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PRESIDENT’S VOICE 

Governance, 
Communication, 
and Looking Ahead 
 
By Cathy Christie 
President, QUFA 
 

March has been a 
busy month for all. On 
26 March 2010, the 
Faculty Board of Arts 
and Science passed a 
motion that rejected 
“the current planning 

exercise as a budget-cutting exercise 
that gives insufficient consideration to 
the academic mission of the 
University” and called for an 
academic planning process that 
“privileges academic principles and 
objectives and includes substantive 
interaction of all stakeholders 
(students, faculty, and staff) among 
all areas and disciplines.” Please visit 
the QUFA Forum for the complete 
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QUFA IMAGES 

Your Future and Queen’s 

 
Robert G. May 

Students and faculty turned out in large numbers to Chernoff Auditorium for a Town 
Hall meeting on Wednesday 24 March 2010 to discuss the Arts and Science Planning 
process. Speakers included QUFA Members Frank Burke (Film and Media), Clarke 
Mackey (Film and Media), Laura Mosco (Spanish and Italian), and Dean Tripp 
(Psychology); undergraduate student Jenn Wilson (Kinesiology and Health Studies); 
and graduate student Andrea Phillipson (Kinesiology and Health Studies).  
 



 

 

 
© 2010 Queen’s University Faculty Association (QUFA) ■ www.qufa.ca ■ qufa.wordpress.com 

2 QUFA VOICES April 2010 

text of the motion 
(http://qufa.wordpress.com/2010/03/2
9/motion-for-faculty-board-26-march-
2010/#more-561). The Queen‟s 
community needs time to develop a 
thoughtful plan that celebrates and 
supports our commitment to our 
academic mission.  
  
Governance 
 
The Queen‟s University Planning 
Committee (QUPC) was approved at 
the last meeting of Senate. The 
QUPC “is a joint committee of the 
University Senate and the Board of 
Trustees. Its major responsibility is to 
ensure that academic planning and 
the management of resources 
(people, money, space) are fully 
integrated. It ensures that decisions 
reached in the academic sphere and 
initiatives from individual faculties and 
units are made with full knowledge of 
the fiscal and infrastructure 
implications for the University as a 
whole. Furthermore, it enables the 
Board of Trustees to have a full 
understanding of the academic 
endeavours of the University” 
(http://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/se
nate/Mar25_10/UPCProp.pdf).  
 
The QUPC will have four ex-officio 
members (two administrators and two 
representatives from the Board of 
Trustees) and five elected members 
(one Dean, one Trustee, one faculty 
Senator, one staff representative 
elected from the Board or the Senate, 
and one student representative 
elected from the Board or the 
Senate).  
 
If both the staff and student 
representatives are elected from the 
Board of Trustees, it is possible that 
there will be only one elected 
representative (the Faculty Senator) 
from the Senate. This arrangement 
does not appear to support the 
mandate of the QUPC described 
above. I tried to introduce an 
amendment that would allow for 
equal representation from the Board 
and Senate, but it was not approved.  

Communicating with Members 
 
Thanks to Gillian Barlow for keeping 
the QUFA Forum 
(http://qufa.wordpress.com) current. 
Please visit it regularly to read and 
respond to the articles. You can send 
your articles and postings directly to 
Gillian at gfb@queensu.ca. 
 
QUFA is also now on Facebook. You 
can find us by searching for “Queen‟s 
University Faculty Association” and 
our group will come up. Alternatively, 
the direct link is 
http://www.facebook.com/#!/group.ph
p?gid=374595686308&ref=ts/. 
 

Looking Ahead 
 
I would like to remind you about the 
Ontario Confederation of University 
Faculty Association (OCUFA) 
questionnaire described in this issue 
of QUFA Voices. Your input provides 
valuable data that can be used locally 
at the bargaining table and 
provincially to continue to lobby for 
more funding. You will also find an 
analysis of the federal and provincial 
budgets in this issue of QUFA Voices. 
It is important for all of us to stay 
informed about these critical issues. 
 
Also in this issue of QUFA Voices, 
Roberta Lamb and Mark Jones 
celebrate the benefits won by QUFA 
for our Members at the bargaining 
table, benefits and working conditions 
that have allowed Queen‟s to be 
designated as a “Top 100 Employer” 
in Canada. QUFA‟s and CUPE‟s work 
at the bargaining table and between 
rounds of negotiations has enabled 
us to make significant contributions to 
improving the working environment 
for the Queen‟s community.  
 
In the past, QUFA was able to 
resolve issues in a timely fashion and 
primarily by working collaboratively 
with Administration through the Joint 
Committee to Administer the 
Agreement (JCAA) and the 
Grievance Officer. This meant that 
our resources were not being used to 

hire outside counsel and experts 
because we have managed to avoid 
arbitrations. Arbitrations are 
extremely expensive, often costing 
between $30,000 and $100,000. 
QUFA does not decide to pursue this 
route lightly, but right now we have 
two arbitrations underway, and there 
is the potential for more as the 
relationship between QUFA and the 
administration continues to fracture 
over important issues. We must 
consider strengthening our financial 
situation for the future to ensure that 
that we have the means to defend the 
rights of our Members properly. 
 
We look forward to discussing these 
issues and others with you at the 
Spring General Meeting on Thursday 
29 April 2010 from 11.45 a.m. to 1.15 
p.m. in the Auditorium, Ellis Hall. I 
hope to see you there. 
 
If you have any questions or 
concerns, please contact me or the 
QUFA staff. 
 
Cathy Christie can be reached at 
christie@queensu.ca. 

 
The QUFA  

Spring General 
Meeting 

 
The QUFA Spring General 

Meeting will take place: 
 

Thursday 29 April 2010 
11.45 a.m. - 1.15 p.m. 

the Auditorium, Ellis Hall. 
 

All QUFA Members are 
encouraged to attend 

http://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/senate/Mar25_10/UPCProp.pdf
http://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/senate/Mar25_10/UPCProp.pdf
http://qufa.wordpress.com/
javascript:addSender(%22gfb@queensu.ca%22)
http://www.facebook.com/#!/group.php?gid=374595686308&ref=ts
http://www.facebook.com/#!/group.php?gid=374595686308&ref=ts
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FYI 

Faculty Board 
Rejects Arts and 
Science Draft 
Responses to 
Principal’s Planning 
Document 
 
By Robert G. May 
Editor, QUFA Voices 
 

At a meeting of the 
Arts and Science 
faculty board on 26 
March 2010, faculty 
members voted to 

reject the Arts and Science draft 
responses to Principal Woolf‟s 
planning document, “Where Next?”. 
 
The motion to reject the draft 
responses was composed and moved 
by Roberta Lamb (Music) and Mark 
Jones (English). 
 
The faculty board meeting was 
attended by a large contingent of 
undergraduate and graduate 
students, several of whom spoke 
compellingly in favour of the motion. 
After a lengthy period of discussion, 
the motion was carried by a large 
majority of faculty board members. 
 
QUFA Voices is pleased to reprint the 
text of the motion in its entirety, along 
with excerpts from some of the 
speeches given by both QUFA 
Members and students in support of 
the motion. QUFA Voices is also 
pleased to reprint Frank Burke‟s 
“Top-Down Destructive „Planning‟ in 
Arts and Science,” and Mark Jones‟s 
“Reasons for Rejecting the Faculty of 
Arts and Science Draft Responses to 
Principal Woolf‟s „Where Next?”, 
which also appear on The QUFA 
Forum (qufa.wordpress.com). 
 

 

 
 

“A Crisis of Governance” 
 
Many of us are greatly concerned at 
the speed with which 
the departmental responses to 
“Where Next?” were required in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science. We 
know that it was not possible to 
engage in careful curriculum 
assessments based on academic 
principles in the ten days allotted us 
once the Faculty Office released 
the templates. The 11 March 2010 
and 18 March 2010 drafts were 
circulated in some departments and  

 
not in others. Where the drafts have 
been circulated, there has not been 
enough time to read and discuss the 
drafts before another meeting of the 
Committee of Departments or the 
Faculty Board. In fact, although we 
had our Curriculum Committee work 
on Music‟s submission to the Dean, 
there was no time to circulate the 
departmental document for comment 
before sending it on.  
 
We see this motion to reject the draft 
reports and “Where Next?” as a 
means of opening up the process 
through bringing about participation 
from students and staff. We see this 
motion providing us with time actually 

The Motion 
 
Given that the two drafts of the Arts and Science Response to Principal‟s Vision 
Statement, circulated by the Dean‟s office on 11 March 2010 and 18 March 
2010, are substantially identical, despite objections voiced at the subsequent 
Committee of Departments meeting and in the departments; 
 
Given that both the content of these drafts and the second draft‟s disregard of 
objections to the first draft typify the flaws in the current so-called academic 
planning exercise in the Faculty of Arts and Science; and 
 
Given that Principal Woolf reported to the March 2010 Board of Trustees meeting 
that Queen‟s “projected in-year 2009-2010 deficit has been reduced from $8.3 
million to $4.7 million,” and that the DBRS June 2009 report on Queen‟s 
identifies “access to over $300 million in expendable resources (more than 3.0 
times debt),” thus demonstrating that funds are available to support an 
appropriate and meaningful academic planning exercise; 
 
We move: 
 
a. that Faculty Board reject the Draft Reply to Principal Woolf‟s “Where Next?”; 
 
b. that Faculty Board reject the current academic planning exercise as a 

budget-cutting exercise that gives insufficient consideration to the academic 
mission of the University; 

 
c. that Faculty Board require the Faculty of Arts and Science to initiate an 

academic planning process designed to support the academic mission of the 
University, a process that privileges academic principles and objectives and 
includes substantive interaction of all stakeholders (students, faculty, and 
staff) among all areas and disciplines; and 

 
d. that Faculty of Arts and Science report to the Board of Trustees the rationale 

for an extended academic plan and get financial provision for that process. 
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to think about and engage in 
appropriate academic planning in our 
departments and across the Faculty 
of Arts and Science. 
 
We are not simply rejecting. We make 
a constructive suggestion: provide the 
means by which to engage in actual 
academic planning. What we reject is 
the farce of academic planning that is 
nothing more than budget cutting. 
 
There is no need to make such 
drastic budget cuts now. Even if we 
stay within the parameters of the 
conservative limitations on deficit that 
the financial reports to the Board 
recommend, the deficit could go up 
by about 1%, which would give us 
what we need to take a reasonable 
time to do actual academic planning. 
 
It has been said in this room that we 
have known about this for two years. 
Not true. Principal Williams did not 
suggest academic planning, but he 
blamed the faculty for the university‟s 
financial problems. The truth is that 
the financial problems are the result 
of poor management by the Board of 
Trustees. According to the Financial 
Update to the Board of Trustees of 5 
March 2010, their decisions regarding 
“approved capital projects in process” 
have had a $9,900,000 impact on the 
annual operating budget.  
 
We do not have a financial crisis. We 
have a crisis of governance. 
 
Roberta Lamb 
Department of Music 

 

 
 
“A Failing Grade” 
 
As a document prepared by 
academics for academics, the Arts 
and Science draft response receives 
a failing grade. For example, let‟s 
look at the issue of virtualization, 
posed by the document as a solution 
to budget problems.  

No research has been done. The 
document cites some 
experimentation under way in one 
department (Psychology, the Dean‟s 
department), but there is no 
conclusive evidence on the 
pedagogical effects, positive or 
negative. None on cost benefits. 
Further, none of the following is 
discussed in a meaningful way:  
 
1. Context. Poorly trained high 

school students arrive at 
Queen‟s. Many cannot reason or 
process information. Many have 
few critical or evaluative skills. 
The vast majority certainly do not 
know how to write. And it is being 
proposed that they be thrown, 
during their first year, into course 
after course of several hundred 
people with a one-hour lecture 
per week and self-directed online 
learning with some grad student 
supervision for the rest. This is a 
terrible way to compensate for 
the failings of elementary and 
secondary education and to 
usher students into a meaningful 
process of postsecondary 
education. They come to us with 
little or nothing, and we pay them 
back in kind.  

 
2. Technological Infrastructure 

and Expertise. Queen‟s has a 
very poor record with technology 
and software. It relied on an 
outdated software system for 
years and years. It has spent 
over $30 million to switch to a 
new system, and there are daily 
accounts of nightmare 
experiences related to the new 
software. 

 
Despite many fine staff people, 
ITS as a whole is, in many 
people‟s experience, 
unresponsive to the current 
technological needs of the 
university. An instructor seeking 
to develop a distance education 
course for his unit had to bypass 
ITS and seek people out in 

Applied Science to get the course 
up and running.  
 
I know many, many people who 
have found training sessions and 
information programs such as 
WebCT to be frustratingly 
inadequate. What will happen if 
an already inadequate 
information technology 
infrastructure at Queen‟s gets 
saddled with wholesale 
virtualization?  

 
3. Physical Infrastructure. Where 

are the lecture halls for the 
enormous courses proposed? 
How much building will be 
necessary to make all the 
proposed huge lectures feasible? 
How much money will capital 
projects related to huge lecture 
facilities end up draining out of 
the operating budget, à la the 
Queen‟s Centre?  

 
4. Retraining and Maintenance. 

What kind of retraining will be 
involved? What will be required 
technologically of every professor 
in a virtualized environment? How 
much will it cost? We already 
doubt that there is the expertise 
on campus to do it. How many 
tech people will be required? 
What is the rate of repair and 
replacement for the equipment 
involved?  

 
5. Effect on Enrolment. What 

about optics for incoming 
students? How many of the kinds 
of students we attracted in the 
past will want to come here to 
enjoy the utter impersonality of 
education as proposed by this 
document?  

 
6. Effect on endowments. How 

much money in donations will 
Queen‟s lose by destroying the 
kind of learning environment that 
generated intense loyalty in the 
past? What kind of cost-benefit 
analysis has been done along 
those lines?  
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One could think of numerous other 
factors that have also not been taken 
into consideration by the Faculty 
document. 
 
And one could apply the lack of 
analysis, research, and 
argumentation to all the other major 
proposals contained in various 
versions of the Faculty‟s document, 
such as centralization of staff by 
building, amalgamation of units, 
increased use of graduate students in 
the undergraduate program, etc.  
 
Frank Burke 
Department of Film and Media 
Studies 
 

 
 

“Fighting … For a Larger Piece of a 
Smaller Pie” 
 
A question was asked earlier if this 
motion would be good for the Faculty 
of Arts and Science. I think that is a 
good place to start, but we need to 
stretch it a bit and ask if this is good 
for the education of students within 
Arts and Science: the two are not the 
same.  
 
Also, there has been some 
questioning of whether these budget 
cuts are the result of long-term 
structural or economic factors or 
whether they have local roots. If 
these cuts are indeed structural and 
have to do with social changes, such 
as the retirement of baby boomers, 
etc., then this should be declared up 
front and not used as hints and 
innuendoes for local cuts.  
 
I also reject the personal attacks 
made against Dean McLean. I think 
you are a fine man, but you said 
earlier that this motion does not 
absolve you of your responsibility to 
report to the Principal. I would 
suggest that this need to report also 
does not absolve you of the 
responsibility to represent our views.  

In my opinion, what needs to happen 
perhaps is that not just the Faculty of 
Arts and Science, but other faculties 
also have to get together and reject 
the process that is being put into 
place. It makes no sense to me to 
have departments and faculties 
fighting against each other for a 
larger piece of a smaller pie.  
 
Jawad Qureshy 
President, Society of Graduate and 
Professional Students (2010-11) 
 

 
 
“Insulting, Infuriating, and 
Disheartening” 
 
I am pissed off. I have devoted six 
years of my life to this institution, and 
the fact that you won‟t even give me 
the time of day is, quite frankly, 
bullshit. It is insulting, infuriating, and 
disheartening. I stand before you 
today with an intelligence, passion, 
and level of critical engagement that I 
developed here at Queen‟s. Who I 
am today, and who I am becoming, is 
largely thanks to this institution—or at 
least what it used to be—a place of 
substance where my amazing dual-
degree program challenged me to 
learn across disciplines, my 
professors fostered my learning in 
diverse ways, staff provided friendly 
support and kept the University 
running smoothly, and my fellow 
colleagues and students challenged 
me to flourish outside the classroom.  
 
In many ways, I am the desired 
product of Queen‟s University. If you 
think that I‟m going to obediently 
disengage my critical thinking skills 
while you overhaul the structure and 
jeopardize the quality of our 
education in the name of fiscal 
mismanagement, then you‟re horribly 
mistaken.  
 
I love this school and I love the 
people, and I‟m dismayed that the 
largest population at Queen‟s—the 

students—have been altogether 
excluded from this so-called 
academic planning exercise. Woolf‟s 
vision document timeline has no 
provisions for student involvement 
aside from “online responses” from 
individual students, which we‟re smart 
enough to interpret as token 
participation at best. As we have 
learned from today, token 
participation is all anyone is getting 
from this so-called academic planning 
exercise, which in reality is a rushed, 
top-down, budget-cutting exercise 
that denies any real contribution from 
faculty, staff, and students. Even if we 
do manage to have our voices and 
concerns heard, no outcome of this 
planning exercise is binding, making 
it even more of a sham.  
 
It‟s a real shame, because we are the 
people who invest our lives into this 
university and make it what it is and, 
as such, could make invaluable 
contributions to this process. I do 
believe in some of Woolf‟s visions—
such as “interdisciplinarity” and 
“innovation”—but if the planning 
process itself doesn‟t allow for 
dialogue across disciplines, then how 
can we expect it in the execution of 
the plan? It‟s merely empty rhetoric.  
 
We need to slow things down, and we 
need to talk. Without meaningful 
dialogue, transparency, and 
accountability on all fronts, we cannot 
call this an academic planning 
exercise, and we must understand 
any resultant “plan” as completely 
unrepresentative of its constituents.  
 
The only reason anyone might have 
any sense of what students have to 
say about this blurred vision is 
because we ourselves organized a 
student town hall. We will continue to 
mobilize on our own, because you 
have not given us space or time 
anywhere else. Unless you slow this 
process down and start actually to 
listen to us, to share information, and 
to collaborate with all stakeholders, 
then you give us no choice but to 
pursue other means of inserting the 
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student voice. We will go to the 
media, and we will tell students not to 
come here. They will listen to and 
trust us, and they will not attend 
Queen‟s.  
 
This is supposed to be a public 
institution, a place of higher learning, 
not a corporation. Good luck running 
a university without any students. 
 
Lauren McNicol 
Graduate student, School of 
Kinesiology and Health Studies 
 

 
 

“Administration Should Not Overlook 
Our Voices” 
 
Receiving this document less than 24 
hours before the meeting did not 
allow me or other representatives to 
send it out to students, staff, or 
faculty, let alone enough time to read 
and discuss it. This timeline oversight 
is an injustice to students and makes 
the assumption that we don‟t care; 
but I believe that we do care, and this 
would show if we were given the 
appropriate time.  
 
Students are urged to uphold the 
Queen‟s standards of excellence, and 
I encourage administration to do the 
same. The voices and input of every 
student here should be asked for and 
taken into account because I care 
and I know students care about their 
future education at Queens. 
Administration should not overlook 
our student voices because, by doing 
so, they misrepresent us, including 
myself. Administration, students, 
faculty, and staff need to forge strong 
communicative relationships that 
benefit everyone. 
 
Kelly Cole 
Undergraduate student, Department 
of Gender Studies 
 
 
 

QUFA OPINIONS 

Top-Down 
Destructive 
“Planning” in Arts 
and Science 
 
By Frank Burke 
Department of Film and Media 
Studies 

 
The so-called 
academic planning 
exercise in the Faculty 
of Arts and Science 
continues to be top-

down, rushed, and financially 
driven—and hence not academic at 
all. It is the antithesis of what it should 
be: a thoughtful, sustained, inclusive 
process anchored in the experience 
of faculty, responsive to the needs of 
students, and built through the 
creative interaction of academic 
units—among one another and with 
the Dean‟s Office.  
 
As “QUFA‟s Response to Principal 
Woolf‟s Academic Planning Exercise” 
(at http://www.qufa.ca/) makes clear, 
the Dean‟s Office gave units a 
response time of ten days after 
developing the template for the 
exercise back in February. Although 
additional feedback has been 
possible since then, the Dean‟s Office 
is trying to push the entire process 
through within two months. A genuine 
academic planning process would 
take at least a year and (as the 
recently posted “Open Letter to 
Principal Woolf” notes) require far 
more involvement from more 
stakeholders.  
 
Disregard for faculty opinion in Arts 
and Science is clear from the two 
versions of the “Draft Response to 
Principal‟s Vision Statement” 
circulated by the Dean‟s office on 11 
March 2010 and 18 March 2010 (see 
the QUFA Forum blog, at 

http://qufa.wordpress.com/). Both 
claimed “to synthesize a range of 
comments by faculty, staff, and 
students who have made their views 
known” to the Faculty Office. But 
students and staff have had no formal 
role in responding to the document, 
and faculty expressed shock at the 
first version‟s claim to reflect their 
views when, in fact, it effaced them. 
Certain positions taken by the first 
document, such as the large-scale 
virtualization of first- and second-year 
courses and the centralization of staff 
by building (eliminating staff from 
academic units), met with strong 
opposition at a meeting of Heads with 
Deans that followed the release of the 
document. Nevertheless, they 
reappear unaltered (except for minor 
changes in wording regarding staff 
centralization) in the second version.  
 
There is no plan to submit the 
document to a vote of faculty. There 
will be a discussion at the next 
Faculty Board meeting, then the 
document will be referred upward. 
Dramatic changes pointed to by the 
document will be those of the Deans, 
without the support of their 
constituencies. 
 
Why is a certain vision of 
restructuring being forced on the 
Queen‟s community? Administrators 
would respond, “it‟s the budget crisis, 
of course.” Let us rehearse a few 
facts that were presented to the 
QUFA Membership at a 7 December 
2009 special meeting (see also 
“QUFA Opinions” in the December 
2009 number of QUFA Voices, at 
http://www.qufa.ca/publications/). The 
Board of Trustees and Administration 
have, after years of operating 
surpluses, taken to predicting large 
deficits, only to admit by fiscal year‟s 
end that they were wrong. In 2009, a 
predicted $6 million deficit turned into 
a virtually balanced budget. The 
predicted deficit for this year has 
already been roughly halved, 
according to the Principal‟s latest 
figures.  
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Moreover, Queen‟s has more than 
enough resources to cover, certainly 
for the short term, whatever shortfalls 
might be occurring. As the rating 
agency DBRS stated in June 2009, 
“Queen‟s has access to over $300 
million in expendable resources 
(more than 3.0 times debt), which at 
year-end 2007-2008 included $193 
million in reserves and $190 million in 
internally restricted endowment 
assets that could be unendowed, if 
needed.”  
 
There is no question that Queen’s 
has the resources to enable an 
integrated and inclusive academic 
planning process to occur over an 
appropriate period of time that would 
lead to the revitalization rather than 
the destruction of the learning 
environment. 
 
The refusal to allow this process to 
occur generates strong suspicions 
that the crisis has been partially 
invented and artfully exploited to 
justify redesigning the university 
according to business models that do 
not promote the kind of creative and 
critical thought that are essential to 
universities and to their roles in 
individual intellectual development 
and in the betterment of society.  
  
To the extent that there are shortfalls, 
they can be attributed to a number of 
internal factors: years of the Board 
and Administration siphoning money 
from a healthy operating budget to 
support Herstmonceux, the 
endowment, and capital projects; 
gross overspending on the Queen‟s  

 
Centre; the failure to put a capital 
campaign in place to fund the Centre; 
mistakes in hiring at the highest 
levels of Queen‟s governance; lavish 
pay-outs to former administrators; 
and so on and so on.  
 
The attempts of the Board of 
Trustees and Administration to blame 
shortfalls on the global recession 
never held much weight for those of 
us who know the recent history of 
Queen‟s fiscal (mis)management. 
Now, as markets stage a strong 
recovery, the global situation 
becomes a thin cover for the real 
causes of Queen‟s financial 
difficulties.  
  
It is time that the Board of Trustees, 
the higher Administration, and, in 
turn, the Faculty of Arts and Science 
fulfil their responsibilities to the 
academic mission of this university. 
Let us have a proper academic 
planning process and a strong 
academic future at Queen‟s. 
 
Frank Burke can be reached at 
burkef@queensu.ca. 

QUFA OPINIONS 

Reasons for 
Rejecting 
the Faculty of Arts and Science Draft 
Responses to Principal Woolf’s “Where 
Next?” 
 
By Mark Jones 
Department of English 
 

The demand that the 
whole Faculty of Arts 
and Science, having 
begun its “academic” 
review in mid-

February, represent itself to the 
Principal by 15 April 2010, has 
precluded both adequate reflection 
and genuine consultation. Despite the 
claims of the FAS “Response” to 
“synthesize” the viewpoints of 
“faculty, staff, and students,” staff and 
students were not in fact consulted. 
Even where faculty were consulted, 
their objections weren‟t listened to. 
Draft 1 of the “Response,” produced 
on 11 March 2010, was criticized in 
the Committee of Departments, and 
Draft 2, produced a week later, was 
substantially identical.  
 
This is not necessarily to blame the 
Dean‟s Office. To ask for a 
consultative representation of the 
faculty in only two months is to ask 
the impossible—and to waste time 
rather than save it. Departments were 
prompted for statements and told to 
reply in ten days. The Dean‟s Office 
produced three draft responses, one 
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each week (and even then circulated 
them only among heads, forgetting to 
send them to all “faculty, staff, and 
students” whose views they claimed 
to synthesize), with the last one 
appearing only 24 hours before the 
Faculty Board meeting that was 
slated to be the faculty‟s last chance 
to discuss it.  
 
The inevitably top-down nature of 
such a hurried exercise was obvious 
also in the Responses‟ unrealistic 
propositions. For instance, the 
recommendation for centralizing 
“administrative offices in the various 
buildings that comprise the Faculty” 
(Draft 2, pp. 15-16)—which 
essentially means downsizing 
departmental staff positions and 
technical support—is out of touch. 
Queen‟s departmental staff 
complements have already been 
compromised to a degree that 
impedes the efficiency of faculty. 
Most faculty members already act as 
their own secretaries at a net loss to 
the research and teaching functions 
for which they are specially trained.  
 
The recommendation for virtualizing 
undergraduate teaching in years 1-2 
(pp. 4-5) is similar. Classroom 
technology can be wonderful, but 
decisions to use it have to be made 
by teachers on an individual basis, 
with their specific contexts, materials, 
and intellectual and pedagogical 
purposes in view. Few who actually 
work with classroom technology 
suffer from the delusion that it will 
significantly improve efficiency: too 
much of the time saved from working 
directly with students goes back into 
learning, working with, or updating 
the technology itself. And 
academically, for the students 
themselves, virtual learning is usually 
second-best.  
 
Thus, rushed schedules dictate false 
consultation; false consultation, top-
down recommendations; and top-
down administrative 
recommendations will be 
predominantly of a financial 

character. The idea, for instance, that 
“under fifty concentrators in years 2-
4” be taken as the benchmark for an 
academic unit‟s non-viability (p. 15), 
is not an academic idea, nor is it likely 
ever to have been suggested by 
faculty, students, or staff; it is, rather, 
an administrative idea of a distinctly 
financial stamp. Nor is it even a 
financial consideration to balance 
against academic considerations; it 
is, rather, used to override the latter. 
Queen‟s department of Italian, for 
instance, was severely cut in the past 
year because it had too few 
concentrators, despite excellent 
arguments for its cultural and 
intellectual relevance, and even 
despite the fact that its concentrators 
had been dramatically increasing in 
number for the previous four years. 
That is neither academic planning nor 
a compromise between academic 
and financial planning; it is, rather, 
financial planning deployed to pre-
empt the academic. In contrast, we 
need academic planning first, 
financial planning second. That 
cannot be done in a space of two 
months, it cannot be done from 
twenty thousand feet, and it cannot 
be done by putting words in the 
mouths of the faculty, students, and 
staff on the ground.  
 
Mark Jones can be reached at 
jonesmc@queensu.ca. 
 

QUFA OPINIONS 

Top 100 Myths and 
other Fables 
 
By Roberta Lamb 
Co-Chair, QUFA-PACC 
 
and Mark Jones 
Department of English 
 

In October 2009, 
Mediacorp listed 
Queen‟s University 
among the top 100 
Employers in Canada, 

citing its “progressive,” “family-
friendly” practices. “It is extremely 
rewarding,” commented Rod 
Morrison, VP (Human Resources), “to 
be acknowledged nationwide for the 
practices and policies that support 
our people.”

1
  

 
But how did Queen‟s earn this 
award? It was not by altruism or 
concern for employees‟ welfare on 
the part of Queen‟s Human 
Resources. QUFA and other unions 
negotiated these policies through 
legally binding collective agreements. 
Queen‟s University‟s eligibility for this 
prestigious award had to be fought for 
by unions piece by piece, through 
collective bargaining. 
 

THE LIST 
  
The reasons identified by Mediacorp

2
 

for selecting Queen‟s University as a 
“top 100” employer read like a list of 
QUFA‟s and other campus unions‟ 
bargaining points from the past fifteen 
years. In fact, before Queen‟s faculty 
unionized in 1995-1996, they enjoyed 
none of the conditions across the 
board. Professors negotiated 
individually, and although Senate 

                                                      
1
Queen’s Gazette, 13 Oct. 2009. 

2
http://www.eluta.ca/top-employer-

queens-university-department-of-
human-resources, accessed 17 
March 2010.  

 
Your View? 

 
If you have an opinion about the 
motion passed at the Arts and 
Science faculty board meeting, 
or about anything else you read 
in QUFA Voices, please send a 

letter to the editor to: 
 

mayr@queensu.ca 

http://www.eluta.ca/top-employer-queens-university-department-of-human-resources
http://www.eluta.ca/top-employer-queens-university-department-of-human-resources
http://www.eluta.ca/top-employer-queens-university-department-of-human-resources
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policies existed, these were not 
applied consistently and fairly. QUFA 
functioned only as an association, as 
QUSA does now, without collective or 
legal power to achieve equity, 
transparency, and fair treatment. The 
Principal, Vice-Principal, Deans, and 
Human Resources therefore acted 
unilaterally. If they saw reason to 
grant an individual or a group benefit, 
they might do so. More than once, 
QUFA‟s submissions were 
disregarded, the Vice-Principal 
tossing our papers in the air and 
telling us to “come back when you‟ve 
got the right answer.” The imposed 
results were called “agreements,” and 
we may have voted consent to them, 
but the options for a non-unionized 
association were, and 
are, limited.  
 
Here is the Mediacorp 
list released to the 
Queen‟s University 
community:  
 
Queen‟s University: 
 
1. helps employees 

with young 
children with an 
offsite daycare 
subsidy (up to 
$2000 per child, 
per year); 

 
2. provides maternity-leave top-up 

benefits to employees who are 
new mothers (up to 100% of 
salary for 20 weeks); 

 
3. pays parental-leave top-up 

benefits to employees who are 
new fathers or adoptive parents 
(up to 100% of salary for 15 
weeks); 

 
4. provides new employees with 

three weeks of paid vacation after 
their first year, in addition to a 
five-day shutdown during the 
December holidays; 

 
5. supports a variety of flexible work 

options, including variable 

scheduling, telecommuting, 
reduced hours during the 
summer, and a 35-hour work 
week (with full pay); 

 
6. manages a self-funded leave-of-

absence program, so employees 
can still receive a paycheque 
during their time away.

3
  

 
Let us review these individually. Let 
us also include some items that the 
Queen‟s News Centre did not report. 
 

1. Daycare Subsidy 
 
This benefit was negotiated in the 
second Collective Agreement 
between QUFA and Queen‟s 

University (1999-2002). Once one 
union negotiates a benefit, it is often 
made available to other employees. 
 

2. Maternity Leave and Top-up Benefits 
 
Before QUFA unionized, women 
professors were afraid to take any 
maternity leave at all. They were told 
that taking the federally allowed leave 
would indicate that they were not 
serious scholars and that it would 
have a negative impact on tenure 
decisions. As a result, professors who 
became mothers before 1997 did not 
take leave or took only a couple of 
weeks. This is documented in QUFA 

                                                      
3
ibid. 

files. The feminist negotiators on the 
first QUFA bargaining team argued 
persuasively that not only should the 
federal maternity leave be available 
without penalty, but the University 
should top up benefits to full salary 
for 20 weeks. Our first Collective 
Agreement (1997-1999) provided that 
the tenure clock could be stopped for 
the year of maternity leave so that 
professors who were mothers would 
have equitable opportunities to 
achieve tenure.  
 

3. Parental Leave and Adoptive Leave 
 
These were negotiated in the first 
QUFA-University Collective 
Agreement. QUFA argued that the 

same benefits granted 
to birth mothers must 
be extended to 
fathers and adoptive 
parents as well. 
 

4. Flexible Work 
Options 
 
Some of these are 
inherent in the nature 
of a professor‟s work, 
and therefore did not 
need to be 
negotiated. On the 
other hand, as the 
University has moved 
away from collegial 

self-management and towards more 
specialized administration, it has 
become necessary to negotiate 
protections for flexible work options 
into collective agreements. Over the 
years, QUFA has therefore 
negotiated with the University the 
rights of faculty to have matters such 
as child-care responsibilities and 
interurban commuting factored into 
the annual computerized construction 
of course timetables.  
 

5. Self-Funded Leave of Absence 
 
This applies more to staff than to 
professors, since academic leaves 
have their own logic; nevertheless, 
provisions for academic leaves and 

 
. . . how did Queen’s earn this [designation as one of 

the top 100 employers in Canada]? It was not by 
altruism or concern for employees’ welfare on the part 
of Queen’s Human Resources. QUFA and other unions 

negotiated these policies through legally binding 
collective agreements. Queen’s University’s eligibility 

for this prestigious award had to be fought for by 
unions piece by piece, through collective bargaining. 

 



 

 

 
© 2010 Queen’s University Faculty Association (QUFA) ■ www.qufa.ca ■ qufa.wordpress.com 

10 QUFA VOICES April 2010 

negotiated leaves have been written 
into every QUFA-University Collective 
Agreement, and this has made a 
difference for other employee groups. 
QUFA engages in flagship 
bargaining—benefits negotiated by 
QUFA with the University 
subsequently find their way into other 
union contracts and non-union 
“agreements.” The general support 
for flexibility and variety in leaves 
found within QUFA-University 
Collective Agreements has resulted in 
better benefits for other employees. 
 
6. Holiday Shutdown and Paid Vacation 
 
Vacation time has been Senate policy 
since 1983. But sick-leave and long-
term disability benefits have been 
won and regulated by collective 
bargaining. Before QUFA organized 
as a union, serious illness was 
accommodated on the basis of an 
individual‟s standing with an 
administrator. Most people did not 
have sick leave. Horror stories 
regarding sick leave, long-term 
disability, and return-to-work fill 
QUFA‟s historical files. 
 
THE PROCESS 
 
Queen‟s designation as a Top-100 
Employer is, to some degree, a 
testimony to health in our workplace. 
But let us be clear about the real 
source and meaning of the rating. 
The Top 100 is a media event used to 
promote jobs. The Web site 
www.eluta.ca is a searchable 
database of jobs available. And 
Queen‟s University is one of its 
clients: at present, for instance, five 
Queen‟s University jobs are listed 
with www.eluta.ca: Program Assistant 
in the Aboriginal Teacher Education 
Program, Financial Reporting Officer, 
ESL Instructor, Senior 
Epidemiologist, and GIS Technician. 
Moreover, eligibility for Top-100 
status is not considered by 
independent nomination or 
determined by scientific 
measurement: corporations apply to 
be awarded Top-100 status, and it 

appears that they pay a fee to do so.  
 
Our Human Resources Office 
provides the answers to the 
Mediacorp survey. The process 
provides that the employer may allow 
the employees to answer a survey, 
but this is not required. In fact, the 
survey can be withheld from the 
public, not considered in the 
application, and remain with the 
employer, should the employer 
decide it wants the information to 
remain confidential. Based on the 
answers supplied by Human 
Resources, Mediacorp ranks the 
applicants. Basically, Queen‟s 
University is ranked according to 
what Human Resources wants to sell 
to the public.  
 
THE MARKS 
 
Let‟s consider what the Mediacorp 
rankings say about the categories:

4
 

Physical Workplace, Work 
Atmosphere and Communications, 
Financial Benefits and 
Compensation, Health and Family-
Friendly Benefits, Vacation and 
Personal Time Off, Employment 
Engagement, Training and Skills 
Development, and Community 
Involvement. 
 

Physical Workplace: A+ 
 
Location, location, location gives 
Queen‟s high marks for proximity to 
downtown and Lake Ontario. Did you 
know that we have secure bicycle 
parking and walking trails? The new 
Queen‟s Centre is a plus, with its 
subsidized memberships. (And while 
use of the old PEC was free for 
employees, we must now pay 
commercial rates to use the Queen‟s 
Centre.) Our on-campus Tim 
Horton‟s, Starbucks, University Club, 
and other cafeterias add to the 
exceptional quality of the physical 
workplace. 
 

                                                      
4
These category titles and 

configurations are Mediacorp‟s. 

Work Atmosphere and 
Communications: B+ 
 
The assessment speaks for itself: 
“Queen‟s University‟s work 
atmosphere is rated as very good. 
Across the university, employees 
enjoy business casual dress; casual-
dress Fridays; can listen to music 
while working; can bring pets to work 
when needed; organizes social 
events. Every year, the university 
hosts a staff appreciation day and 
Principal‟s holiday reception during 
the Christmas season, and long-
service celebrations to recognize 
long-serving and retiring employees. 
Queen‟s keeps employees informed 
and gathers feedback through a 
company newsletter and e-mail 
suggestion box.” 
 

Financial Benefits and Compensation: B 
 
Again, a direct quotation: “Queen‟s 
University‟s financial benefits are 
rated as average. To keep salaries 
competitive, the company participates 
in outside salary surveys every 12 
months. Individual salaries are 
reviewed every 12 months. Queen‟s 
also provides a unique hybrid pension 
plan (includes both a guaranteed 
minimum benefit with the opportunity 
to enjoy the rewards of strong 
investment performance of the plan); 
life and disability insurance; 
discounted home mortgages.”  
 

Health and Family-Friendly Benefits: A 
 
Within this category and those for 
compensation and personal time 
off—all together comprising vacation, 
salary, and benefits—collective 
bargaining has made the difference. 
Incidentally, Queen‟s University takes 
credit in this category for providing 
summer camp programs for children. 
(We thought these were run by the 
AMS, ASUS, and other student 
organizations.) 
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Vacation and Personal Time Off: B+ 
 
For the advances we have made in 
vacation and personal time off, once 
again thank the collective bargaining 
process.  
 

Employment Engagement: B 
 
Did you know that we have the ability 
to “provide confidential feedback on 
[our] manager‟s performance”? Let‟s 
get out those rating forms for the 
administrators! Did you know that 
“Queen‟s University hires an outside 
consultant to conduct confidential 
employee satisfaction and 
engagement surveys”? We complete 
these every 2 years. Really! That‟s 
what it says! 
 

Training and Skills Development: A 
 
Tuition subsidies, professional 
accreditation subsidies, in-house 
training programs, Queen‟s tuition 
support. These benefits have been 
gained through collective bargaining 
and then extended. 
 
Community Involvement: B 
 
This entry is about charity support, 
especially the United Way: “Reaching 
out beyond the community, one 
university professor also applied his 
expertise in social and community 
work to lead a team to help establish 
social care centres in Sri Lanka 
following the 2004 tsunami. The 
university‟s cancer researcher also 
participates in the annual Motorcycle 
Ride for Dad.” For these 
observations, credit is due not to the 
employer but to the employees.  
 
Do you recognize in these ratings and 
rationales the Queen‟s University that 
employs you? 
 
Roberta Lamb can be reached at 
lambr@queensu.ca. 
 
Mark Jones can be reached at 
jonesmc@queensu.ca. 
 

QUFA EVENTS 

QUFA Workshops 
Continue to 
Stimulate and 
Inform Members: 
Get Involved! 
 
By Ramneek Pooni 
Member Services Officer, QUFA 

 
On Friday 5 March 
2010, QUFA Members 
had an opportunity to 
engage informally in a 
conversation about 

what it means to be a university 
teacher.  
 
Joy Mighty, a faculty member in 
Business and also the director of the 
Centre for Teaching and Learning 
(CTL), facilitated a stimulating 
discussion called “Balancing 
Teaching Obligations and Effective 
Practice: Challenges and 
Opportunities.” 
 
The workshop discussion ranged 
from ethical principles in university 
teaching, professional approaches to 
teaching, the minimum teaching 
obligations as set out in the Queen‟s-
QUFA collective agreement, and how 
teaching is seen in the annual “merit 
exercise.”  
 
It quickly became clear during the 
collective agreement discussion that 
the ethical principles and professional 
approaches that QUFA Members 
employ and strive for in their teaching 
are not reflected in their contract of 
employment.  
 
Article 15.2 outlines the minimum 
expectations and Article 29 outlines 
what should be considered when 
evaluating teaching, but neither of 
these provide benchmarks or suggest 
how to become “a good teacher,” or 

“a very good teacher committed to 
academic and pedagogical 
excellence,” or how to make 
“exceptional contributions in teaching” 
as found in Article 30.6.  
 
This discussion then led to the 
question of the “merit exercise.” 
Several in the room thought it would 
be useful to have a joint Queen‟s-
QUFA workshop for Members to learn 
and discuss exactly how teaching is 
assessed for the merit exercise and 
how the annual performance forms 
could be improved to allow for better 
input from those being assessed. 
 
If you are interested in such a joint 
workshop or in improving the annual 
performance forms, please contact 
Ramneek Pooni with your input.  
 
This workshop was co-sponsored by 
QUFA and the Centre for Teaching 
and Learning.  
 
QUFA wishes to thank Joy Mighty, 
Gillian Barlow, and Wendy Pentland 
for their generosity in hosting the 
QUFA workshops this year.  
 

 
 
Any handouts or materials associated 
with these QUFA workshops can be 
found at the Workshops link at the 
bottom of the QUFA Web site, at 
Publications (http://qufa.ca/ 
publications/). 
 
Ramneek Pooni can be reached at 
poonir@queensu.ca. 
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IN THE NEWS 

CAUT, OCUFA 
Crtitical of Federal 
and Ontario 
Budgets 
 
By the Canadian Association of 
University Teachers (CAUT) 
 
and the Ontario Confederation of 
University Faculty Associations 
(OCUFA) 
 

Federal Budget a “Major 
Disappointment” for 
Post-Secondary 
Education and Research: 
CAUT  

 
The organization representing 
Canada‟s university and college 
educators says the recently released 
federal budget is a major 
disappointment for post-secondary 
education, leaving Canada‟s 
researchers behind, providing no new 
support for universities and colleges 
to deal with increasing enrolments, 
and offering no relief for students with 
high debt loads and tuition fees. 
 
“The government was supposed to 
have taken time off to „recalibrate,‟ 
but there‟s been no change in 
direction when it comes to post-
secondary education and funding for 
research,” said James Turk, 
executive director of the Canadian 
Association of University Teachers 
(CAUT). 
 
“We are disappointed to see only a 
modest $32 million for the granting 
councils that fund basic research,” 
said Turk. “This may compensate for 
inflation, but it doesn‟t begin to make 
up for the significant cuts announced 
last year.” 
 
Turk noted that while the provinces 
will be receiving the 3% increase in 

transfer payments announced in the 
2007 budget, CAUT is concerned that 
this is insufficient for universities and 
colleges facing increasing enrolments 
and escalating costs. 
 
“This will mean fewer student spaces, 
higher tuition fees, fewer course 
offerings, larger class sizes, and 
reduced student services,” said Turk. 
 
Also troubling are the numerous 
initiatives aimed at promoting the 
commercialization of postsecondary 
research, Turk added. 
 
“A central theme in this budget is a 
continuation of the government‟s 
efforts to force universities and 
colleges into a closer embrace with 
the private sector,” said Turk. “This 
threatens the integrity of research 
and the independence and quality of 
education, and in the long term this 
will also work against real innovation.” 
 
Ontario Budget Leaves “Many Larger 
Issues Unanswered”: OCUFA 
 
The Ontario Confederation of 
University Faculty Associations 
(OCUFA) said that today‟s Ontario 
budget announcement addressed 
some of the short-term problems 
faced by universities but left many 
larger issues unanswered.  
 
“Higher education continues to be a 
priority for Premier Dalton McGuinty 
and his government. We are pleased 
that the Premier resisted pressure to 
cut higher education funding,” said 
Professor Mark Langer, President of 
OCUFA. “The additional funding, both 
for the current fiscal year and the 
growth in student enrolment for 2010-
2011, is a positive move.”  
 
In the 2010 Budget, the Government 
of Ontario announced the creation of 
20,000 new college and university 
spaces. “However, there is no 
mention of hiring additional 
professors required to teach these 
new students. University education 
depends on the connection between 

faculty and students. That connection 
simply does not exist in a lecture hall 
with over 500 seats,” Professor 
Langer said.  
 
Other budget initiatives, such as 
increasing credit transfer, are 
worthwhile objectives. However, a 
successful credit transfer system is 
expensive. The government‟s lack of 
a commitment to proper funding 
credit transfer is cause for concern.  
 
The budget also calls for aggressive 
recruitment of international students. 
Currently, these students pay up to 
four times as much in tuition fees as 
their domestic counterparts. OCUFA 
is concerned that international 
students may be used to fund the 
expansion of Ontario universities 
without provision of adequate support 
systems to ensure their successful 
transition to a different academic 
environment.  
 

 
CAUT 

CAUT can be accessed online at 
http://www.caut.ca/. 
 

 
OCUFA 

OCUFA can be accessed online at 
http://www.ocufa.on.ca/.  
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.ocufa.on.ca/
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ON THE WEB 

OCUFA 
Questionnaire 
Solicits Your 
Opinions 
 
By Cathy Christie 
President, QUFA 

 
I wish to invite you to 
respond to a new 
questionnaire that is 
being sent to faculty, 
librarians, and 

archivists across Ontario by the 
Ontario Confederation of Faculty 
Associations (OCUFA). Last year, 
over 2,000 participants completed 
OCUFA‟s first questionnaire. The 
high response rate provided a very 
valuable resource informing OCUFA‟s 
advocacy with government, the 
media, and the public on behalf of 
faculty and librarians in the province.  
 
The questionnaire has been designed 
to solicit the opinions of faculty, 
librarians, and archivists on an array 
of topics that are important to the 
welfare of Ontario universities. 
Having information that comes 
directly from the people on the front 
lines is an invaluable tool in 
enhancing our advocacy efforts on 
your behalf.  
 
Please be assured that your 
responses will remain confidential. 
The responses will be aggregated at 
the provincial level so as to maintain 
the confidentiality not only of the 
respondent but of the institution in 
which the respondent is located. The 
questionnaire should take 15 to 20 
minutes to complete. 
  
The link to the English version of the 
survey is http://www.ocufa.on.ca/ 
surveys.facultysurvey2010.gk. The 
link to the French version of the 
survey is http://www.ocufa.on.ca/ 

 
surveys.facultysurvey2010_fr.gk.  
 
If you have any questions, please 
contact me.  
 
Cathy Christie can be reached at 
christie@queensu.ca. 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

Faculty Recruitment 
Now Collaborates 
with Immigration 
Partnership 
 
By Monica Stewart 
Coordinator, Faculty Recruitment 
and Support, Office of the Vice-
Principal (Academic) 

 
The Faculty 
Recruitment and 
Support Program 
assists new Queen‟s 
faculty and their 

families with the relocation process 
and offers community information to 
help families settle into life in 
Kingston. Recently, the program has 
been collaborating with the Kingston 
Immigration Partnership (KIP), a 
community-driven initiative to help 
build Kingston as a prosperous and 
diverse city by creating a strategy to 
attract, welcome, and integrate new 
Canadians to Kingston. 
 
As a first step toward these goals, a 
Web portal has been launched at 
www.immigrationkingston.ca. The 
portal contains practical information 
for newcomers already living in 
Kingston as well as for prospective 
immigrants. 
 
The Faculty Recruitment and Support 
Program has been collaborating with 
KIP in the development of the portal. 
Links have been created from the 
program‟s Web site at 
www.queensu.ca/facultyrecruitment 
to ensure that the content offered by 
the new portal is seamlessly available 
to new international faculty members 
and their families as they strive to 
create a home and find community in 
Kingston. 
 
Monica Stewart can be reached at 
monica.stewart@queensu.ca. 

ON THE WEB 

QUFA: All Over 
the Web! 
 
Now you can access QUFA on 
the Internet in three different 
ways: 
 
1. The Official QUFA Web Site 
 

 
www.qufa.ca 

 
2. The Blog, The QUFA Forum 
 

 
qufa.wordpress.com 

 

3. New! QUFA Facebook Group 

 

 
www.facebook.com 

(and search for QUFA) 

http://www.immigrationkingston.ca/
http://www.queensu.ca/facultyrecruitment

