now  exist
in a ll areas of cam pus life".
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Recommendations 1.5 to 1.10

R ecom m endation 1.5  that suggests that "the President and vice-presidents each provide a
brie f annual report to  the un iversity com m unity on the ir e fforts and accom plishm ents" has our
support though w e w ou ld add tha t each report should pay heed to the  ind iv idual's ob jectives as
spelled out in  h is or her previous year's report.

W e also agree that there  is a need for a  review  of "the structure  and responsib ilities of the
President and vice-presidents" (R ecom m endation 1.6), but ob ject to  the proposal that th is review
be conducted by "the Hum an Resources C om m ittee of the Board o f G overnors."  These sen ior
officers are , w ith  one exception, facu lty m em bers and the ir principa l duties are  concerned w ith  the
academ ic life o f the  U niversity.  It w as Senate tha t earlier decided upon the  roles o f m any of these
positions, particu larly so in  regard to  the different vice-presidents, and it should  be Senate that
has the principa l responsib ility  for conducting any new  review .  The Board w ill have, w e assum e,
the fina l responsib ility  for approving any revised ro les and responsib ilities o f these sen ior
positions.

W e are concerned over PAG IC 's view  of the ro le of the Provost s ince it d iffers sharp ly
from  that expressed by the U nivers ity com m unity in  the recent past.  The Provost's ro le  in  facu lty
appoin tm ents, tenure and prom otion was d iscussed and review ed at the tim e of the revis ion of the
relevant po licy in 1992 and a particular proposa l at tha t tim e from  the  Provost tha t w ou ld have
reduced that officer's ro le  in  such m atters w as not supported by the jo in t Senate/Faculty
Association dra fting com m ittee, nor by the Faculty Association Executive, nor by the Senate
C om m ittee on Appoin tm ents.  W e oppose strong ly, therefore, that section of R ecom m endation
1.7 that would assign to the D ean of G raduate S tudies "those m atters re la ting to facu lty
appointm ents currently handled by the Provost's office."

W e are  not attracted by the proposal (R ecom m endation 1.7) that the D ean of G raduate
S tud ies be renam ed Associa te  Provost.  O ne form er D ean of G raduate S tud ies has published a
critique o f th is proposal that w e find persuasive.  W e conclude, as w e believe he does, that the
long-term  costs o f such a change are like ly to  outweigh by far the ra ther triv ia l advantages
suggested by PAG IC .

R ecom m endation 1.8  has been dealt w ith  by the work and report o f the Atkinson
C om m ittee.  W e poin t out that the Atkinson Com m ittee "w as unable  to  ascerta in  if there are any
financia l benefits to  m oving the responsib ilities for graduate payro ll out o f the SG S," though they
agree that the current practices leave som eth ing to  be desired.

The proposal that the ad hoc position of Assistant to  the Provost be form alized as a Senate
appointm ent (R ecom m endation 1.9) does not have our support.  In  the current econom ic clim ate
the em phasis should  be p laced upon reducing the num ber o f adm in istra tive  positions, not
increasing them .  Besides, w e understand that th is position w as created orig ina lly in 1984 m ain ly
to  oversee the work o f the academ ic program m e assessm ents which then invo lved m any externa l
consultants .  Th is is no longer the case and the adm in istra tive w ork associated w ith  the period ic
review s m ust be lighter.  In  recent years m any of the Provost's responsib ilities concerned w ith
undergraduate  education have been delegated to  the Assistant to the Provost.  In  our view , th is
delegation has not served undergraduate  education at M cM aster w ell.  The Provost should
partic ipate  d irectly  in undergraduate  m atters.  It is like ly that som e of the d ifficu lties enum erated in
PAG IC  w ith  regard to  Undergraduate Council a re  due to  th is de legation.  The Chair o f
U ndergraduate C ouncil appears to have a low er pro file  since the de legation of undergraduate
m atters to the Assistant to  the Provost.  Further, the effect of m any of the other PAG IC
recom m endations (for exam ple, the reassignm ent of the responsib ility  for in ter-d iscip linary
program m es), if im plem ented, w ould seem  to m ake th is position, even in  its present form ,
unnecessary.

In  regard to  Recom m endation 1.10 we assum e that a ll academ ic stipends a t M cM aster
are review ed period ica lly w ith  a view  to  keeping them  in line w ith  those paid at o ther com parable
universities.  If those for our cha irs are  low  by com parison, then w e agree they should  be
increased.
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2  Resource Allocation

Recommendations 2.1 to 2.6

The heavy em phasis w hich is g iven in  the PAG IC  R eport to the use of the com posite
m easure, "to ta l d irect costs per Basic Incom e Unit", as the key ind icator in  determ in ing a
departm ent's or program m e's effectiveness has been w ide ly critic ized and, w e contend, justifiab ly
so.

It is  no t that w e have any quarrel w ith the  use of quantitative ind icators; on  the  contrary,
w e hope it is  the case that our academ ic adm in istra tors are  continua lly review ing m any sets o f
num bers and inte rpreting them  w ise ly.  But the proposed re liance w hich is to  be p laced upon th is
one m easure is w rong for several reasons.

F irst, the m easure is obviously not re levant in  the assessm ent o f the effectiveness and
effic iency of som e of the m ajor cost-centres on cam pus.  The authors of the PAG IC  R eport
e ffective ly concede th is po in t in  the ir neglect o f both  the adm in istra tive  departm ents o f the
U niversity and the Faculty of H ealth  Sciences.  W e agree that the use of the B IU -based m easure
w ould not be appropria te  in those situations, though for d ifferent reasons.  But the concession in
regard to  H ealth  Sciences carries w ith  it a  m essage that is  ignored by the PAG IC  authors.  If it is
difficult or m eaning less to draw  com parisons betw een program m es in H ea lth S ciences and those
in  the arts or sciences w ith  regard to  B IU -based m easures, so too is it equally d ifficu lt and at tim es
m eaning less to m ake the  sam e com parisons betw een o ther "professional" program m es and those
in  the arts and sciences.  The fact that data  are ava ilab le  for Business and Engineering should  not
obscure the fact that these program m es have quite  d ifferent em phases and educationa l
ob jectives from  the program m es in  the arts and sciences and the use of a  s ing le  m easure to  draw
com parisons betw een them  is fraught w ith m any dangers.

Second, because it is a com posite  m easure the "d irect cost per B IU " w ill re flect, in
d ifferent contexts and at d ifferent tim es, the weighting of factors that m ay have noth ing at a ll to  do
w ith program m e effectiveness.  The age and hence sa lary pro file  of a departm ent's teaching staff
is one factor, for exam ple, that w ill be sign ificant in  the ca lcu lations.  A  departm ent m ay m ainta in
qu ite  buoyant enro lm ents over a  num ber o f years, but as its facu lty m em bers age and m ove up
the sa lary pro file  its leve l o f d irect costs per B IU  w ill increase.

Th ird , the use of the m easure w ill sure ly provide the w rong incentive for any departm ent or
program m e seeking to  im prove is e ffectiveness.  A departm ent need only focus upon offering
popular, la rge enro lm ent service courses to  im prove considerab ly its ra ting in  term s of cost per
B IU .  And in the rea lization of these loca l goals there m ight w ell be created a b ias against sensib le
and effective g lobal p lanning.  It is , after a ll, conceivable that it m ay be in  the best in terests of a
univers ity p lan for the institu tion to cease offering a program m e or tw o for w hich the B IU  counts
are hea lthy in order tha t other activ ities, m ore in line  w ith the  U niversity 's strengths and
opportun ities, m ight be undertaken.

Fourth, bu t m ost im portan t, the  enshrin ing  of th is "cost per B IU " calculation  represents a
sim plistic and m echanistic approach to academ ic p lanning and decis ion-m aking that is unsuited to
the com plexity o f the University.  The PA G IC  R eport notes, adm itted ly, that the costs have to  be
ba lanced against the  quality of the  contribu tions m ade to the  U niversity 's goals but, w ith its focus
upon only the cost side of the equation, the R eport conveys the strong im pression that th is is to
be the overrid ing considera tion.  M ight the U nivers ity w ish to m ainta in  a sm all h igh-quality
program m e for w hich the d irect costs  per B IU  were h igh?  W e th ink it qu ite  like ly on academ ic
grounds, but m ost un likely if the PAG IC  ph ilosophy preva ils.

A  fina l note  in regard to  the use of B IU  counts is a rem inder of the fact that the O ntario
governm ent has estab lished recently  another com m ittee to  review  the funding of the Province 's
un iversities.  W hether the BIU  system  w ith  a ll o f its  d ifferent program m e weightings and the
"corridor" m echan ism  w ill com e under scrutiny rem ains to be seen, but it w ou ld surely be unw ise
to proceed now  on the assum ption that they w ill not.



Faculty Association Response to PAGIC Report 6

Recommendations 2.7 and 2.8

These recom m endations for setting aside the better part of $3 m illion to pay for costs
associated  w ith im plem enting  the  PAG IC  proposa ls and for deferred  bu ild ing  m aintenance rest
upon assum ptions ra ther than carefu l estim ates o f like ly costs.  In  any case, recent
announcem ents of governm ent "in frastructure grants", for w hich un iversities are e lig ib le , m ay w ell
reduce the need to  set aside such large sum s for bu ild ing m aintenance.

Recommendation 2.9

This recom m endation is an extension of the previous recom m endations w hich ask that
resources in  the University be a llocated on the basis o f B IU  m easures.  In  th is recom m endation
part o f the funding for graduate  students, the Teaching Assistant a llo tm ents, is  to  go preferentia lly
to  departm ents w ith  h igh undergraduate enro lm ents.  W e would  like  to  see a fu ll-sca le  d iscussion
of th is recom m endation in  a  representative University body such as G raduate Council.  The
recom m endation asks for a  drastic change in  the way TA  a llo tm ents are  m ade and in  the
understanding of the purpose of TAs.  PAG IC  notes on p. 22 that TA  allo tm ents w ere form erly
m ade on the basis o f graduate program m e strength and suggests that in  the fu ture  they should  be
m ade in  term s of undergraduate instructional needs.  TAs are no longer seen as an essentia l part
o f the graduate student learn ing experience; they are m ore close ly a part o f the undergraduate
teach ing enterprise.  There m ust be a  clear d iscussion of the effects that th is change w ill have on
strong graduate program m es tha t have sm all undergraduate program m es.  W ithout TAs these
graduate program m es w ill not be in  a position to attract the best graduate students.  G raduate
students w ill go e lsew here  and M cM aster m ay eventually lose som e of its strongest graduate
program m es.  

Recommendation 2.10

Senate has recently approved m ajor changes to the d istribution of undergraduate
scholarsh ips and in  the am ounts awarded.

3  Revenue Generation

Recommendation 3.1 and 3.2

R ecom m endation 3.1 asks that departm ents develop program m es that w ill genera te
m oney through tu ition.  W e would  like  to  add a w ord o f caution:  such program m es should  never
be seen as the prim ary function of the University.  There is the danger that tim e and energy spent
on these a lternatives w ill be tim e and m oney taken aw ay from  basic teaching responsib ilities.  In
addition , s ince  not all departm ents in the  U niversity can do this w ith equal ease, the  lack o f such
opportun ities to generate revenue m ust never be taken as a negative m easure and used aga inst
any departm ent or program m e.

Recommendations 3.3 and 3.4

These recom m endations deal w ith  prom oting contract research.  There is considerable
debate about the grow ing em phasis in  the University on contract research and the potentia l
dangers inherent in  prom oting contract research.  O ur in itia l response to  the PAG IC  R eport
com m ented  at som e length on this danger if a proper ba lance betw een contract and curiosity-
driven  research is not m aintained.  M any peop le have  expressed the  fear tha t seeking  contract
research inh ib its academ ic freedom  and severe ly curta ils independence; it a llow s outsiders to  set
our research agenda for us and could u ltim ate ly resu lt in  our not do ing im portant research sim ply
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because it cannot be funded by contract.  O thers have poin ted out that the recom m endations
m ade here w ill have an effect contrary to  that in tended:  increasing overhead w ill actua lly lim it
opportun ities for contract research.

Recommendations 3.5 to 3.8

The Associa tion has long taken the position that the Developm ent O ffice  (the fund-ra is ing
arm  of the University) ought to  be se lf-susta in ing.  As the operating budget is put under extrem e
pressure in the im m ediate  fu tu re, the need to  finance fund-ra is ing on a cost-recovery basis w ill
becom e ever m ore im perative.  Faculty  w ill w illing ly g ive "priority  and support" to  the w ork of th is
office  when they can see that the Developm ent O ffice  actua lly adds to  the operating budget
instead of costing $2.2  m illion as a t present.  W hile  there m ay be good reasons for encourag ing
specific  fund-ra is ing activ ities in  ind iv idua l Facu lties, the University should  be seen as one and
m oney ra ised should  consequently be d istributed equitab ly am ong the Faculties.  "D e-centra lized
fund-ra is ing activ ities" as advocated here would  over tim e run the risk o f creating rich  and poor
Facu lties w ith in the  U niversity.

4  Faculty Career Development and Remuneration

Section 4 concerns "Faculty C areer D evelopm ent and R em uneration."  The
recom m endations in  th is section appear to  have tw o purposes: (1) to  provide options for
a lternative career paths and part-tim e em ploym ent for tenured facu lty, and (2) to  insure that there
is accountability  of the facu lty  for the ir research and teaching.  The first goal is a lready rea lized in
th is U niversity, and has been supported by the Faculty Associa tion.  The authors o f PAG IC  seem
unaware o f the po licy, agreed to  by the adm in istra tion and the Faculty Associa tion, and described
to facu lty by P resident A lv in  Lee in  a  le tter dated O ctober 29, 1982:

The U niversity is ready to  consider any proposal for any facu lty m em ber on regu lar
appointm ent that would have the effect of re lieving the U nivers ity of part o f its
budgetary ob ligation to  h im  or her.  Any proposal for leave and/or reduced
w orkload proposed by a  facu lty m em ber and acceptab le  to  the Chairm an, the
D ean, and the V ice-P resident, Academ ic, w ill be recom m ended to  the President
fo r h is approval.

In add ition , as ind icated  in the PAG IC  R eport, bo th the  H um anities and Science Facu lties have
passed docum ents tha t describe  alterna tive career paths for non-researching  facu lty.

The Faculty Associa tion also agrees w ith  the second goal.  A fu ll-tim e facu lty m em ber
should certa in ly dem onstra te that he or she is a productive, fu ll-tim e m em ber o f the U nivers ity
com m unity.  W e disagree, how ever, w ith the PAG IC  recom m endations for ach ieving th is goal. 
These  recom m endations seem  to  provide severa l, redundant m echanism s to  insure that nobody
is abusing the system  (despite the PAG IC  conclusion that the num ber o f abusers is very sm all).  It
is not clear how  these various proposals are  re la ted to  each other, or w hether the adoption of
som e of these proposals w ill obvia te the need to adopt others. 

W e also take exception to  an assum ption im plic it in  th is section of the PAG IC  R eport, and
explic it on page 13 of the PA G IC  Background Paper: "the nature o f the CP/M  schem e at
M cM aster, w hich provides h igher sa laries for sen iority, is  sure ly prem ised on the notion that
senior facu lty are m ore productive, and of m ore value to  the institu tion because of that."  W e
understand our em ploym ent agreem ent to  be one w here our sa lary over a  career re flects our
output over a  career.  M ost facu lty begin  the ir career a t re la tive ly low  sa laries com pared w ith  o ther
availab le  options.  To ad just sa lary dow nw ard in  the last ha lf o f a facu lty m em ber's career
because of a  fa ilu re  to  m eet ever-increasing expecta tions o f output w ould  be un just since in  the
firs t ha lf of an academ ic career the sa lary pa id rare ly re flects the full va lue of scholarly output.
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Recommendation 4.1

     "A  schem e of period ic post-tenure review " (to  be in  p lace by th is Ju ly) is  advocated.  The
section  starts by noting that "The institu tion of academ ic tenure ... is  under siege" (p . 30).  Indeed
it is .  There have been critic ism s of tenure as long as there has been tenure.  This is not the  place
to  recite  the abuses o f academ ics that have taken place when they are not pro tected by tenure,
and the advantages that have accrued to  the com m unity  by having tenured facu lty  speak the ir
m inds.  If w e believe tenure is an im portant aspect o f our job (and an asset to  the com m unity), the
very brie f R ecom m endation 4.1 is particu larly invid ious: "That a schem e of period ic post-tenure
review  be introduced for all tenured  and tenure-track [sic] facu lty, to  be in  p lace by Ju ly 1, 1994." 
W hat th is m eans is not c lear.  A ll facu lty now  m ust com plete annua l activ ity reports.  Do such
reports, perhaps expanded to include a  longer "m em ory," a "progress report of progress reports"
(p . 30), constitu te  the "post-tenure review ."  The "progress report o f progress reports" (p . 30) can
be incorporated in  the annual perform ance review .  That is, there cou ld  be a  section in  which the
ind iv idua l ind icates how  the current research is re la ted to  that w hich has been com pleted in  the
past.

Is  th is really a proposal for an expanded annual activ ity  report, or som eth ing e lse?  Is it
intended as a regular re-review  of the  tenure status o f tenured  facu lty, w ith procedures very m uch
like those in  p lace that awarded tenure in  the first p lace, and w ith  the possib ility  o f revocation of
tenure?  If th is is the case, the "post-tenure review  ... for a ll tenured facu lty" is a contrad iction in
term s. 

Recommendation 4.2

This is the recom m endation that non-research ing facu lty be g iven greater teaching loads. 
W e do not understand how  th is recom m endation (4 .2) is re la ted to  4 .3  (the "5 /6"
recom m endation).  Recom m endation  4.3 (p. 35) proposes tha t facu lty not rece iv ing  the  research
supplem ent undertake additiona l teach ing to  obta in  the supplem ent.  That is, under the provis ions
of 4 .2 , the facu lty  m em ber w ho is not deem ed a researcher w ill undertake additional teaching ("s ix
to 12 units").  Under the  next recom m endation , the  non-researcher w ill undertake  to do tw ice
norm al teach ing to  obta in  the fina l 1 /6  o f sa lary.  W e are not sure o f the com putationa l procedures
used by PAG IC , but it would  seem  that the effect o f the tw o recom m endations w ould  produce an
im possib le  situation.  As ind icated in  our pre lim inary position paper, a  non-researcher m ight
assum e a teaching load of 54 un its as a com bined result of Recom m endations 4.2 and 4.3. 
D espite  the fact that th is teaching w ould be spread over the ca lendar year for the non-researcher,
the load w ould  be excessive.

The PAG IC  R eport asserts that "no perm ission is requ ired" to  im plem ent th is change:
"This is som eth ing that is  in the pow er of the chairs" (p . 34).  In  fact, post-PAG IC  discussions in
severa l departm ents ind icate that the term s of re ference for C hairs  are  am biguous on th is m atter. 
Thus,  contrary to  the routing in form ation in  PAG IC , th is recom m endation would  need discussion
in Senate to clarify the term s of re ference for C hairs . 

Recommendation 4.3

This is the "5/6" proposal.  There are severa l prob lem s w ith  th is.  (1) As ind icated in
PAG IC , there are not m any research underach ievers that w ould  be a ffected by th is ru le .  The
proposed so lu tion does not deal w ith  th is prob lem  effic iently.  It m akes no sense to  set up a
com petition for an award w hich w ill be w on by at least 90%  of the applicants.  (2) if th is
recom m endation is im plem ented for non-researchers, the teach ing load becom es unrea listic.  (3)
Again, the various recom m endations seem  to  be inadequate ly re la ted to  each other.  Th is
recom m endation seem s one w ay of im plem enting 4.5  [m odification of C P /M  schem e], but it
seem s inappropriate to present it as a separa te proposal.  It m ay be im portant to  m odify the C P/M
schem e, but w hy this w ay?  (4 ) H ow  is the application for the 1/6  top-up to  be judged?  W hat is
the appeal procedure?  The PAG IC  R eport suggests in  recom m endation 1.4 that there are
a lready too m any hearings and appeal com m ittees.  Yet th is proposal w ill add one m ore.  (5) The
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1/6 o f sa lary obta ined for research accom plishm ent cou ld  easily becom e a flexib le  item  as
budgets get m ore strained, becom ing  a true  com petition  w ith w inners and losers.  It is  very easy
to  ad just the crite ria for such a top-up and thus save m oney in hard tim es.     (6) Th is
recom m endation w ill put us a t d isadvantage in  recru iting new  facu lty if our com petition does not
have sim ilar contract provis ions. (7) S ince the "P rogressive D iscip line" po licy (now  under
d iscussion) w ill p rovide a m echanism  for dealing w ith  non-productive facu lty, w hat is the va lue of
th is 5 /6  m echanism ?  Is it an a lternative to  invoking the progressive d iscip line procedure?  Is the
facu lty m em ber perform ing at threshold  sub ject to  threats from  both the 5/6  policy and the
progressive d iscipline  po licy?

Recommendation 4.4

This is the recom m endation that the tu ition w aiver be rep laced by a capped bursary.  W e
do not understand w hy there is a  focus on the tu ition benefit (ra ther than other fringe benefits o f
em ploym ent)?   Accord ing to the R eport, "in recent m onths, M cM aster has been critic ized for its
po licy of provid ing tu ition w aivers to  the dependents of facu lty  and sta ff" (p . 36).  Sure ly w e should
not sim ply ad just a benefit because of "critic ism ."  An argum ent needs to be presented to justify
such critic ism .  The w aiver is not a g ift.  Faculty and staff have th is benefit as a result of a
negotia ted agreem ent (m uch as w e have denta l and vis ion benefits).  That is, it w as proposed and
agreed upon as an a lternative to  sa lary increases.  It w as im plem ented for facu lty in  April, 1986 as
part of our Jo in t C om m ittee  agreem ent.  Both sides to  the agreem ent be lieved that there w ere
financia l benefits to  the University from  the waiver.  The 1986 report o f the Jo in t C om m ittee
Agreem ent to  the Board of G overnors (a t the ir Ju ly m eeting) po inted out that "m any O ntario
U nivers ities w aive tu ition fees for the dependents of facu lty m em bers.  The cost of this to the
University is more readily absorbed than a further pay increase" (em phasis added).

Recommendation 4.5

This is the  recom m endation  tha t "the  un iversity exp lore w ith the  Facu lty Association  w ays
of m odifying the career progress/m erit (C P /M ) schem e."  The Faculty Associa tion agrees that
such d iscussions are  im portant.  H ow ever, it is not clear how  R ecom m endation 4.5 is re la ted to
4.3 (5 /6 recom m endation).  

Recommendation 4.6

This recom m endation has to  do w ith  re leased tim e.  W e agree that ru les regu la ting
released tim e need to be clarified .  As the  pream ble to th is section  points out, peop le rece ive
released tim e for m any reasons.  It is  no t c lear w hy only the  released tim e o f d irectors of research
institu tes should  be clarified.  W hy not a ll re leased tim e?

Summary of Section 4

There are prob lem s w ith  the way in  which non-research ing facu lty are  to  be treated (as
described in Section 4), but the idea of a lte rnate  career paths and the option of part-tim e
em ploym ent for sen ior facu lty is good.  M uch of th is section, however, appears to  be a  w itch hunt
for facu lty w ho m ay be rece iv ing fu ll-tim e pay for less-than-fu ll-tim e work.  A m em ber o f the
Faculty Associa tion has com m ented that "th is section is a  sort o f m anual for the punishm ent o f
offending facu lty."  N on-productive facu lty m ay be punished in  too m any w ays: (a) g iven only 5/6
sa lary; (b) be a ffected by C P/M  potentia l schem e m odifica tion (e .g ., negative m erit); (c) be
d iscip lined (e ither as a  resu lt o f a  new , "progressive d iscip line" po licy, or by im plem entation of
existing facu lty perform ance eva luations).  Here PAG IC  has stra ined after a  gnat and sw allow ed a
cam el.  It w ould seem  that a sing le , coherent, progressive d iscip line po licy is a ll that is  needed. 
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6  Academic Structures and the Provision of Instruction

Recommendation 6.1

This recom m endation has offended, threatened, or infu ria ted a large num ber of ind iv iduals
in  every departm ent sing led out for rea lignm ent or am algam ation.  The history behind, and the
factors that seem ing ly drove, the proposed regroupings d iffer in  each case.  W hat is shared is an
absence of any ind ication that a  true consideration of academ ic factors, quality o f program m e,
im portance in  the U nivers ity, graduate program m e strength and scholarsh ip , was taken in to
account.  The  prim ary decis ion  m ust be m ade on academ ic grounds.

R ealignm ents and am algam ations can on ly be productive if they are tru ly accepted, and
pre ferably in itia ted, by the departm ents invo lved.  C ontrary to the rhetoric of the PAG IC  R eport,
none of those suggested apparently had grass-roots support and in  severa l cases the
recom m endations were m ade in  the know ledge that departm ents w ere opposed for w hat they
believe to  be cogent academ ic reasons.  A t least for the D epartm ents of A rt &  Art H isto ry, M usic
and D ram a the effect o f the PA G IC  R eport has been destructive and dem ora liz ing and has
crea ted  unnecessary div is iveness and antagon ism  am ong facu lty w ith in these departm ents.

If am algam ations or rea lignm ents are  to  be im posed, decis ions m ust com e from  an
appropria te  academ ic decis ion-m aking body o f the University w here there is confidence that
academ ic factors w ere appropria te ly considered.  In  fact, recom m endation 6.1  appeared to  pre-
em pt the proposed new  Senate F inance Com m ittee which PAG IC  recom m ends "should  have the
authority to recom m end the closure  (or am algam ation) o f program m es, un its or departm ents."

W e see th is recom m endation as m isch ievous to  the po in t o f irresponsib ility .  O f course,
academ ic structures w ill change over tim e, but w e are not at the stage w here such actions are
required.  Th is recom m endation has m ade our support s ta ff very apprehensive about the ir
positions and has dem ora lized sta ff and facu lty  a like.  It is not a t a ll clear how  m uch m oney w ould
be saved by the im plem entation of th is recom m endation.  Even on the cost side it appears that
m any of the savings proposed by m erg ing departm ents cou ld  be ach ieved by such steps as
cutting  duplication  of existing  courses across departm ents, cooperation  in P hD  supervis ion  and so
forth , w ithout forc ing form al am algam ations.  Further, if there were m ore flexib le  organization of
o ffice  sta ff, as proposed in  Section 8 o f PAG IC , departm ents would  not have to  be am algam ated
in  order to  cut down on sta ff positions.  Th is is another exam ple o f the ta il w agging the dog.

Recommendation 6.2

The problem  of the overlapping of d iscip lines in  the Faculties of Science and H ealth
Science has a long and com plex h isto ry behind it.  The difficu lties need to  be ironed out carefu lly
and over a period of tim e long enough to produce a w orkable so lu tion agreeable to a ll parties. 
PAG IC 's notion that everyth ing can be settled in tim e for im plem enta tion in the 1994-95 academ ic
year, like  its proposal to  m erge groups o f departm ents, is  g lib .

Recommendation 6.3

The recom m endation about the reporting structure  for research institu tes is prem ature : 
th is decis ion is greatly dependent on the outcom e of the review  of the position of the V ice-
P resident (Research).

Recommendation 6.4

W hile  the situation varies from  one program m e to  another, it is  not clear that assign ing
them  a ll to  a  Facu lty dean is the best so lu tion.  Som e program m es, w ith  good reason, fear that
th is change w ould  threaten the ir in terd iscip linary sta tus —  p lacing them  in  a  Faculty m ay threaten
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the ir very existence as deans grapple w ith the ir ow n budgets under devolution and are  forced to
m ake cuts.  There is rea l concern tha t program m es such as W om en 's S tud ies, Peace S tud ies,
new ly p laced in  a  Faculty, w ill have the weakest lobby in  that Facu lty.  They w ill put pressure on
already strained budgets and can be expected  to have  difficulty m eeting  the ir financial needs.

There are those who fear that the cancella tion of som e program m es is the "h idden
agenda" behind  this proposa l.  Aga in, th is is not an acceptab le w ay o f forc ing  any such decis ions,
w hich m ust be m ade prim arily on academ ic grounds.  W hy do A rts and Science and the Them e
Schools rem ain w ith  a  reporting structure to  the Provost un less a  decis ion has a lready been m ade
to provide them  w ith  specia l pro tection?

The U nivers ity needs to assess care fu lly w hat leve l of support it is  w illing to provide to
interdisciplinary program m es and to new  initiatives and then to devise a  structure for these
program m es that w ill best m eet those goals.  Each program m e should be considered separa te ly. 
Further study is needed and th is should  be carried out by a  Senate com m ittee.

Recommendations 6.5 and 6.6

These recom m endations about m on itoring  undergraduate curriculum  are further evidence
of the unevenness o f th is R eport.  These recom m endations deal w ith  very specific  and deta iled
issues w hich are the business o f the Undergraduate Curricu lum  C om m ittees or the
U ndergraduate  C ouncil.

Recommendations 6.7 to 6.9

These recom m endations about academ ic links w ith ne ighbouring un ivers ities and w ith
m odes of course delivery in  departm ents seem  out o f p lace and unnecessary as such activ ities
should  be on-go ing.

Recommendation 6.10

W hile  review  of course offerings w ith particu lar a ttention to duplication across departm ents
is som eth ing that w e support and be lieve should  be done on a  continuous basis by
U ndergraduate C ouncil (or perhaps by som e vers ion of the Senate F inance C om m ittee), w e
question the w isdom  of sing ling out low  enro lm ent courses for considera tion for cutting.  If a
program m e has a  sm all undergraduate enro lm ent, it w ill fo llow  that som e of the sen ior leve l
courses w ill have a sm all enrolm ent —  but are nonetheless essentia l to  provide the necessary
specia lized preparation for graduate  school.

PAG IC  asks "to  what extent do the course o fferings re flect the increasing specia liza tion of
the facu lty ra ther than the know ledge and skills  requ ired by the graduates?  Th is is a  loaded
question.  O f course the upper leve l undergraduate courses w ill re flect the particu lar in terest and
specia liza tion of facu lty.  W hat students rece ive from  such courses are not just know ledge and
skills .  Through such courses they experience first hand the excitem ent the researcher/scho lar
fee ls about im parting new  know ledge in  h is or her area.  There is an insp ira tiona l e lem ent and
these learn ing opportun ities o ften provide the ro le  m odelling experience that leads students to  opt
for an academ ic career.  How  does one m easure the ir va lue and cost?   Further, w e cou ld  not
keep our best facu lty if there were no opportun ity for them  to  teach the ir area of specia liza tion.

Recommendation 6.11

There is som e m erit to  th is recom m endation to  utilize fu lly the e lectron ic classroom , but it
is im portant that th is new  approach be carefu lly eva luated.  It is  not a t a ll c lear that it is  equal
academ ica lly, nor is it c lear that it is  cost e ffective .
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4

The foregoing com m ents are  responses to specific  proposals in  the PAG IC  R eport.  In
closing we would  like  once m ore to  draw  attention to  one of the m ost regrettab le  omissions o f the
PAG IC  R eport, nam ely, its  fa ilure to dea l w ith tw o m ajor areas of the  U niversity 's operations —
H ealth  Sciences and the adm in istra tive un its .  Together these tw o areas m ake up m ore than half
the U nivers ity 's opera ting budget, yet they are  scarce ly m entioned in  the R eport.  As a p lan to
reshape the University, the PA G IC  R eport is  not on ly unacceptab le  to  large sections o f the
M cM aster com m unity in m any of its  recom m endations, but is seriously flaw ed in its fa ilure to take
a m ore balanced view  of the University as a  w hole .

[The m em bers o f the Faculty Associa tion PA G IC  Assessm ent G roup (FAPAG ) are Lorra ine A llan,
D avid B lew ett (C hair), Phyllis G ranoff, M arianne Kristo fferson, W ayne Lew chuk, Shepard S iegel,
and Susan W att.  Les K ing and D aphne M aurer serve as consultants.]
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