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That this report is critical of certain of the proposals in the
Working Paper should not be permitted to obscure the fact that the
Committee on University Governance has done a conscientious job for
which its members must be congratulated.

However, a general weakness of the Working Paper is that it does

not provide a philosophical framework as a basis for the proposals on
restructuring the university system in British Columbia in that it does
not state clearly what reasonable goals for the universities are perceived
to be. It therefore does not state how the proposals would facilitate
- the achievement of such goals. Consequently we often had difficulty

in proposing alternatives to their proposals in the absence of a yardstick
. against which to measure them.

The main weakness of the proposals are certain undesirable con-
sequences that could follow implementation. ' Some proposals could make
the position of the president intolerable and even .untenable by making
him responsible to two bodies that conceivably could disagree and account-
able for decisions made by a committee and with which he may disagree.
Other proposals could tend to encourage the development of partisan
politics in Senate. Still others could reduce community participation
in university operation. ' '

Purposes of recommendations in this report are to clarify obscure
but important points and to indicate alternatives to proposals made .in
the Working Paper. Because of the complexity of the subject and of time
constraints, the report is concerned more with principles than with
details. For example, it is concerned with the identities of the con-~
stituents of a body but not with their actual numbers or relative
proportions. When principles have been decided, details can then be
considered.



I. The Universities Council of British Columbia

We support in principle the proposal to establish a Provincial
Universities Council, on the grounds that any agency that tends to
promote integration and cooperation and to eliminate unnecessary

duplication can be

valuable. However, this Committee is unable to

comment constructively on the proposed Council, for two main reasons: -

First, the Council cannot coordinate the activities of the
universities effectively and intelligently, or at least convince the
universities that it can do- so, until it knows what the universities

are supposed to be
goals.

Second, what

doing, and the universities have not yet got defined

the Council will attempt and accomplish will depend on

presently unknown factors, namely the experience, opinions, attitudes,
and views of people yet to be named: the members of the Council, its
executive director, and three new university presidents.

General Recommendation:

That the establishment of an independent Universities Council of
British Columbia be approved in principle.

Council Membership: Alternative ReCommendations;

(a) That the

membership be as proposed in paragraph 30 of the

Working Paper.

(b) That the
from the

(c) That the
and from

(d) That the
and from

(e) That the
from the

membership be as in (a) plus members elected by and
senates of the universities.

membership be as in (a) plus members elected by
convocations.

membership be as in (a) plus members elected by
the student bodies of the universities.

‘membership be as in (a) 'plus members elected by and

senates, convocations, and student bodies of the

universities.

The advantages and disadvantages of combining the universities
into a. single Provincial university should be explored



II. Alternative Systems of Governance

The Working Paper does not propose alternatives to the present
system in which each university is governed essentially by two bodies,
a Board and a Senate. But the Senate would become involved in
finances and thus of necessity in related matters of general interest
to the university community. The distinction between the functions of
the two bodies would then become blurred. The chief distinction
between them apparently would be the ostensible one that the Board
would consist largely of members of the public and the Senate wholly
of academics from within the university.

A unicameral syétem

A logical extension of the proposals would result in the Board and
Senate being combined so that the university would have a unicameral
system of government. This would recognize pragmatically the futility
of trying to divorce academic matters from financial ones. The single
body, which presumably would be termed Senate, could include representa-
tives from all valid components of the university community.

Recommendation:

That the advantages and disadvantages of a unicameral system, as
compared with those of the present Board plus Senate system, be
examined and evaluated seriously and in detail at all levels,
and perhaps tested at one of the universities,

The Cabinet system

Participation by the university community in internal decisions,
including budget formulation, could be accomplished by the president
having an advisory Cabinet or Executive Committee that would include at
least several members elected by and from Senate. This Cabinet desirably
should be small in total membership to operate efficiently.

Recommendation:

That the advantages of a Cabinet system be evaluated, its
composition determined, and the system perhaps tested.

Participatory interest

Any committee-type governing body is liable to include members
elected by and from particular components of the university community
(e.g. students, faculty, convocation, staff). We feel that if a component
wants representatives on a body it should demonstrate adequate interest in
electing them.



Recommendation:

That no election to the Board, Senate, or other governing
committee be valid unless 20 percent or more of the available
electorate votes. ' '

IIT. The Board:

Composition

We regard the arguments for excluding faculty and, particularly,
students from Board membership as unconvincing rationalizations. It can
be variously argued that the public, the students, and the faculty are
each beneficiaries or each trustees. We can see no critical reason why
students and faculty should be excluded from Board membership, and note
that (a) boards of other universities that include both appear to work
well and (b) the SFU Board worked well with student participation.

The presence of students, faculty, and/or convocation members on a Board
is a key to the demystification of its role.

Alternative Recommendations:

(a) That, as proposed in the Working Paper, the Board consist of
members elected by Convocation, Members appointed by the Lieutenant-
Governor-in-Council, and the President and Chancellor.

(b) That the Board be constituted as in (a) with the addition of
members elected by and from the student body.

(c) That the Board be constituted as in (a) with the addition of
" members elected by and from the faculty. S

(d) That the Board be constituted as in (a) with the addition of
"~ ~both members elected by and from the student body and by and
from the faculty.

Functions

The efficiency of university operation could be improved if decisions
on expenditures already approved in the budget would rest with the President
and not require approval at the Board level, though the President would
remain fully accountable to the Board for his decisions.



Recommendation:

That this matter be studied in detail with a view to modifying
appropriately Section 46 (notably paragraphs (c) and (d)) of
the Universities Act.

IV. The Senate
Funétions

A proposal in the Working Paper is that a standing committee of
Senate should assist the President in budget formulation. Presumably
this is an attempt to overcome the present situation in which Senate
makes decisions that,. if implemented, will involve major costs without
itself considering those costs.

Statements in the Working Paper on this matter are in part somewhat
vague, so that this Committee must make certain assumptions:

That the proposed Senate committee would be involved only in
budget preparation and not in decisions on expenditures of funds in an
approved budget, as otherwise the position of the President would become
untenable in that he would be responsible to two bodies, Board and
Senate, on expenditures;

That the role of the proposed Senate committee would be purely
advisory, as otherwise the President could be in the untenable position
of being accountable for financial decisions made by a committee and with
which he may disagree; and

-That the term open budgeting refers to the completed budget and
that, as is standard practice everywhere, discussions leading to its
preparation are not public. ‘ ‘ ‘

Weaknesses of Senate involvment in budget preparation are:

That Senate, if constituted as proposed in the Working Paper as a
purely academic body, would become involved in non-academic matters, namely
in budgeting related to staff, services, and facilities, in addition to
academic matters. In this event it would no longer be an academic body,
and it then logically should have non-academic members; and

That the existence of this Senate budget committee would tend to
make it and Senate . political bodies in that people may try to get elected
to protect or promote financial interests. of their segments of the
university. ‘ '



Alternative Recommendations:

(a) That a Senate committee be established to advise the President
on priorities for expenditures in academic programmes.

(b) That, as implied in the Working Paper, a.Senate committee be
established to advise the President on all aspects of budget
formulation.

(c) That a non-Senate presidential committee be established to
advise the President on budget formulation, and that this
committee include representatives elected by and from Senate.
(Note that the Cabinet idea, suggested earlier in this report,
would cover this committee.)

Chairgerson

We are opposed to the proposal that the President no longer chair
Senate for the reason that he would be able to participate more actively
than now in the debates, as we believe that this would tend to force
the President to develop a party structure and become a de facto party
leader in attempts to avoid votes against him that, conceivably, could
force his resignation. We are not opposed to the proposal that Senate
elect its own chairperson annually. This would tend to ensure that Senate
has an effective chairperson which a particular President might not be.
However, in this event the President desirably should not be a member of
Senate for the reason indicated above. '

Alternative Recommendations re Chairperson:

(a) That, as at present, the chairperson of Senate be the President.

(b) That, as proposed in the Working Paper, Senate elect its own
chairperson annually.

(c) That the President nominate a chairperson of Senate.

Alternative Recommendations re President: -

(a) That the President be a member of Senate.

(b) That the President not be a member of Senate.



Membership

Wording in the Working Paper could exclude from Senate, presumably
unwittingly, certain - academic deans who do not happen to be Deans of
Faculties, such as the SFU Dean of Graduate Studies. Appropriate rewording
is needed. '

We support the inclusion of the Directof of Continuing Education
and of students. We note that membership as proposed in the Working
Paper would result in a closed system consisting of personnel within
the university, which is not desirable. "Consequently, we support the
inclusion of convocation members.

If Senate is to become involved in budget formulation and related
non-academic matters it should include representatives of relevant valid
components of the university community. As indicated earlier in this
report, this would tend to reduce the need for a Board and to support
the idea of a unicameral governing body. '

Alternative Recommendations:

(a) That, as proposed in' the Working Paper; Senate. consist of
specified academic administrators and members elected by and
from faculty and by students. '

(b) That membership should be as in (a) plus members elected by
and from Convocation.

(c) That membership should be as in (a) plus representatives of other
valid components of the university community that may be
relevant to increased or otherwise. changed Senate functions.

(d) That membership should be as in (b) plus (c).

V. President

- The Working Paper contains proposals that, if implemented, could
limit the powers and responsibilities of the President to extents that
his position could become difficult and potentially untenable: he could
be responsibile to two masters, Board and Senate; he could be held
accountable for decisions with which he may disagree that are made by a
committee; he may have to become a de facto party leader in a partisan
system to avoid consequences of a vote against him in Senate; he would,
apparently, relinquish responsibility for determining procedures on academic
- appointments and the like. Recommendations aimed at reducing or eliminat-
ing these problems are made elsewhere in thij Report.



:

As the interests of all concerned are safeguarded by the President
being fully accountable for his decisions and actions to the Board who
hires and can fire him, consideration should be given to strengthening
his powers instead of eroding them. For instance, administrative
efficiency could be improved if final responsibility for decisions

on expenditures approved in the budget would rest with the President
rather than with the Board.

The Working Paper does not discuss possibie alternatives to the
present presidential system that might have special advantages, for

example, associate, co-, or no president. We advocate that such
possible alternatives be evaluated.

VI. Faculties

Recommendation:

That a committee of faculty and students be established to survey -
faculty committees on which student representation is needed, and
to recommend accordingly.

VII. Procedures for Academic Appointments, etc.

Recommendation:

That committees of administrators, faculty and students be
established to suggest appropriate procedures and advise the
President accordingly.

VIII. Alternative Approaches to University Education

Recommendation:

That a standing committee of administrators, faculty, and students
of the three universities be established to consider this matter
and recommend accordingly. ’

IX. General Recommendation

Recommendation:

That in view of the extent to which the content of the Working
Paper has been studied by Senates, the Committee on University
Government should include henceforth at least one Senator from
each of the three universities.
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the Board as a Ty which initiates uni-
venity policies, nor docs it belicve that its members should -
be clected to represent “constituencies” in the university
community.

The C . gizes the traditional responsibility
of Senate for the academic governance of the univeniry,
but focks that the Senate’s roie in this respect should be given
greater clarity. It proposcs, thercfore, that Senate be cooy-
poeed of students and facuity members only.

- The trusiee role of the Board and the academic responsi-
bility of the Senate at each university should be seen in the
larger context of the province and the nation. To provide
a tramework in which there is adequate recognition of the
public interests, the Committee proposes the formation of &
Univensities Council of British Columbia, the members- of
which would be drawn from the general public. This coun-
cil would replace the present Advisory Board and Academic
Board and act a3 an intermediary between the unisersitics
and the Ministes of Education. It would have power to

pport and ag dination and planning of uni-
venity activitics as well as provide a public review of thue
activitiea. ’
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Senate of cach. univemity. M . the C ittee does

* not believe it would be wise to legialate the creation of inter

univenity bodies to deal with the proposed Council for the
Universitics of British.Columbia.

INTRODUCTION

“t. Few public institutions huve been subjected to as rig-
orous and widespreud an examination of their structure and
function as have today’s univenities. And few pubilic instity.
tions have had to contend with the ramifications of the pace
of soclal change in s0 many forms as have the universities.
It s not, however, (o elicit sympathy for these bodies that
we need to be reminded of these facss; it is to call o our

ion the p position. of the ity and 1o re-
mind ourselves of the burden society his placed on uni-
verities — and of the burden univesities can be w0 society.
8. In the recent past in British Columibia there have been

many proposals for changing the structure of the univer- .

OVERVIEW

The Commitice on University Governunce was appointed
by the Minister of Education in September 1979 under the
chairmanship of John Bremer. The Committce was usked
to report to the Minister wider the following terms of refer
ence: :

“To consider the intemal and extermal forms of univenity gov.
emance, with particular reference (o the relationship betwren
tho univenities and the Provincial Governinent, and 10 make
recommendations to the Muiister of Education for appropriste
changes in the Univenities Act” .

This tnitial by the C ittee s intended to en-
courage the examination and discusion of the matters
raised. The C ittee invites i ed groups and indi.
viduals to submit written bricfs and make proentations at
public hearings that will commence in mid-January 1974,

The Act under which the public univenitiss of British
Columbia operate wam written in 196y and, in many re.
spects, i still an effective d The C ittee sees no
need to change those sections of the Act which have worked
well over the past ten years and which continue to work
well. However, the nature of the times require that changes
be made which will emsure public accountability and pre-
serve the ia) academi y of the univenitics,

The Committee amumes that any legirlation ropecting
the universities in Britah Columbia would quire univermty
proctices o be in accordance with the provisions of any
provincial human righes legilation.

In gencral, the C ttec is red 1o propose chang
which penctrate too deeply into the internal structure and
raspomibilities of the univenitics, and sees no reason why
the three univenitias should have unilorm intemal adminis-
trative structures and procedures,

The Committee comviders & univenity Board of Gov-
emois to be the trustoe of public funds which oversees the
budgeting and expenditure of those funds. [t does not sce

new forms to okd. Lulng:hanpanbehmmmdby
Proposing mod lterations that en: g¢ new relat
ships to develop from within. .

ym&jecl.(hm.ollhhwdtw\gp'amhtom
ways in which these relationships can be more clearly de-
fined. The proposed chango would have the effect of en-
couraging reform in university governance without forcing
& into a rigid mold of legislutive provisas. The political

ption is that parli Y procemes which rely more

on precedent and the good judg ol those éngaged in
the operations and less an clah and b struce
tures, are preferable.

8- The Committec has been particularly concerned with
the relationship between the universities and the govern-
ment. Univenities are public institutions, spending pubilic
funds and performing pubilic functions. The fact that gov-
emments should want some means of ensuring that uni.
versitics are spending public funds wisely and with some
recognition that the public treasury is not inexhaustibie
thould cause ncither surprise nor worry. Equally, however,

sitiea. For the most pant these have addressed th to
particular aspects of univenity govemance. In punuing its
of the present structure of the province's public

The importance of the role of leadership in the univenity
is gnized by the C It believes that the Presi-
dent should maintain this role of leader and continue w be
the university's chief executive officer. However, the Com-
mittee proposes that the President participate in Senate 2
a member, rather than in the chair, and prepare the annual
budget in lation with a standing ¢ ittee of Senate.
This would expand both the scope and accountability of the
prasidency. [t is funther proposed that each president be
included as a non-vating member of the Council for the
Universities of British Calumbia. .

The Committee does not believe that conrdinating bodies
between the Board of Governon and Senate, or between the
university and the community, need to be established by
legislation. Such finks can be created by the Bnard.md‘

jversities, the Cc undertook to examine the whole
structure and to concentrate particularly upon the rela-
tiarship of the parts one to the other rather than upon
any single aspect.

3. The operational premise of the Conunittee is that the’

political relationships that exist between the elements of the
university community are, in the fina analyis, a product

* not of legislation Lut of the power Telationships that develop

between students, (aculty ben, deans, presi and
boards of governor, und that these relationshipa ure un-
likely to be modificd in any major way by statutory means.
This is not a premise that amumes that the sfatus quo is
always preferable. Lt is one that recoxnizen the existence of
strong traditions within the and the bi pro-
pensity of those accustomed to thee traditions to convert

e A

ities should be concerned that governments do not
interfere in any direct or indlrect way with their operation,
The strength of any university b o independence.
' 6. To provide government with more than an earnest as-
surance of responsibility and to protect univenities (rom
rpalitical préssures, an’ agency to function as an intermedinry
is neoded. The Worth Report in Alberta, the Wright Re-
port in Ontario, the Oliver task force in Manitoba and the
Camcgie Commimion all proposed the creation of some
kind of bady to serve this purposc, This commiltter takes the
vicw that such an intermediary i necomary in British Co-
lumbla. It would provide for the reconciliation of account-
ability with autonomy and would ensure a greater senitivity
o soclal nceds in the develop of univensity educat)




SPECIFIC PRELIMINARY PROPOSALS:
THE BOARD OF COVERNORS

7. Boards of Governons have often been the peincipal vb-
jects of criticism of the univensity. It is claimed that they
represent ncither the univensity community nor the public,
that all too often they consit of cuptains of industry who
evince little concern for mattens acadeniic; and that they
rule the campus in a tharoughly dictatorial manner. With-
out at this point dibputing these asertions, it is worth not-
ing that apart from the university Chancellor, members of
these boards receive little public recognition for the time
and encrgy they devate to univenity matters and no ma-
terial rewards beyond occasional lunches and dinners at uni-
venity expense. M , their infl e an univenity
affains, however significant their contribution, is often ex-
aggerated.

8. The function of Boards of -Governors, sisictly inter-
preted, s to act as pyblic trustees on behalf of the crown —
the trustor, and to serve the university — the beneficiary of
the trust. This is a necesary function if universities are to
have the benefit of public funds. The logic of the trustor-
trustee relationship requires that trustees have no interext in
the trust beyond serving both trustor and beneficiary. It
abo follows that bencficiarias cannot be trustees.

9- Propusals for reform have usually included provision
far faculty and student membership on Boards of Govern-
on. Apant from the violence this does to the logic of the
trustor-trustee relationship, there seems to be little advantage
in grearly increasing the size of Boards or of making them
into univenity asemblics such that the real work of govern-
ing is carried on by one or more small committees — as has
happened in other jurisdictions where such remedies have
been attempted.

t0. Because their proceedings are more or les secret,
Boards of Governors appear to he more active and influen.

tial in univerity affairs than they really are. A thorough de-

o

vitally important and clearly a matter that must engage &
significant portion of Senate’s attention.

17: The Committee rovognizes the fairly ohvious fact that
matters of student discipline no longer require the elaborate
structures that were a product of the era when the univensity
functivned in loco parentis. It i therefore proposed that the
Faculty Council be abolished. Disciplinary matters which
are not within the normal sphere of the civil or criminal
law, should be handled by Lodics to be etablished by the

iveraities in ¢ ltation with appropriatt student repre-
sentatives. Final appeal from these bodies should lic o a
standing committee of the Senate. }

18. To enable the prosidents to participate more actively
in the debates of Senalc, it is propused that each Senate
elect i own chairperson annually. To enable the Senate to
perticipate fully in the governance of the university it is
proposed that each Senate estabilish a ding ittee to
meet with and assist the president in the preparation of the
univenity budget. In this connection there is no evidence to
support the necesity for secrecy in budgeting. Where open
budgeting has been instituted the results have been uni-
formly pasitve.

19. As envisaged by the Committee, the Senate is the
central agency in the academic governance of the univerity.
Compased solely of those for whom the academic decision-

making process is of central and overiding concern, it.

would excriise a wide and significant authority within the
po prosently d under the existing Act. The Com-
mittee would proposc no change in ity powers heyond pro-
pating that it be charged more spevifically with the aca-
demic govemance of the university, and providing for the
ective involvement of a Senatc standing commiittge in the
amntral budgeting procew. So constituted it would have the
potential to bring ahout whatever changes in the academic
etyle and pursuits of the univensity that it chose.

. B

mystification of the role of Boards would reveal the fallacy
of the amumption that faculty and student membenhip on
Boards would open the way to more significant participa.
tion in-university governance for these groups. The Commit-

tee doex not accept this asumption,

14, It proposes that the size of the Board of Governon be

Increased to fifteen with five membem elected by Convoca-
tion and cight appointed by the Li
Council — the remaining two members being the President
and the Chanccllor, ex-officio. The Committee would also
propose that the Board be styled the Board of Trustees, and
that faculty members and students of the particular uni-
vensty be ineligible for election or appointment.

19. To those who would at this point protest that by ex.
chuding faculty and students from the Board, the Commit-
tee s denying .the pomsibility of real democracy on the
eampan, it should be pointed out that the true nature of
dmy lies not in who sits where but in the relationship
of the pdrts to each other and to the whole, It i pointles
to argue that democracy demands the election of 2 monarch
if in fact that monarch is absolute; far betcer to keep the
crown a3 hereditary and invigorate the assemnbly. Trusiee-
ship b the principal responsibility of the Board.

THE SENATE

13. It was the Duff-Berduhl commission that in 1966
pointed out for those who had cyes 10 see that the real focus
of ‘power on the campus was the Senate. It was in this
body that the academic decisions were taken prior to their
almost perfunctory ratification by the Board. As they are
p ly i d, Sen tend to be too lurge to e
effective — at least this would seem 10 be the case with the
University of British Columbia. At the same time, 100 small
a Senate loses the advantages that size lends to an bl

Governor-in-

small Senates suffer from either a limited committee struc-
ture or overworked members, or both,

14. Apart from iz, the Committee considered the role
of “lay" members of Senates and cume 0 the conclusion
that the interests of the community could be better served
In other ways. Experience in this und other provinces indi-
cates that the provision of a relatively small number of lay

bers on academi ts not a satisf, y way to
ensure community input. The desiraliility of maintaining a
modest sort of participating connection for memben of Con-
wvocation is met by the propusal that convocation elect five
memben of the Board of Trustces. Community responsi-
bility in the broader and more significant context is pro-
vided {or in the proposals relating to the university-govern.
‘ment intermediary body.

13. It bs proposed that Senate have a purely academic
compaaition. This would comsist of the Chancellor, Presi-
dent, Academic Vice-prasident or eyuivalent, Deans of
Facultios, Chief Librarian, Director of Continuing Educa-
tion or cquivalent, a representative of each affiliated college,
& number of students equivalent to the total of the preced-
ing membenhip, and a number of (aculty equal to twice
the total of preceding membenhip excluding sudents, In
other words, cach scnate would comsist of 25%; administra-
tion, 23% students and 5055 faculty members. At prosent
this would produce a senate of 72 at U.B.C., 44 at the Uni-
venity of Victoria and 40 at Simon Fraser Univenity.

16. The inclusion of the Director of Continuing Educa-
tion or the equivalent, is a matter of some importance. The
extension of a university’s academic services beyond its walls
was once a secondary operation dexigned as much to fulfill
a public relations role as to educate extra-mural students. -
Today a major part of a univenity's teaching function must
involve part-time students, extru-mural students and stu-
dents engaged not in degree work but in continuing educa-

in which debate & the basis for decision making. Morcorer,

"

FACULTIES

20. The onc change in the structure of the Facultics that
ittee would rec d at this point wouid be
that Faculties make provision for student reprasentation at
8 level and in a manner w0 be decided by the faculty meni-
bers and students of each Faculty. There is no doubt that
student involvement in the governing processes of the uni-
versity is highly dasirable and worthwhile as a means of en-
suring that the university is aware of the needs and wishes
of its student body and of the wider cominunity their views
often refiect, and also as means of providing students them-
sclves with valuable insights into l.e hases of decisions that
have ramifications beyond the immediate concerns of a
particular course or discipline. For these reasons the Com-
mittee proposes that there should be student representation
on the Senate and on the Faculties

THE PRESIDENT

21. The Committee recognizes that pts to
power or distribute it widely on the campus are seldom
ful. In what it proposes, the Committee seeks to en-
sure that power is exercised openly and in a context that
provides responsibility within the existing structures.
29. The rearrang of the operating parts of a uni-’
veniity invariably produces situations in which the old order
reamerts itsclf in new forms that are not immediately recog-
nizable but are, nonctheless, as undeirable as before —
swuming that the denire for change was based on valid
ritici Equally incffective are ps to distribute
power widely by new structures, massive infusion ! clector.
al devices and a plague of elected commitiees, Such changes
succeed only in making it difficult for decisiors to be reached
and even more difficult to determine revpomibibity once they
have boen reached. And, almonst inevitably, cither the old
power structure or & new and more subtle one wili emerge
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don of & variety of kinds. A univenity's out-reach i now

to flourish behind a thicket of procedures that purport to
be the emential mechanisny of democracy. Democracy bs few
a tangle of procedures and more a way of political be-
haviour that relics upon good faith and the notion of te-
sporsible and visible government.

23. It b the Commitiee's proposal, therefore, that the
office of President remain cnentially as it is in the prevent
Act, except that the Senate be involved in the budgetary
proces and that the Praident no longer chair Senate. In
short, it is the view of the C that the President be
the chief executive officer of the university, accountalife to
the Senate in matters of academic governance, and rexpons-
ible to the Board in it role s public trustee.

PROCEDURES FOR
ACADEMIC APPOINTMENTS,
PROMOTION AND RELATED MATTERS

24. Amangst the more vexatious questions that have faced
univeraitics have been those involving questions of appoint-
ment, tenure and renewal of contract. Universities have re-
spanded to these questions in their own ways.

3. It b the view of the Committee that these are mattens
which properly belong to the univensities themacives to deal
with where they do not touch upon areas served by the civit
and criminal jurisdictions. The Committee belicves it to Le
of fundamental importance, however, that universitics estah-
lish and make public apecific and simple procedures (oe
dealing with matter under these heading. It propme that
the procedures he formulated by appropriate univensty
bodies, in consuhation with the Faculty Amociation or an
equivalent agency. The Committee would alo propese that
when (he president makey hia recommendations reganding
pemonnel matters to the Board of Trusteen, that he be re.
quired 10 report the findings of the appropriate cammitton
8t the same time.

i



16. WMI: the C ittee generally f; the view that
tn the uni should hold office for
fixed termns and that faculty should play the major role in
any selection pracen, it doo not think that it would be wise
to provide for such terms and procedures in legislative form.
The particular circumstances of cuch univerity require
tocal initiative in these quastions within the general guide-
lincs that the Act atablishes.

27. It scems obvious that univenities should provide spe-
cific dismina) proced for ple, to emsure that the
tenure provisions serve the purpose for which they were de-
signed: the protection of the academic frum interference in
the (ree and open pursuit of scholamhip and not as a barri-
cade to protect the inc from legiti confronta-
tion with their own inadequacy. It is the hope of the Com-
mittee that one result of the changes it & proposing would
be the encouragement of free and open discussion of every
aspect of a university's operation including procedures gov-
eming appointments, promotion and tenurc, salarics, dis-
mimal and discipline. . .

THE UNIVERSITIES COUNCIL .
OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

28. A matter of major concern to both universities and
the governments that support them has been the just appor-
tionment of spheras of independence and invelvement. Gov-
enments quits properly require an accounting of the funds
they annually contribute (0 univemitics in the form of
capital and operating grants. They become justifiably con-
cerned when they hear rumours of wastelul expenditure,
yet are denied budgetary control over the univensities. For
their part the univensities prefer beiny treated not as mendi-
cants but as the rightful recipients of us lurge a portion of
the public purse as they alune fecl their purposes require.

2g. Rising coms, changing attitudes toward post-second-
ary education in general, the need to avoid competition be-
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and, moreover, b concerned that such a development would
create an advenary n'l.mou:hnp between the universities and
the Council. The Council, and ‘not sume other banty, should
be the focus and the forum for inter-university rel. momlnpu
a3 well as univenity-government relationships.

$6. The C ¢ would propase that the Counil
establish a number of ad hoc or mnding commmittees that
would serve in an advisory capacity. Thew committees
would include individuals from other educational bodies
and from community groups whose interests and concerns
intersect with the aims and development of univensity edu-
cation in the province.

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES
TO UNIVERSITY EDUCATION

$7. The Committee on University Governance has not
directed its attention to any of the myriad proposals {or at-
temative forms of curriculum, structure and content al-
though it is the Committees intention to provide a com-
pendium of such proposab with a working bibliography in

its final report. Apant from the view alrcady stated that

_ lirtle of any positive value would be achieved by masine ye-

structuring of the exiting universities, there is a more com-
pelling reason for not dealing with this sutsiect. That reon
i simply that, in the Committee’s opinion, there i nothing
in the present or prupased structure of the province's uni-
versities that would prevent the developinent and institution
of mast of the proposals for educational rcform now cur-
‘rent. Morcover it is obviously more consistent with the
demoxcratic objective of univenity reform 10 encourage 1he
development of new forms from within rather than to quu~
late them from without.

38. It is the Committee’s firm belief that such resistance
to change as may be found in the univenities is a function
of attitudes within cach campus and nat a function of the
structure within which these attitudes exist. The most that
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tween univenities for public funds and the need to avoid
wasteful duplication of resoyrces requires the establishment
n( an intermediary senving as lhc agency within which the
of g and y are réconciled. Such
an agency would minimize confrontation and provide a
framework for mutual interaction amd persuasion. It would
abo serve to ensure the coordination of progr and re-
sources amongst the univenities and provide for sy-tematic
public influence in the develop of univenity education
in British Columbia. '
$0. This Council, as the Committce envisages it, would
be composed of cleven lay persons appointed by the Licu-
tenant-Governor-in-Council, with the presidents of the uni-
versities, a representative of the Department of Education
plus the chairman of any equivalent body established for
the province's colleges as non-voting members. It would
meet at least monthly during the academic year. 1t would
elect its own chairman and would appoint a full-time execu-
tive director and such staff as it would require 1o perform
its functions. These would include recciving the operating
and capital budgets from each of the univenities, evaluating
and consolidating these and R a total req o
the Minister of Education. [t would allocate the suin re-
~ ceived from the government to the universitics. The Council
would also concern itself with the intermediate and long
fange planning of university development and would have
the power to approve or disapprove proposals {or new in-
stitutes, and new degree programmes at the undergraduate
and post-graduate fevels. In addition it would work with
the universitics in promating cooperative ventures and in
coordinating existing and future developments.
" 1. In the performance of its duties it would have the
power to require from the univemitier such documents und
information as it felt it needed and would, as well, he em-
powered to carry out or contract for studies or rexearch pro-
Jecta related 10 ita area of responsilatity. While the Comn-
mittee can sce no reason for making specific legislative pro-

any structural change can do is provide a framework with-
in which ideas may develop freely with the amurance that
there is a legitimate forum in which they may be dehated
and which hus the authority to implement thuee winning the
support of the membens of the academic community. It is
the Committee’s view that the changes propesd in 1his
working paper will enhance the potential for (hange trom
within the structures of univerity governance. It should be
noted that one of the functions the Committee envisuges
for the Council is the application of iL research capacity in
the areas of educational alternatives at the univerity level.

vision, it would urge the goverment to cumsider the ad-
visability of establishing longer and more fexitde Ludgetary
perioda.

39. An important responsibility of the Coundil would be
the preparation and publication of an unnual report which
would include all the budgetary information subanitied 1o it
by the univensitics and sulnnitted by it to the guvernment,
as well as detaib of its allocation to the univensities. In addi-
tion the report would include a general appraisal of the
state of university education in the province.

33. While the Council would have specific powers with
respect to new degree programmies and would have the sole

. responibility for allocating the general government grant

for univensitics, m g:ncr.\l resporsibility would lie in the
areas of aging, g and ing the unisenities
without at the same time interfering wuh their necemary
and kegitimate autonomy in internal matters. It should not,
for exampie, be within the Council's powers to exercise line
item budgetary confrol. Within the grant of funds made by .
the Council, and having regard for the Council's advice,
the univeritics would be reaponsible for their own alloca-
tions. The Council could provide advice based on the work
of tts stafl or outside contract rasearch in & wide variety of
aress and would actively encourage cooperation and co-
ordination between the univenitiea,

$4- It is the belief of the Committee that the Council
would stand between the univenitios and the government,
serving &3 8 wise counscllor to both and as a third voice in
the deliberations affecting itiey in British Columbi
The presence on the Council of the chairman of any equiv-
alent body scrving the College comstituency would provide
much needed coordination between the two mnges of higher
education offered in the province.

$3. Proposab have been made for the estallishment of
formal inter-univemity bodies to represent the province's
universitics bdore (he Council. The Commitice can see no

d lating the establishment of such a body

.1111
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S.74-11 - APPENDIX A

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY

"I' MEMORANDUM
To MEMBERS OF SENATE From.____ SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGENDA AND RULES
QUESTIONNAIRE - ON THE REPORT OF JANUARY 8, 1974
Subject Date
WORKING PAPER ON UNIVERSITY

GOVERNANCE IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

Reference is made to Paper S.74-11 which is on the agenda for
discussion at Senate at the meeting of January 14, 1974.

Following the discussion at Senate of the Report of the Senate
Committee on the Working Paper on University Governance in British
Columbia would you please complete the attached questionnaire. It will
be collected before the close of the Senate meeting on January 1l4. It is
recognized that during the discussion on the Report some additional recom-
mendations might be proposed and some of the recommendations proposed
might be deleted. Were either of these actions to arise then the necessary
adjustments would have to be made to the questionnaire at the meeting
before requesting its completion and before its collection.

The Senate Committee on Agenda and Rules has recommended that the
questionnaire not be filled in by individual Senate members until the
debate on the particular points have been completed. The questionnaire is
being distributed now to give members an opportunity to consider their
responses. Additional copies will be available at the meeting of Senate
should they be required.

Instructions - Completion of Questionnaire

' . In the appropriate rectangle [] to the left of each item,
please indicate by "X" your vote in favor (ves) or opposed (no), as
applicable.-

Where applicable in the sections which follow, please rank in
order the individual items of the section. In the rectangle to the left
[, place the selected number indicating your ranking of the item. The
larger the selected number the higher the ranking. Within each section
use each number once only.



QUESTIONNATIRE
on

Report of Senate Committee on the
Working Paper on University Governance
' in British Columbia.

Committee members: B. P. Beirne
R. F. Kissner
W.A.S. Smith

Proposed Motion (to follow Senate discussion of this Report):

That Senate select one or more of its number to present its views
on the Working Paper to the Committee on University Government at
the hearing scheduled for 16 January 1974 at Simon Fraser
University.

December 27, 1973



That this report is critical of certain of the proposals in the
Working Paper should not be permitted to obscure the fact that the
Committee on University Governance has done a conscientious job for
which its members must be congratulated.

However, a general weakness of the Working Paper is that it does
not provide a philosophical framework as a basis for the proposals on
restructuring the university system in British Columbia in that it does
not state clearly what reasonable goals for the universities are perceived
to.be. It therefore does not state how the proposals would facilitate
the achievement of such goals. Consequently we often had difficulty in
proposing alternatives to their proposals in the absence of a yardstick
against which to measure them.

The main weakness of the proposals are certain undesirable conse-
quences that could follow implementation. Some proposals could make
the position of the president intolerable and even untenable by making
him responsible to two bodies that conceivably could disagree and
accountable for decisions made by a committee and with which he may"
disagree. Other proposals could tend to encourage the development of
partisan politics in Senate. Still others could reduce community par-
ticipation in university operation.

Purposes of recommendations in this report are to clarify obscure
but important points and to indicate alternatives to proposals made in
the Working Paper. Because of the complexity of the subject and of time
constraints, the report is concerned more with principles than with
details. For example, it is concerned with the identities of the constit-
uents of a body but not with their actual numbers or relative proportions.
When principles have been decided, details can then be considered.



-2 -
I. The Universities Council of British Columbia

We support in principle the proposal to establish a Provincial
Universities Council, on the grounds that any agency that tends to
promote integration and cooperation and to eliminate unnecessary
duplication can be valuable. However, this Committee is unable to
comment constructively on the proposed Council, for two main reasons:-

First, the Council cannot coordinate the activities of the
- universities effectively and intelligently, or at least convince the
universities that it can do so, until it knows what the universities
are supposed to be doing, and the universities have not yet got
defined goals.

Second, what the Council will attempt and accomplish will depend
on presently unknown factors, namely the experience, opinions, attitudes,
and views of people yet to be named: the members of the Council, its
executive director, and three new university presidents.

General Recommendation:

I. L 1 [ That the establishment of an independent Universities Council of
Yes No British Columbia be approved in principle.

Council Membership: Alternative Recommendations:

Rank in order from 5 through 1.

[77] (a) That the membership be as proposed in paragraph 30 of the
Working Paper.

[7] (b) That the membership be as in (a) plus members elected by and
from the senates of the universities.

[ ] (c) That the membership be as in (a) plus members elected by and
from convocations.

[ 3 (d) That the membership be as in (a) plus members elected by and
from the student bodies of the universities.

[.] (e) That the membership be as in (a) plus members elected by and

' from the senates, convocations, and student bodies of the
universities. Co

The advantages and disadvantages of combining the universities
into a single Provincial university should be explored.
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. II. Alternative Systems of Governance

The Working Paper does not propose alternatives to the present
system in which each university is governed essentially by two bodies,
a Board and a Senate. But the Senate would become involved in finances
and thus of necessity in related matters of general interest to the
university community. The distinction between the functions of the two
bodies would then become blurred. The chief distinction between them
apparently would be the ostensible one that the Board would consist
largely of members of the public and the Senate wholly of academics
from within the university.

A Unicameral system

A logical extension of the proposals would result in the Board and
Senate being combined so that the university would have a unicameral
system of government. This would recognize pragmatically the futility
of trying to divorce academic matters from financial ones. The single
body, which presumably would be termed Senate, could include representa-
tives from all valid components of the university community.

Recommendation:
1. 1. T3 [ That the advantages and disadvantages of a unicameral system, as
Yes No compared with those of the present Board plus Senate system, be
examined and evaluated seriously and in detail at all levels, and
‘ perhaps tested at one of the universities.

The Cabinet system

Participation by the university community in internal decisions,
including budget formulation, could be accomplished by the president
having an advisory Cabinet or Executive Committee that would include at
least several members elected by and from Senate. This Cabinet desirably
should be small in total membership to operate efficiently.

Recommendation:
1. 2. [ J [ That the advantages of a Cabinet system be evaluated, it composition
Yes No determined, and the system perhaps tested.

Participatory interest

Any committee~type governing body is liable to include members
elected by and from particular components of the university community
(e.g. students, faculty, convocation, staff). We feel that if a component
wants representatives on a body it should demonstrate adequate interest in
electing them.

Recommendation:

I . CJ 3 That no election to the Board, Senate, or other governing committee
Yes No be valid unless 20 percent or more of the available electorate votes.



III. The Board

' Composition

We regard the arguments for excluding faculty and, particularly,
students from Board membership as unconvincing rationalizations. It
can be variously argued that the public, the students, and the faculty
are each beneficiaries or each trustees. We can see no critical reason
why students and faculty should be excluded from Board membership, and
note that (a;boards of other universities that include both appear to
work well and (b) the SFU Board worked well with student participation.
The presence of students, faculty, and/or convocation members on a
Board is a key to the demystification of its role.

Alternative Recommendations:

Rank in order from 4 through 1

IT1. 1 [ (a) That, as proposed in the Working Paper, the Board consist of
: members elected by Convocation, members appointed by the
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council, and the President and Chancellor.

7] (b) That the Board be constituted as in (a) with the addition of
members elected by and from the student body.

(¢) That the Board be constituted as in (a) with the addition of
members elected by and from the faculty.

i

®
U

(d) That the Board be constituted as in (a) with the addition of
' both members elected by and from the student body and by and
from the faculty.

Functions

The efficiency of university operation could be improved if decisions
on expenditures already approved in the budget would rest with the President
and not require approval at the Board level, though the President would
remain fully accountable to the Board for his decisions.

Recommendation:
III. 2. [ [T That this matter be studied in detail with a view to modifying
Yes No appropriately Section 46 (notably paragraphs (c) and (d)) of the

Universities Act.



v, 1. [

-1

IV. The Senate
Functions

A proposal in the Working Paper is that a standing committee of
Senate should assist the President in budget formulation. Presumably
this is an attempt to overcome the present situation in which Senate
makes decisions that, if implemented, w111 involve major costs without
itself considering those costs.

Statements in the Working Paper on this matter are in part somewhat
vague, so that this Committee must make certain assumptions:

That the proposed Senate committee would be involved only in budget
preparation and not in decisions on expenditures of funds in an approved
budget, as otherwise the position of the President would become untenable
in that he would be responsible to two bodies, Board and Senate, on
expenditures;

That the role of the proposed Senate committee would be purely
advisory, as otherwise the President could be in the untenable position
of being accountable for financial decisions made by a committee and with
which he may disagree; and

That the term open budgeting refers to the completed budget and that,
as 1s standard practice everywhere, discussions leading to its preparation
are not public.

Weaknesses of Senate involvment in budget preparation are:

That the Senate, if constituted as proposed in the Working Paper as a
purely academic body, would become involved in non-academic matters, namely
in budgeting related to staff, services, and facilities, in addition to
academic matters. In this event it would no longer be an academic body,
and it then logically should have non-~academic members; and

That the existence of this Senate budget committee would tend to
make it and Senate political bodies in that people may try to get elected
to protect or promote financial interests of their segments of the
university.

Alternative Recommendations:

Rank in order from 3 through 1.

(a) That a Senate committee be established to advise the President
on priorities for expenditures in academic programmes.

(b) That, as implied in the Working Paper, a Senate committee be
established to advise the President on all aspects of budget
formulation.

(c¢) That a non-Senate presidential committee be established to advise
the President on budget formulation, and that this committee
include representatives elected by and from Senate. (Note that
the Cabinet idea, suggested earlier in this report, would cover

this committee.)
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Iv.

Il

Chairperson

We are opposed to the proposal that the President no longer chair
Senate for the reason that he would be able to participate more actively
than now in the debates, as we believe that this would tend to force the
President to develop a party structure and become a de facto party leader
in attempts to avoid votes against him that, conceivably, could force his
resignation. We are not opposed to the proposal that Senate elect its
own chairperson annually. This would tend to ensure that Senate has an
effective chairperson which a particular President might not be. However,
in this event the President desirably should not be a member of Senate
for the reason indicated above.

Alternative Recommendations re Chairperson:

Rank in order from 3 through 1
(a) That, as at present, the chairperson of Senate be the President.

(b) That, as proposed in the Working Paper, Senate elect its own
chairperson annually.

(c) That the President nominate a chairperson of Senate.

Alternative Recommendations re President:

Rank in order from 2 through 1

(a) That the President be a member of Senate.
(b) That the President not be a member of Senate.
Membership

Wording in the Working Paper could exclude from Senate, presumably
unwittingly, certain academic deans who do. not happen to be Deans of
Faculties, such as the SFU Dean of Graduate Studies. Appropriate reword-
ing is needed.

We support the inclusion of the Director of Continuing Education and
of students. We note that membership as proposed in the Working Paper
would result in a closed system consisting of personnel within the

university, which is not desirable. Consequently, we support the inclusion
of convocation members.

If Senate is to become involved in budget formulation and related
non-academic matters it should include representatives of relevant valid
components of the university community. As indicated earlier in this
report, this would tend to reduce the need for a Board and to support the
idea of a unicameral governing body.
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VI.

i

[

Yes

No
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Alternative Recommendations:

Rank in order from 4 through 1

(a) That, as proposed in the Working Paper, Senate consist of
specified academic administrators and members elected by and
from faculty and by students.

(b) That membership should be as in (a) plus members elected by
and from Convocation.

(c) That membership should be as in (a) plus representatives of
other valid components of the university community that may
be relevant to increased or otherwise changed Senate functions.

(d) That membership should be as in (b) plus (c).
V. President

The Working Paper contains proposals that, if implemented, could
limit the powers and responsibilities of the President to extents that
his position could become difficult and potentially untenable: he could
be responsible to two masters, Board and Senate; he could be held
accountable for decisions with which he may disagree that are made by a
committee; he may have to become a de facto party leader in a partisan
system to avoid consequences of a vote against him in Senate; he would,
apparently, relinquish responsibility for determining procedures on aca-
demic appointments and the like. Recommendations aimed at reducing or
eliminating these problems are made elsewhere in this Report.

As the interests of all concerned are safeguarded by the President
being fully accountable for his decisions and actions to the Board who
hires and can fire him, consideration should be given to strengthening
his powers instead of eroding them. For instance, administrative
efficiency could be improved if final responsibility for decisions on
expenditures approved in the budget would rest with the President rather
than with the Board.

The Working Paper does not discuss possible alternatives to the
present presidential system that might have special advantages, for
example, associate, co-, or no president. We advocate that such possible
alternatives be evaluated.

VI. Faculties

Recommendation:

That a committee of faculty and students be established to survey
faculty committees on which student representation is needed, and
to recommend accordingly.



vii. 1 [
Yes No

Viiri. (7 [
Yes No

xX. 3 [
Yes No
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VII. Procedures for Academic Appointments, etc.

Recommendation:

That committees of administrators, faculty and students be
established to suggest appropriate procedures and advise the
President accordingly.

VIII. Alternative Approaches to University Education

Recommendation:

That a standing committee of administrators, faculty, and students
of the three universities be established to consider this matter
and recommend accordingly.

IX. General Recommendation

Recommendation:

That in view of the extent to which the content of the Working
Paper has been studied by Senates, the Committee on University
Government should include henceforth at least one Senator from
each of the three universities.
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