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TIlE ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION AND THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF
CARLETON UNIVER8ITY

'l'l1e principal problem with the academic administration at
Carleton University, the Deans, the Vice-Presidents, and the
PrE:sident, is not that they are seeking to "do in" faculty, but
thul they are politically inept. Inept in dealing with the
Ministry of Colleges and Universities, but most importantly, for
us, inept in d~aling with the Board of Governors. When a
conflict, or potential conflict, arises between the
administration and the Board, the administrators' response is not
to prepare a plan to win, but to hunker down and wait for the
~roblem to blow away. Thus when the Chairman of the Board
attempted to subvert tenure in her infamous letter to the Bovey
Commission, the administration did not confront her, but tried to
avoid the whole issue, hoping everyone would forget about it.
What th(:~ administrution ignores is that it -is a lot easier to tip
over sumeone who is hunkered dOWtl than it is to overturn someone
standiny up for what they believe. And getting tipped over is
\-!hal happened ,.Ji th the issue of the enu of mandatory reti rem ant.
The auministration tells that they welcome the change that will
come with the Charter of Hights in April; they public1y
declared themselves in favour of this change in their submission
to the Bovey Commission. ~lhen it came time to begin implementing
a policy of no forced retirement, however, the executive of the
Board refused tu go along. The administrations' response? Hunker
dovlU and hope things will go better at the full Board. And what
happened at full Board? Well, the adminsitration was so hunkered
down that no one could see their position and we are faced at
Carleton with the real prospect that we will have to sue the
Board to protect our members' righ~ to not be forced out at age
65. (See story of mandatory retirement elsewhere in this
~cwsletter.) All because the administration cannot get its
policy apprqved by the Board.

This would more amusing, perhaps, if it did not make the
negotiations we must undertake soon quite ambiguous. Although
our contract is with the Board, we negotiate with members of the
administration. If we ayree to something at the table, quite
likely as a compromise, will we find out that the administration
hunkered down on the things we won at the table and let the Board
pick only the items we gave up in exchange?

It has occurred to us that the practice of losing items at the
Board may be a deliberate ploy, a way the administration can try
to cOllvinceus that they are "nice guys who really would like to
help us if it wasn't for the mean old Boa~d", while actually
opposing our proposals. But these people used to be our
colleagues; tileywouldn't try to deceive us, would they?---

Duffy
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