
 
 

 
 
A meeting of the Senate of Acadia University occurred on Monday, 9 April 2012 beginning at 4:00 p.m. with  
Chair Diane Holmberg presiding and 42 present.  
 
1) Approval of Agenda It was moved by A. Quéma and seconded by J. Best that the agenda be approved as 

distributed. 
 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 

2) Minutes of the Meeting of  
 12 March 2012 

 

It was moved by G. Bissix and seconded by S. Major that the minutes of Monday, 
12 March 2012 be approved as distributed. 
 
G. Bissix pointed out that on page 6 of the minutes, the first paragraph should 
read “Other reasons to propose the changes were that FPAS requires students 
to take an additional 12 hours outside of the Faculty, 6 of which have to be 
from the Faculty of Arts and the other 6 from either Arts or Professional 
Studies”. There were no objections to this correction. 
 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 

3) Announcements 
a) From the Chair of Senate 
       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      b) From the President and  
          Vice-Chancellor 
 

 
Regrets were received from E. Cochrane, J. Eustace, S. Lochhead, W. Slights, 
and A. Vibert. 
 
The Chair welcomed Dr. Bruce Fawcett, Academic Dean of the Acadia 
Divinity College and guest of H. Gardner, attending the meeting to speak to 
the proposed new courses and program requirements for the Bethel Bible 
Seminary. There were no objections to his attendance. 
 
The Chair reported that any Senators not yet having participated in the 
University of Saskatchewan online survey about academic senates in Canada 
can still do so, as the deadline was extended to the end of April. The survey 
will be re-circulated after the meeting. 
 
With regard to calls for nominations for positions on Senate and Senate 
committees, the Chair pointed out that there were no clear guidelines in the 
By-Laws or Robert’s Rules on who the calls should be circulated to. The Chair 
of Senate and the Chair of the Nominating Committee decided that calls for 
positions that can only be filled by Senators will be circulated to Senators only, 
positions that can be filled by non-Senator faculty members will be distributed 
to Senators and all faculty, and calls for lay members of Senate will be 
distributed more widely, i.e. to all staff as well. This was the practice in 
previous years and appeared reasonable. There were no objections. 
  
President Ivany reported that the Full Partnership Council met again once 
since the last meeting of Senate. The Council is comprised of all Nova Scotia 
University Presidents, four Deputy Ministers (Labour and Advanced 
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      c) From the Vice-President 
          Academic 
        

Education - Chair, Economic and Rural Development and Tourism, Finance, 
Office of Policy and Priorities), and a special advisor, and is responsible for the 
overall implementation of the MOU. The discussions are still in the early 
organizational stages.  
 
The first of the bilateral meetings with government also took place, and is in 
the early stages as well. Issues that will be addressed are the inadequacies of the 
previous MOU, as well as issues specific to Acadia. 
 
With regard to the Higher Education landscape in Canada and the 
predominance of the “G15” in setting policy frames and the research agenda, 
President Ivany reported that undergraduate education was featured 
prominently in AUCC’s New Narrative, which describes a broad agenda for 
Canadian universities over the next 10-20 years. Last spring, President Ivany 
attended an AUCC sponsored national Forum on Undergraduate Education in 
Halifax, along with the Vice-President Academic and the Vice-President 
Academic of the Acadia Students’ Union. It remains a challenge to position 
Acadia as one of Canada’s highest quality liberal education universities and to 
turn our rarity into an asset/ competitive advantage for students, research 
granting councils and the public in general. The growing number of primarily 
undergraduate universities is causing a degree of “clutter” and confusion 
within the category. 
 
A Quéma noted that the dominance of the G15 will yet again have an impact 
on our Strategic Research Plan (item 4e of the agenda). It was her recollection 
that there was some dissatisfaction among faculty members during 
development of the previous Strategic Research Plan, in that the document 
was very much influenced by granting council standards and expectations. She 
thought that, as we go through the new review process, we will be confronting 
the same issues. 
 
President Ivany acknowledged this was an important point, and responded that 
we can either let the current environment drive and determine the options we 
have, or we can try to exert influence on that environment to broaden the set 
of options. The majority of small, primarily undergraduate universities in 
Canada are very different from Acadia, and that situation may continue with 
the Ontario government still contemplating the creation of three teaching-
focused undergraduate universities. 
 
G. Whitehall reported that he recently had the opportunity to present at 
Colgate University, an American university very similar to Acadia in that it is 
also primarily undergraduate and also highly committed to research. The way 
they support research is through the strategic and creative use of graduate 
programs and post-doctoral and visiting professor positions. He was of the 
opinion that small universities in the US are more similar to Acadia than e.g. 
Quest, and that we should look to these schools to use their metrics to 
evaluate our progress, as opposed to only comparing ourselves to St. FX etc. 
 
President Ivany stressed the importance of preserving and enhancing our 
culture, and praised departments that, despite hectic schedules, have been able 
to maintain symposia and lectures that bring a richness to scholarly life for 
both students and faculty. 
 
T. Herman reported that the Academic Program Review Committee is in the 
process of completing the backlog of reviews. In the last several weeks, 
meetings took place with Mathematics & Statistics, Languages & Literatures, 
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English & Theatre, and Recreation Management & Kinesiology to move their 
final reviews along. Additional meetings have been scheduled in the short-term 
with Computer Science, the School of Business, and the Environmental 
Science programs. Some reviews will come before Senate before the end of 
this cycle. An external review team for Women’s and Gender Studies were on 
campus last week. 
 
T. Herman was pleased to report the results (not yet made public) of the 
NSERC Discovery Grants competition. This year, the results for Acadia were 
substantially better than last year, with a forty-seven percent success rate on 
applications. He attributed this success, in part, to the grantsmanship 
workshops organized by the Research Office and he thanked D. MacKinnon. 
The results of the SSHRC competition will be known mid- or late April. 
Acadia received nine postgraduate scholarship awards from NSERC (eight 
PGSMs for Master’s and one PGSD for a Doctoral student). 
 
T. Herman announced that Acadia student Donnelly Archibald received the 
Silver Leopold Gelinas Award for Best M.Sc. Thesis from the Geological 
Association of Canada, which is considered to be a very prestigious award. Dr. 
Derek Charke won the Juno Award for Classical Composition of the Year. 
 

4) Brought Forward from 12 
March 2012 

 
a) Awards Committee for 

Honorary Degrees and 
Emeriti Distinction - 
Emeriti Nominations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) Committee on Graduate 

Studies Report to Senate on 
Graduate Student 
Supervision 

 
 
 
On behalf of the Awards Committee, President Ivany presented six 
nominations for Professor Emeritus distinction. The Committee unanimously 
approved all individuals who were nominated and felt they all met the criteria 
outlined in the new Professores, Librarian and Archivist Emeriti Guidelines, 
approved by Senate in September 2011. Senate also approved a motion in June 
2011 for departments to have an opportunity to nominate any retired faculty 
not yet considered in the past. 
 
It was moved by R. Ivany and seconded by T. Herman that Senate approve the six 
candidates so named in the materials that were circulated for Professor Emeritus.  
 
This was followed by a secret ballot vote and the approval with majority 
support of all six candidates.  
 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
In response to a question from J. Hennessy whether the newly appointed 
Professores Emeriti would be acknowledged at Convocation more than in the 
past, President Ivany responded that last year, they were noted in the 
Convocation Program for the first time, which will happen again this year. 
They will also be mentioned by T. Herman again during the ceremonies. 
Whether there will be any further recognition at a gathering is under review. 
 
In response to a question from C. Stanley whether the Summer General 
Assembly would be an appropriate venue, President Ivany responded that this 
event has traditionally been preserved for recognizing long service milestones 
and retirees; however, he agreed to take it into consideration. 
 
(APPENDIX A) The Chair pointed out that the motion referred to in the 
agenda was no longer part of the report. 
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It was moved by D. MacKinnon and seconded by S. Major that Senate approve 
the Committee on Graduate Studies Report to Senate on Graduate Supervision. 
 
D. MacKinnon explained that this document was a result of a need to have a 
university-wide policy to guide the supervision of graduate-level research, in all 
cases, but in particular in case of a dispute. The contents are a mixture of 
departmental policies and some from other universities. He pointed out that 
the document is intended to allow for some flexibility. Departments had the 
opportunity to review the document and feedback was received from some. 
The Committee accommodated some of the recommendations. 
 
A. Quéma commented on the wording of “a proposal serves as a formal 
agreement” under “Proposal Development”. Although she understood the 
need for formality, she thought that a proposal was still in a state of fluidity.  
 
With regard to the paragraph on Social and Political Thought under “Dispute 
Resolution”, “A dispute involving a student in Social and Political Thought 
will skip this step and proceed directly to the Dean of Research and Graduate 
Studies”, A. Quéma asked whether the reason for this was because the 
program was interdisciplinary, and whether the Department of Political 
Science was in agreement. D. MacKinnon confirmed that because the program 
was not housed within one department, there was no one Department Head 
for students to go to. G. Whitehall suggested referring the question regarding 
whether the Department of Political Science was in agreement with the 
process for Social and Political Thought to A. Biro, coordinator of the 
program. D. MacKinnon explained that A. Biro had raised the issue and 
suggested the current wording, but that he would be happy to revisit the 
wording. A. Quéma responded that this was not necessary. 
 
G. Whitehall congratulated D. MacKinnon on the document, but felt that it 
tilted somewhat too much towards the relationship between supervisor and 
student, whereas he saw the student as graduating from the department/ 
program/unit as a whole. D. MacKinnon pointed out that of course the 
graduate degree comes from the department and the university as a whole, but 
that the current document focuses on the relationship between the graduate 
student and the thesis supervisor.  He agreed that there was no specific 
acknowledgment of others’ work within the discipline in the document, and 
asked whether G. Whitehall wanted to revisit the wording. G. Whitehall noted 
that one issue that had arisen with graduate students in the Department of 
Political Science is their desire to focus their coursework quite narrowly, 
whereas the department believes they should be pursuing a broad overview of 
the field in their coursework.  He suggested that the wording could be that it is 
the supervisor’s responsibility to recommend that the student takes courses 
quite widely. He offered to look into it. 
 
C. Stanley commented that he was under the assumption that in the case of a 
master’s thesis, there is a professor in charge of that student’s thesis as a 
supervisor.  The thesis effectively becomes a course given by that supervisor to 
the student; however, the Master’s program is very likely to have other course 
requirements beyond the thesis. He asked whether there should be a 
formalized structure to periodically evaluate students who are not on track 
within the program as a whole and to take appropriate action. D. MacKinnon 
responded that some departments have a thesis committee that fulfills that role 
for the students, whereas others do not. The intent of the document was to 
leave some room for variation among departments. 
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With regard to the section on “Constructive and Timely Feedback”, D. Silver 
pointed out that in some cases it would be difficult to provide feedback within 
the stated two weeks. D. MacKinnon responded that the original wording “a 
reasonable period of time” was changed to “two weeks” based on feedback; 
however, he acknowledged that the two week period was arbitrary and that he 
was open to suggestions.  
 
In response to a question from D. Silver about what would happen in case a 
student would want to proceed to a public defense, whereas the supervisor did 
not agree, D. MacKinnon acknowledged that this was a difficult issue and that 
he would take Senate’s advice. 
 
S. Major proposed to change the title of the document to “Graduate Thesis 
Supervision”, to better reflect the fact that the document focuses on the 
student-supervisor relationship, not the student’s broader progress within the 
graduate program as a whole. There were no objections to this change. 
 
V. Zamlynny reported that the majority of the Department of Chemistry did 
not support the document in its present form. It was seen as a problem that 
the document states that “It is the responsibility of the supervisor to ensure 
that the final thesis meets or exceeds the standards of graduate level work at 
Acadia”, and also that “Signing a formal research proposal does not preclude 
the possibility that research studies can change due to unforeseen 
circumstances”.  
 
D. MacKinnon acknowledged that at some level, the thesis quality is the 
responsibility of both student and supervisor, but the Committee worked on 
the assumption that the supervisor would have a better sense of expectations 
for thesis quality within the department and across campus than the student. 
The document therefore places more responsibility on the supervisor. In terms 
of the research proposal, D. MacKinnon stated that it would serve as a formal 
agreement between student and supervisor. It was not the intention, however, 
that there could not be any changes to what was agreed to, but rather to 
preclude a situation in which either party requests frequent changes, thereby 
prolonging the thesis process unduly. 
 
C. Stanley commented that, when helping a student design a thesis, the 
professor needs to carefully think about the risk associated with the thesis 
subject. He thought that at the PhD level more research risk can be taken. 
 
It was moved by A. Quéma and seconded by M. Snyder that the wording of the 
second sentence under “Proposal Development” be changed from “a proposal serves as a 
formal agreement” to “a proposal serves as a basis for the development of a research project 
that will meet academic standards” and to strike the rest of the sentence. 
 
A. Quéma’s reasons for the amendment were to avoid language that can be 
perceived as contractual, to allow fluidity in the research process, but to still 
address the question of academic standards. 
 
AMENDMENT CARRIED. 
 
J. Banks agreed with V. Zamlynny that the thesis quality should be a joint 
responsibility. He proposed the following amendment: 
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It was moved by J. Banks and seconded by V. Zamlynny that the wording under 
Thesis Quality be changed from “It is the responsibility of the supervisor to ensure that the 
final thesis meets or exceeds the standards of graduate level work at Acadia” to “It is the 
responsibility of the supervisor to advise the student as to the quality of the thesis (i.e. that it 
meets or exceeds the standards of graduate level work at Acadia) and to give an opinion as to 
whether it is ready for submission. The supervisor should only act as an advising editor and 
not as a co-author. It is the responsibility of the student to ensure that all written work in the 
thesis is either his/her own work, or, where appropriate, has been attributed to the actual 
authors”. 
 
J. Banks explained that the reason for his proposal was that he ran into 
problems with a student who had plagiarized work. 
 
G. Whitehall was of the opinion that the only contentious word in the 
sentence was “ensure”, which he suggested could be substituted by “judge”. 
 
J. Banks felt that still left too much ambiguity. 
 
C. Stanley suggested removing the sentence regarding the supervisor acting 
only as an advising editor. 
 
J. Banks had no objections to removing “The supervisor should only act as an 
advising editor and not as a co-author”. There were also no objections from other 
Senators. 
 
C. Stanley suggested that the second part of the amendment was the 
responsibility of the student, and that it should be moved to the students’ 
responsibility section, either as a separate point or in the section on Ethical 
Behaviour. 
 
H. Kitchin objected, stating that the issue of plagiarism was already clearly 
stated under the Registrar’s responsibilities, and that this part could be left out 
from the amendment all together. 
 
C. Stanley did not object to having a statement that the Registrar documents 
appropriate plagiarism regulations, but felt more comfortable leaving the 
statement as part of the amendment. 
 
The Chair asked whether there were any objections to:  
 Leaving the first part of the amendment, “It is the responsibility of the supervisor 

to advise the student as to the quality of the thesis (i.e. that it meets or exceeds the 
standards of graduate level work at Acadia) and to give an opinion as to whether it is 
ready for submission.”, under “Responsibilities of Supervisors - Thesis Quality”, 
 Moving the second part of the amendment, “It is the responsibility of the student 

to ensure that either his/her own work, or, where appropriate, all written work in the 
thesis, has been attributed to the actual authors.” to “Responsibilities of Students - 
Ethical Behaviour”. 

 
There were no objections to this amendment to J. Banks’s amendment. 
 
D. MacKinnon was agreeable to accommodating Senate; however, he thought 
the word “opinion” was too weak. 
 
The Chair proposed to follow G. Whitehall’s suggestion to use the word 
“judge”, rather than “give an opinion as to”. There were no objections. 
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c) Motion from the Honours 
Committee 

 
d) Preliminary Report of the 

Senate Research Committee 
on the Upcoming 
Community and Industry 
Research Collaboration Day 

 
e) Process for Reviewing the 

Strategic Research Plan 
 

f) Report from the Honours 
Committee 

 
g) Report from the By-Laws 

Committee 
 

h) Senate Committee Annual 
Reports 

i. Annual Report of the 
Senate Committee on 
Students with 
Disabilities that Affect 
Learning (2011-2012) 

ii. Report from the 
Faculty Development 

R. Cunningham stated he would vote against the amendment and preferred to 
go back to the original wording, or to propose a new amendment. 
 
A. Quéma commented that various faculty members have different 
experiences, and that the amendment did not reflect the practice in e.g. the 
Department of English; although supervisors in the department do judge 
whether the thesis is ready to be submitted, it is also a collective process; e.g. 
there are internal and external readers who share in the judgment. 
 
J. Banks noted that it is actually the Thesis Defense Committee that judges the 
thesis quality, and that the supervisor can only give an opinion. 
 
The Chair reiterated the amendment: 
1. Change the wording under Responsibilities of Supervisors - Thesis Quality 

to: “It is the responsibility of the supervisor to advise the student as to the quality of the 
thesis (i.e. that it meets or exceeds the standards of graduate level work at Acadia) and 
to judge whether it is ready for submission.” 

2. Add to Responsibilities of Students - Ethical Behaviour: “It is the 
responsibility of the student to ensure that all written work in the thesis is either his/her 
own work, or, where appropriate, has been attributed to the actual authors.” 

 
There were no objections to voting separately on Part 1 and 2. 
 
PART 1: CARRIED. 
 
PART 2: DEFEATED. 
 
MOTION TO APPROVE REVISED DOCUMENT: CARRIED. 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
 
 
D. MacKinnon reported that the Research Committee decided to postpone 
the Community and Industry Research Collaboration Day to the fall. 
 
 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
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Committee (2010-
2011) 

 
i) Motion from Dr. Vlad 

Zamlynny re: Proposed 
Modification to an Existing 
Course 

 
j) Mid-term Report of the 

Curriculum Committee 
 

k) Report from the Academic 
Planning and Priorities 
Committee 

 
l) Review Functioning of 

Tenure-Track Teaching 
Complement Allocation 
Committee 

 
m) Discussion of Town Hall 

Data 
 

 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
 
 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 
 
 
 
 
Carried over to the next meeting. 

5) Special Order 5:35pm: New 
Business 
a) Nominating Committee 

Report re: Nominees for 
Chair and Deputy Chair of 
Senate 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The Chair reported that there will be an election for Chair and Deputy Chair at 
the May meeting of Senate; however, the By-laws call for names to be put 
forward at the April meeting. In the absence of M. Corbett, J. Hennessy was 
able to report that there was a single nomination for each position: D. 
Holmberg for the position of Chair, and P. Doerr for the position of Deputy 
Chair. The Chair pointed out that additional names can still be brought 
forward. 
 
The Chair alerted Senate to the fact that a decision needs to be made at the 
May meeting of Senate regarding the Academic Planning and Priorities 
Committee, which was formed as an ad hoc committee with a one year 
mandate. The Committee is to bring a report at the May meeting of Senate, at 
which point Senate will have the following options: to disband the Committee, 
to change it to a Standing Committee, or to extend the ad hoc Committee for a 
certain period of time, in its current or in a modified form.  
 
In response to a question from H. Kitchin, the Chair confirmed that individual 
members of the Academic Planning and Priorities Committee can make 
motions regarding the future of the Committee. No advance notice of motion 
would be needed. 
 
B. Anderson noted that it would be helpful in order to make a judgement to 
have information available on what the Committee has done and what remains 
to be done, e.g. the feedback obtained from the wider campus community. 
 
A. Quéma agreed that it was difficult to make a decision based on only the few 
verbal reports that were provided. She pointed out that the discussion on the 
APPC was related to the discussion on the functioning of the Tenure-Track 
Teaching Complement Allocation Committee, as they both involve academic 
planning, etc. 
 
R. Cunningham agreed with B. Anderson and A. Quéma. 
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b) Proposed New Courses and 
Program Requirements 
Bethel Bible Seminary 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

c) Motion from the Faculty of 
Arts re: Departmental 
Name Change from 
“Political Science” to 
“Politics” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

d) Notice of Motion from the 
Chair, Senate Committee on 
Students with Disabilities 
that Affect Learning re: 
Change in Committee 
Membership 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(APPENDIX B) It was moved by H. Gardner and seconded by B. Hagerman 
that the Proposed New Courses and Program Requirements for the Bethel Bible Seminary be 
approved. 
 
H. Gardner noted that the Faculty of Theology undertakes to monitor and to 
do due diligence on behalf of the university for affiliated colleges, the students 
of which receive Acadia degrees. The annual visit from the President of the 
Bethel Bible Seminary in Hong Kong took place recently, and H. Gardner 
visited the Seminary last summer. Following the revisions to the curriculum of 
the Faculty of Theology last year, the leadership of Bethel has proposed the 
revisions to its curriculum to bring it into closer alignment with what is being 
offered by the Acadia Divinity College.  
 
B. Fawcett spoke to the document, explaining that it presents proposed new 
courses and program descriptions that were originally written in Chinese. The 
proposed changes will mirror more closely the curriculum of the Acadia 
Divinity College, while taking into account that graduates will be serving in a 
different culture. 
 
MOTION CARRIED WITH ONE ABSTENTION. 
 
(APPENDIX C) It was moved by B. Moody and seconded by G. Whitehall 
that the name of the Department of Political Science be changed to the Department of 
Politics. 
 
B. Moody reported that this motion was passed unanimously at a recent 
meeting of the Faculty of Arts Council. 
 
G. Whitehall explained that the name “Department of Politics” better reflects 
the diversity of approaches used today to address a wide range of questions 
and issues. 
 
In response to a question from P. Williams, G. Whitehall pointed out that the 
next stage in the process is changing the name of the degree. R. Jotcham noted 
that a degree name change would take effect as of the next academic year at 
the earliest. 
 
A. Quéma did not object to the name change, but asked whether this was the 
name used at other Canadian universities. G. Whitehall responded that some 
other universities were moving away from the term “Political Science” as well. 
 
MOTION CARRIED WITH ONE ABSTENTION. 
 
(APPENDIX D) The Chair drew Senate’s attention to the notice of motion 
from the Committee on Students with Disabilities that Affect Learning 
regarding a change in committee membership, which will come forward as a 
motion at the May meeting of Senate. 
 
After some discussion, it was decided that the May 9 meeting would be 
extended in order to cover items carried over from today’s meeting, including 
discussions on the Academic Planning and Priorities Committee, the Tenure-
Track Teaching Complement Allocation Committee, and the Town Hall data. 
R. Jotcham pointed out that the Graduates for the Convocation of May 2012 
also needed to be approved at the May meeting. 
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6) Adjournment On motion of J. Hennessy, the meeting adjourned at 6:00 pm. 
 
ORIGINAL SIGNED 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
J. Postema, Recording Secretary 
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APPENDIX A 

   
GRADUATE SUPERVISION 

Responsibilities of faculty, students, and administrators 
 
NOTE: The responsibilities and dispute resolution processes outlined in this document apply to 
students in the 13 masters programs at Acadia within the Faculties of Arts, Professional Studies, and 
Pure and Applied Science, as well as to students in the PhD program in Educational Studies. 
 
Introduction 
 
This document is intended to provide clear and succinct guidelines for graduate students, faculty 
supervisors, and administrators on issues related to the supervision of graduate theses and research 
projects. This is an area of critical importance to the University. Undertaking research is an essential 
component of graduate study. A good supervisory relationship creates a healthy and supportive 
environment in which students can accomplish their research and scholarly goals. It also creates a 
positive and productive environment for faculty supervisors. For many faculty members, the research 
done by their graduate students not only contributes to their personal research programs, it is 
frequently an indispensable component of it.  
 
This document has been prepared by the Office of Research and Graduate Studies, with the support 
and assistance of the Senate Committee on Graduate Studies. It was undertaken with a view to 
establishing University-wide policy to guide the supervision of graduate-level research. The policies and 
guidelines contained in this document are intended to bring clarity to the expectations and 
responsibilities of graduate students and supervisors, and to outline procedures for dealing with 
conflict and otherwise problematic circumstances in the supervision of graduate research. 
 

Responsibilities 
 

Joint Responsibilities of supervisors and students: 
 

• Respect. Every student and faculty supervisor has a right to be treated respectfully. This 
includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

o Maintaining appointments, except in cases of extenuating circumstances. If cancellation 
is necessary, provide as much advanced notice as possible. 

o Coming to meetings having read or prepared whatever was agreed upon prior to the 
appointment. 

o Allowing for disagreements, but recognizing that it is the supervisor’s responsibility to 
guide the direction of, and approach to, the study; no research project will proceed to a 
public defense without the agreement and written consent of the supervisor, the 
student, and the head/director of the department/school. If disagreements or disputes 
arise in the relationship, faculty and students are expected to treat each other in ways 
that are not hurtful or otherwise disrespectful.  
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o Maintaining confidentiality. While not all aspects of a supervisory relationship are 
confidential, areas that have been identified by one or the other as being such must be 
respected. 

o Constructing a joint relationship that is free of stereotyping, discrimination, and 
prejudicial behaviour.  

Responsibilities of Supervisors 
 

• Topic Development. Supervisors are expected to provide guidance for students in the 
development of thesis/project topics. This includes offering ideas and generally assisting 
students in identifying areas within a disciplinary realm that are suitable for investigation. In 
instances where a student enters the relationship with a well-developed idea for a research 
study, the faculty supervisor can assist in refining the research focus and delimiting the study. 

 
• Proposal Development.  Every thesis-based research project at Acadia begins with the 

development of a formal research proposal by the student. While the length and substance will 
vary among departments and schools, a proposal serves as a formal agreement, in that it 
defines what a student is expected to do in order to produce a thesis of high quality. Once the 
proposal is at the stage where the supervisor feels the study is ready to be launched, he or she 
will sign a proposal acceptance form and file it, along with a copy of the proposal, in the 
departmental or school office. A copy will be provided for the student. Departments and 
schools may require a proposal meeting in order to provide feedback from an 
examining/proposal committee.  

Signing a formal research proposal does not preclude the possibility that research studies can 
change due to unforeseen circumstances, creating a situation where the purpose of the study 
as originally stated is not achievable.  Where this happens, changes must be jointly agreed upon 
by the supervisor and the student, and must adhere to departmental or school policy. 
Substantial changes in focus may require the preparation and submission of a new proposal. 
 

• Reasonable Access. Faculty members who have agreed to supervise graduate students are 
expected to be reasonably accessible for thesis consultation, occasionally on short notice. To 
whatever extent possible, supervisors should plan with students around likely completion dates 
in order to avoid interruptions and delays. In cases of leaves of absence or sabbaticals, the 
supervisor, in consultation with the graduate coordinator, may arrange for a replacement 
supervisor. 

• Length of Study (timelines). It is the responsibility of the faculty supervisor to assist a graduate 
student in designing a study that is achievable in a reasonable period of time.  
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• Constructive and Timely Feedback. A central component of the research process for graduate 
students is constructive and timely feedback from supervisors. This is crucial in allowing a 
student to maintain consistent progress. What constitutes timely feedback is to be negotiated 
in each supervisory relationship, and perhaps by standards established within departments and 
schools. Under normal circumstances, students should not expect feedback to be “immediate,” 
but neither should they expect it to be in excess of two (2) weeks. 

Constructive and timely feedback is equally crucial in instances where students are not meeting 
academic expectations. While these conversations can be difficult, it serves no one’s interest to 
prolong a study if success is unlikely.  
 

• Professional Growth. Supervisors are expected to support students’ professional development 
by encouraging participation in discipline-specific professional gatherings (e.g., conferences, 
symposia). Where appropriate, supervisors should encourage the publication (jointly or 
otherwise) of a student’s work. 

• Thesis quality. It is the responsibility of the supervisor to ensure that the final thesis meets or 
exceeds the standards of graduate level work at Acadia. 

 
Responsibilities of Students 

 
• Commitment to Research. Graduate research takes time and commitment on behalf of 

students. In discussion with faculty supervisors, students need to plan for sufficient time to 
complete a thesis or project of substantial scholarly merit. This includes: (i) time needed to gain 
sufficient background and skills in the research area before initiating the study, (ii) time 
required to undertake the fieldwork/analysis in a comprehensive and rigorous manner, and (iii) 
time to produce a thesis manuscript that is thorough, well organized, and lucidly written. 

• Research Proposal. Each thesis student is required to write and submit a research proposal in 
consultation with their supervisor that meets the standards established by their department or 
school.  

• Communication. Students are expected to maintain regular contact with supervisors to inform 
them of progress and make them aware of factors that may cause problems or interruptions. It 
may be helpful if students and supervisors agree upon a schedule of meetings and event 
horizons, although this may not always be possible. It is important for students to recognize 
that faculty members have other responsibilities which can delay access on short notice.  

• Ethical Behaviour. All students are expected to adhere to high ethical standards in undertaking 
research that involves humans or other animals. This includes close familiarity with the 
protocols established by the Research Ethics Board or the Animal Care Committee, in addition 
to appropriate discipline-specific codes of ethics.  
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Dispute Resolution 
 

At times conflict arises in a supervisory relationship. As uncomfortable as this may be, it is imperative 
that troubling issues be addressed at an early stage before they lead to a deterioration of the working 
relationship. Resolution at an early stage should be between the student and the supervisor, without 
the necessity of involving others. However, given the power imbalance in a supervisor relationship, if 
students are uncomfortable approaching their supervisors on issues of conflict, or if the supervisory 
relationship has deteriorated to the point where the likelihood of resolution at this informal stage is 
remote, the following procedures are to be employed: 
 

• Graduate Coordinator. All departments and schools offering graduate programs select a faculty 
member to serve as their graduate program coordinator. This individual is normally responsible 
for providing academic counselling for graduate students. However, in cases of conflict in the 
supervisory relationship, the coordinator serves as the first external point of contact for the 
student and/or supervisor in seeking resolution. In instances where the graduate coordinator is 
the supervisor, recourse will be directly to the head or director. 

 
• Head or Director. In instances where the graduate coordinator is unable to construct an 

acceptable solution to the conflict, the head of the department or director of the school will be 
engaged through the graduate coordinator. In some cases, it may be in the best interest of the 
student to have a new supervisor appointed. This is done by the head/director and coordinator, 
in consultation with the student. Appointing a new supervisor will be done without penalty or 
disadvantage to the graduate student. 

 
In instances where the head or director is the supervisor, recourse will be directly to the Dean 
of Research and Graduate Studies. 
 
A dispute involving a student in Social and Political Thought will skip this step and proceed 
directly to the Dean of Research and Graduate Studies.  

 
• Dean of Research and Graduate Studies. If the dispute is unable to be resolved within the unit, 

the graduate coordinator or head/director will bring the matter to the attention of the Dean of 
Research and Graduate Studies. Where appropriate, the Dean will meet with the student or 
faculty member to seek a resolution. As Acadia does not have a faculty of graduate studies, in 
instances that directly involve faculty, the Dean of Research and Graduate Studies may request 
the involvement of the relevant program dean. When necessary, the Dean of RGS will bring the 
matter to the attention of the Vice President Academic. 

 
Situations that cannot be resolved through these procedures can proceed to the stage of formal appeal 
as outlined in the University Calendar.  
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APPENDIX B 
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01) PT7093 Christian Management and Administration for Personal Growth

 

 

 In this course students will explore the biblical principles of “God-centered management and administration” through reading, class discussion, reflection, and projects.  This foundational course acts as a foundation from which to review their personal management and leadership style, behaviours, spiritual gifts, and spirituality.  Students are able to frame their own core values of Christian management and leadership from a biblical perspective.    Spiritual Formation  01) 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Motion from the Faculty of Arts 

“Be it resolved that the name of the Department of Political Science be changed to the Department of Politics.”   

Note:  This motion has the unanimous support of a recent meeting of the Faculty of Arts Council. 
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APPENDIX D 
 
 
 
Notice of Motion from the Chair, Senate Committee on Students with Disabilities that Affect Learning 
 
That the current By-law concerning membership of the Senate Committee on Students with Disabilities that 
affect Learning be modified as follows: 
 
“The membership of the Senate Committee on Students with Disabilities that Affect Learning shall be elected in 
accordance with Article VI. 1. and shall be as follows:  
The Academic Support Coordinator or delegate  
The Disability Resource Facilitator or delegate  
The Registrar or delegate  
One Senator member from the Faculty of Arts  
One Senator member from the Faculty of Professional Studies  
One Senator member from the Faculty of Pure and Applied Science  
One Senator or delegate member from the Faculty of Theology  
One student appointed by the Student Representative Council” 
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