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1. Background 

 

On April 2, 2012 the Senate Task Force on Academic Rank and Advancement [TFARA] sponsored its 

second ARA forum.  Once again organized around facilitated, small group discussions, the forum’s 

purpose was to explore ARA possibilities.  Faculty members discussed pre-circulated questions 

regarding the typical components associated with ARA.  Focus was placed on alternative 

specifications of components such as “work pattern,” “rank” and “title,” the goal being to assess 

pros and cons.  

 

Approximately 40 faculty members attended the forum.  While some appreciated the forum format, 

others found it less helpful.  The latter group felt the discussion questions were unclear, and that 

simultaneous examination of the numerous components of rank and advancement created a 

disjointed discussion from which it was difficult to draw conclusions.  Nevertheless, the forum did 

generate substantial feedback – documents containing the complete collection of information are 

available through TFARA’s SharePoint website.1  

 

This report highlights main themes found in the feedback, and presents Task Force reflections.  The 

report proceeds by presenting main discussion questions, main themes identified in responses, and 

TFARA observations. 

 
2. Work Pattern Questions 
 

For the purposes of forum discussion, work pattern was defined as employment designated by 
particular work categories/expectations.  Participants at the past November forum noted there are 
various categories of faculty work at Kwantlen, and that a desirable ARA system should recognize 
and value work patterns.   

 

 Discussion Question 2.1:  Identify the flexible work patterns you would like to see recognized at  
 Kwantlen.  What would they include and/or “look like?”  
 
 Participants provided a variety of potential work patterns for consideration, e.g.: 
 

[a] Teaching/service 
[b] Teaching/scholarship 
[c] Teaching/service/scholarship 
[d] Counselling or librarian service/other service/scholarship  
[e] Teaching/service/scholarship/mentoring 

                                                           
1
 See  https://our.kwantlen.ca/sites/committees/senate/tfara/SiteAssets/Forms/AllItems.aspx.  

https://our.kwantlen.ca/sites/committees/senate/tfara/SiteAssets/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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[f] Teaching/service/scholarship/professional development 
 

Forum participants imagined various scenarios involving work pattern categories and category 
emphasis, or weighting2, across faculty members/departments/Faculties.  These are captured by the 
four following cases: 

 

 Case 1:  One work pattern for all faculty members in all departments/Faculties; fixed, 
identical weights for all faculty members 
 
Example = teaching/service/scholarship/professional development pattern for all, 
70/5/10/15 weighting for all 
 

 Case 2:  One work pattern for all faculty members in all departments/Faculties; weights that 
vary either by member, department, or Faculty3  

 
Example = teaching/service/scholarship/professional development pattern for all, 
70/5/10/15 weighting for some, 60/5/20/15 weighting for others 
 

 Case 3:  Different work patterns for faculty members in different departments/Faculties; 
identical patterns within departments/Faculties, fixed weights within particular patterns 
 
example = teaching/service/scholarship/professional development in Faculty “A”, 
70/5/10/15 for all faculty in this pattern;  counselling service/other 
service/scholarship/professional development  in Faculty “B”, 60/5/10/25 for all faculty in 
this pattern 
 

 Case 4:  Different work patterns for faculty members in different departments/Faculties; 
weights that vary either by member, department, or Faculty 
 

Responses to Discussion Question 2.1 portray a myriad of possibilities – forum time constraints did 
not allow participants to determine the “best” work pattern specification and weighting. 
 
TFARA Observation:  On the one hand, more specific work pattern designation [e.g. option [f] versus 
option [a] on page 1] or greater variation in work pattern and weighting [i.e. Case 4 versus Case 1] 
are desirable – they bring greater clarity to work expectations and greater ability to tailor category 
emphasis to department/Faculty realities and/or faculty member strengths.  On the other hand, 
practical considerations reduce the set of viable options.  Regarding work pattern designation, some 
categories [e.g. mentoring] may be difficult to appropriately quantify; regarding category weighting, 
weights desired by faculty members/departments/Faculties are constrained by funding limitations 
and over-arching institutional objectives.  In the end, the appropriate balancing of relevant factors is 
best determined by wide-spread consultation and transparent process. 
 
Some forum participants noted that work patterns are rarely static over the course of one’s career, 
or even within a given academic year.  In the former case, a faculty member might desire a greater 
emphasis on scholarly activity in early career years, with less emphasis in later years.  In the latter 

                                                           
2
 Weighting is interpreted to mean the proportion of one’s workload devoted to a particular category of work.  

3
 To maintain a common work pattern in this case, all weights must remain positive [i.e. no weight can equal 0]. 
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case, a faculty member’s emphasis on scholarship might vary depending on the availability of 
funding in a given year.  These considerations imply an ideal work pattern specification will contain a 
high degree of flexibility that accommodates the desire or need for work pattern adjustment.      
 

  Discussion Question 2.2:  What are the advantages & disadvantages of the current work pattern at  
 Kwantlen?  What are the advantages and disadvantages of the alternative work pattern(s) you  
 have identified? 
 

Current work patterns are specified by the collective agreement [henceforth the “Agreement”] 
between the Polytechnic University [henceforth the “University”] and the Kwantlen Faculty 
Association [KFA].   Faculty member work patterns vary – for example, some work within a teaching 
mode [e.g. classroom-related instruction], while others work within a student-services mode [e.g. 
counsellors and librarians].  Numerous work categories exist within particular patterns.  For 
example, classroom-related instruction includes categories such as teaching, the counselling of 
students, curriculum/program development, professional development and participation on a 
variety of educational committees.4 Scholarly activity, while noted in the Agreement, is not an 
expected workload category within current work patterns. 5 
 
Work pattern specification is given greater definition in the Agreement through designated activity 
“contact hours.”  Contact hours are “hard-fast” – they represent measured activity involvement.  
Contact hour requirements for the various teaching modes, counselling, and librarian services are 
specified in the Agreement.6  For example, full-time classroom-related instruction involves 16 
contact hours per week, while counselling involves a maximum of 24 contact hours.  Contact hours 
do not account for time spent in related activities; for example, teaching contact hours do not 
account for teaching related duties such as class preparation, assessment, meeting with students 
outside the classroom, etc.7  Related duties represent part of the more flexible usage of the non-
contact hours in a typical 35 hour work week. 
 
The current work pattern is also given hard-fast definition by Agreement provisions regarding 
professional development – within the 10 months of accountable faculty time, 21 days are allotted 
for this component.8 
 
Current work patterns thus: 
 
[a]  vary by Faculty 

                                                           
4
 KFA Collective Agreement Section 12.01A. 

5
 Section 12.17 states: “The parties recognize that research and scholarly activity have always been an integral 

component of faculty work at Kwantlen University College. Research and scholarship inform teaching, curriculum 
and teaching practices, enhance the knowledge of faculty and students, and enable faculty members to remain 
intellectually stimulated and current in their fields. Scholarly activity is a dynamic process consisting of the 
following interrelated components: discovery, application, integration, teaching and learning, and creative artistry. 
Nothing in this provision shall be construed as increasing a faculty member’s assigned workload.” [Italics added] 
6
 See Section 12.03A for teaching mode contact hours.  See Section 12.07 for counselor, librarian, and other faculty 

contact hours. 
7
 Teaching related duties are noted in Section 12.03(a). 

8
 Section 12.01(d). 
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[b] contain proportions of over-all workload that are hard fast9  
[c] contain proportions of over-all workload that can be flexibly used to accomplish remaining 

duties.   
 

 Forum participants cited the following advantages concerning the current work pattern: 

 

  Appropriate focus on teaching 

 

 Gives primary emphasis to teaching, our key mandate, and therefore attracts faculty 

with a passion for teaching.   

 Does not encourage non-productive scholarship “for the sake of scholarship”   

 

 Flexibility 

 

 Is flexible in the sense that non-contact hours can be shifted to most important 

activities; e.g. in studio-based courses, student mentoring can be given priority, or to a 

faculty member’s preferred pattern 

 

 Advantageous culture 

 

 Fosters a non-competitive environment – once granted full-time status, secure position 

encourages sharing of expertise 

  

 Participants cited the following disadvantages concerning the current pattern: 

 

 Insufficient recognition/support for other work components 

 

 Does not support specialization in areas other than teaching 

 Provides little latitude to do scholarship – scholarship must be done on personal time 

 Teaching, curriculum/professional development responsibilities leave little time for 

meaningful participation/service in a university model where faculty are to play a key 

role in the development of academic policy 

 

 Incentive problems 

 

 Does not provide recognition/reward for service and scholarship 

 Results in unequal faculty work effort [only those with intrinsic motivation put forth 

significant effort] 

 

                                                           
9
 The hard fast proportion varies by work pattern.  For example, in the case of classroom-related instruction, the 

hard-fast portion of workload is approximately 47%.  In the case of counseling, the portion can be as high as 80.2%.  
For the methodology behind these figures, see the Appendix. 
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 Inequities 

 

 Differences in work patterns mean faculty in some areas have more flexibility than 

others 

 Small departments/faculties have overloaded responsibilities 

 

 Participants cited the following advantages of the alternative identified work patterns: 

 

Improved recognition/signals 

 

 Provide recognition for work other than teaching 

 Provide a more accurate specification of what university faculty actually do 

 Send signals recognized by external accreditation bodies 

 

Improved incentives 

 

 Specified expectations increases effort by those underperforming within the current 

system, improving equity by reducing effort required of those operating with integrity 

under the current system 

 Encouraging specialization beyond teaching increases productivity in areas beyond 

teaching 

 

Improved resource allocation 

 

 Specification of service time places a cap on this activity, creating recognition of the 

need for greater resourcing of this activity and freeing up individual faculty time for 

other productive activities 

 Recognition of currently unspecified areas such as scholarship would create rationale for 

increased resourcing in this area 

 

 Participants cited the following disadvantages of alternative identified work patterns: 

 

 Unrealistic 

 

 Alternative patterns presume funding available for scholarship work component – the 

University Act does not create latitude for such funding at the expense of teaching 

 Faculty preferences in terms of relative weighting may run counter to 

departmental/institutional needs 
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Cultural damage 

 

 Creation of a more competitive environment – less willingness to share information 

amongst faculty  

 Greater perceived value of some work patterns [i.e. scholarship-based patterns] will 

lead to differences in pay and perceptions of inequity 

 

Threats to teaching  

 

 Within a fixed budget, greater emphasis on areas such as scholarship require diversion 

of resources from teaching 

 Insufficient resourcing of scholarship may create workload imbalances for those in 

streams that incorporate scholarship but still have significant teaching requirements 

 

TFARA Observation:  While current patterns bring advantages – a degree of workload flexibility for 

faculty, a collegial, teaching-based culture – they also create challenges.  The lack of specification 

around service and scholarship lead to incentive and recognition problems in these areas.  Flexibility 

combined with differences in faculty motivation result in workload inequities.  

 

While alternatives to the current workload specification hold the promise of improved incentives 

and recognition for previously under-emphasized components [e.g. scholarship], they bring 

demands for additional resources or a re-allocation away from core activities like teaching.  In 

addition, they appear to threaten pre-existing institutional culture.  Acceptable improvement in 

terms of work pattern appears accessible only through increased resourcing and institutional 

commitment to existing cultural attributes. 

3. Rank Questions 
  
 Academic rank was defined as a level of demonstrated accomplishment within a particular work  
 pattern. 

 

Accomplishment reflects a faculty member’s contribution to the University.  Accomplishment is 

determined by the value the University attaches to the member’s activities [as shaped by 

institutional objectives], as well as by the quantity and quality of work-related output.  Desirable 

rank systems accurately reflect institutional objectives and accurately measure output quantity and 

quality. 

 

Kwantlen’s present rank system assigns equal value to all faculty member contributions based 

comparable years of full-time service.  Rank advances with years of full-time service.  Since faculty 

are presumed to produce comparable annual output volume regardless of years of full-time service, 

advancement of rank with advancement of years of service is presumably based on improvement in 

output quality due to greater experience. 
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 Discussion Question 3.1:  What would be the reasons for and against having [new] distinctions of  
 rank at Kwantlen? 
 

Participant reasons for introducing new systems of rank at Kwantlen:  

Incentives advance institutional objectives 

 Provides motivation that advances excellence if appropriate rank criteria employed 

 Recognizes contributions; recognition rewards hard work 

Sends clearer signals 

 Clarifies level attained, sends signals to constituents 

 Provides external recognition necessary for funding 

 Provides benchmarks that stimulate mentorship 

 Participant reasons for maintaining the existing system of rank at Kwantlen:  

 

Maintain existing culture 

 

 Fosters greater willingness to share expertise  

 Status differences create undesirable work environment [perceived superiority, 

intimidation, sense of division, being devalued]; avoids getting ahead at the expense of 

others, equal value improves morale 

 A more competitive system is inconsistent with our existing institutional culture 

 

Avoid potential pitfalls of a faulty alternative 

    

 Prevents misallocation of resources arising under poor rank criteria [alternative systems 

are ultimately subjective and political]; is quality measurable, can we trust evaluations? 

 Prevents misallocation of individual effort from institutional advancement to self- 

advancement 

 

  Problems associated with funding realities 

 

 Changing rank system may not result in access to more resources [get all the cons of a 

new rank system, without accessing any pros] 

 Funding necessary for an alternative rank system is not available [e.g. if pay is not tied to 

rank, the advantages of an alternative system disappear] 

 Salary and benefits will not change, so an alternative system lacks necessary incentives 

to achieve motivation objectives 
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 In a fixed-sum funding game, providing more to sum means less for others [more for 

scholarship, less for teaching] 

 

  Lack of good fit 

 

 A merit-based rank system is difficult to apply in some areas [teaching? counseling? 

trades?] 

 Alternative systems do not advance quality teaching 

 Too difficult to evaluate the quality of teaching   

 

TFARA Observation:  Disadvantages associated with the current rank system focus on a lack of 

formal recognition, and therefore incentive for, accomplishment beyond a minimum standard.  This 

lack of recognition creates internal and external perception problems [i.e. mentoring signals in the 

former case, scholarship funding signals in the latter].   However, forum participants are concerned 

about alternative rank systems.  In particular, they wonder if it is difficult to develop and implement 

rank systems that provide significant recognition and incentive in areas like teaching and 

counseling/librarian service.  Such systems may change institutional culture and require unavailable 

funding.   

 

 Discussion Question 3.2:  If Kwantlen had distinctions of rank, and if Kwantlen had different  
designated work patterns, what would be the reasons for and against having different rank 
distinctions across different work patterns? 
 
When an ARA system is based on different work patterns – e.g. teaching/service for some faculty, 
teaching/service/scholarship for others – the question arises as to whether all patterns should 
employ a common rank system, or alternatively, employ pattern-specific rank systems.  For 
example, should the same rank levels apply to a teaching/service stream and a 
teaching/service/scholarship stream? 
 

Participant reasons for having different rank distinctions for different work patterns 
 
 Different work requires a different metric  
 

 Some work components are not comparable to others [e.g. service versus scholarship], 
hard to say how much of one is equal to one unit of the other 

 It may be difficult to have equal rigor for attainment of the same rank across different 
work patterns [e.g. teaching versus scholarship] 

 

Participant reasons for having the same rank distinctions for different work patterns 
 

  Culture, morale  

 

 Maintains a sense of equal value across different work patterns, improves morale, 

collegiality 
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  Presumed simplicity, clarity 

 

 All shooting at the same, obvious, target 

 Clarity - simplicity of a one rank system facilitates internal comparison, external 

understanding   

 

TFARA Observation:  A common rank system across all work patterns does raise significant 

questions about the comparability of different types of work, as well as equity concerns about 

necessary levels of rigor to attain rank within different patterns [e.g. teaching versus scholarship 

streams].  The advantage of enhanced internal comparison and external understanding created by a 

common rank system presumes the comparability of different work types can be demonstrated to 

internal and external parties.   

 

4. Title Questions 

Academic title was defined as the name or designation that may or may not be attached to 

attainment of a particular rank. 

 

In the case where rank attainment confers a new title, rank and title are viewed as “attached.”  This 

is the case, for example, in a traditional research-intensive university where faculty move from 

Assistant to Associate to Full Professor.  When rank and title are attached, title sends a signal of 

capacity or ability. 

 

However, a rank system can involve common title – consider the example of an institution where 

advancement in rank is based on years of full-time service, yet title remains the same throughout 

advancement.  This is the current case at Kwantlen where, throughout advancement based on years 

of service, faculty members maintain the title “Instructor.”  In this instance, title does not send a 

signal of capacity or ability. 

 Discussion Question 4.1:  What would be the reasons for attaching title to rank? What would be 

the reasons for not attaching title to rank, that is, for having title independent of rank? 

Participant reasons for attaching title to rank: 

  

 Attached titles motivate 

 

 Titles create prestige – a motivator 

 Provides incentive to reach higher for a greater title 
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 Attached titles send useful signals 

 

  To the degree attached titles are recognized and understood by internal and external parties: 

 

 Academic community is alerted to status [e.g. internal/external colleagues, funding 

agencies] 

 Provides appreciation/recognition of institutional rigor/quality 

 Understanding of underlying rank system is facilitated 

 Title makes faculty accountable [once granted a higher title, a higher expectation is 

generated]    

 

 Reasons for having common title unattached to [i.e. independent of] rank: 

 

Culture advantages 

 

 Absence of title differences promotes sense of equal value, collegiality 

 

  Avoid pitfalls of flawed title distinctions 

 

 Avoids energy devoted to seeking credential/status that in the end adds little value to 

other institution constituents 

 Avoids false justification of different pay for different title [i.e. title differences do not 

truly reflect quality differences – so there is no gain from title differences] 

 

TFARA Observation:  The advantage of attaching title to rank is determined by the degree to which 

[a] rank differences truly measure differences in accomplishment, and [b] the criteria behind rank 

attainment are clearly understood by title observers.  Title distinctions lose value when rank systems 

function poorly as a metric for accomplishment or when the rank criteria that underlie titles are not 

commonly understood.   

 
 Discussion Question 4.2:  If Kwantlen had different designated work patterns, what would be the 

reasons for using the same titles across all work patterns? What would be the reasons for using 
different titles across different work patterns? 

 

 Same titles across work patterns: 

 

 Culture, morale 

 

 Sense of equality, equal value across patterns 

 Improves collegiality, morale 

 Is not divisive, promotes unity  

 Fits with Kwantlen culture 
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Different titles across work patterns –  

 

Appropriate signaling 

 

 More descriptive of what you do 

 Same title may not be understood, may be inappropriate, in specific applications 

 Forced conformity seems artificial  

 

TFARA Observation:  Different titles across work patterns is appropriate when different patterns [a] 

have different measures of accomplishment and [b] when information regarding specific 

accomplishment is clearly identified with specific titles.  Title differences across work patterns need 

not affect culture and morale, so long as there is institutional recognition of cross-pattern title 

equality [e.g. are faculty members with different titles in different work patterns paid the same 

compensation based on a common denominator such as service years?]. 

 

5. Collegiality Question 

 

Many participants at the first forum expressed the desire to maintain a “collegial” working 
environment at Kwantlen.  While the term “collegial” may mean different things to different people 
[e.g. collaborative, or non-competitive, or “nice”], the following definitions were presented for 
consideration at the second forum:    
 
Collegial process - a process where authority is vested equally among colleagues; e.g. a peer-review 
process 
 
Collegial environment - an environment characterized by respectful co-involvement  

 
 Discussion Question:  If Kwantlen had distinctions of rank and title, what would be necessary to 

maintain a collegial environment? 

 

 Appropriate processes  

 

 Top-down buy-in/support for collegiality – demonstrated by valuing input from all 

 Objective, transparent, fair rank and title criteria applied by peers 

 Evidence-based decision processes 

 Accessible to all 

 Collaborative, flexible processes 

 Consultative, non-coercive processes 

 Right to appeal 
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 Maintain a sense of equal value 

 

 Apply the same rank and title system across all faculties 

 Access to same salary grid across all faculties 

 

Other 

 

 Advancement criteria determined locally [department/Faculty level] 

 Sense of a shared vision and responsibility 

 Active mentorship 

 

TFARA Observation:  The term “collegial” seems to have a broader meaning to some faculty than 

the one presented at the forum – that is, collegial means more than just peer-based processes or 

respectful co-involvement.  To some, collegial includes notions of fairness, equal value, or other 

considerations.  It means viewing each other on par, not feeling a need to prove superior worth, 

having the same status, being more willing to share resources as a result.  Collegial seems to mean 

the opposite of “competitive,” an environment where individuals strive to show they are more 

valued than others and thus should be treated differently [i.e. granted access to more resources, 

which may mean others are granted less].  

 

To be helpful as a criterion for evaluating ARA systems, a common understanding of collegiality 

should be determined and employed. 

 

6. Concluding Comments 

 

Forum feedback highlights the pros and cons of ARA change.  Arguments for ARA change focus on 

the need to improve the incentive for and recognition of activities such as service and scholarship.  

Appropriate systems – i.e. those that accomplish these tasks – may be able to maintain a collegial 

culture, at least in a narrow sense.  The present ARA system raises equity concerns: it provides the 

same recognition for faculty whose differences in motivation lead to differences in contributions. 

 

Arguments against ARA change focus on the appropriate teaching emphasis found in the current 

system.  Cons regarding the strengthening of incentives – for example, the incentive for activities 

such as scholarship – are that faculty effort may be misdirected [over-stepping Kwantlen’s 

mandate], or that incentive objectives may be unreachable in light of funding limitations.  In 

addition, change may result in imperfect alternatives that do more harm than good – for example 

changing a collegial culture [broad definition] that is currently well suited for a teaching focus.   

 

There is no doubt that Kwantlen’s new status as a University anticipates greater service 

contributions by faculty.  In addition, while scholarship – of a variety that is mandate appropriate -  

is currently not required of faculty, Kwantlen’s new mission, mandate, and vision place a greater 
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emphasis on this activity as a desirable outcome.  The key question in the ARA discussion is whether 

the current system or an alternative can best achieve more in these areas while maintaining an 

appropriate teaching focus and its associated culture.  The issue may boil down to whether, from a 

faculty perspective, gains can be achieved at an acceptable cost.   

 

From the perspective of TFARA, an appropriate next step is to consider the practical experience of 

institutions that have tried to balance these considerations.  With this in mind, a third forum on June 

8, 2012 is planned involving presentations from representatives of other such institutions – Mount 

Royal University and Thompson Rivers University - who have walked the road being discussed at 

Kwantlen. 

 

Finally, it should be noted that some participants at TFARA forums continue to question the 

appropriateness of a Senate task force approach to ARA investigation.  Concerns continue to 

surround the ultimate role TFARA recommendations may play in determining ARA at Kwantlen – it is 

pointed out that, to the degree any changes in ARA affect working conditions, the Kwantlen Faculty 

Association must be involved.    
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Appendix – “Hard-Fast” Portions of Workload: Two Examples 

 

The Collective Agreement assigns 10 months accountable time for all faculty.  Using the Fall 2012 – Fall 

2013 education year as a basis for calculation, 10 months accountable time is equivalent to 181 working 

days, or 36.2 accountable weeks.   Based on 35 hours accountable time per week, total accountable 

hours over 36.2 weeks equal 1267 hours. 

 

All faculty have a common hard-fast portion of total workload dedicated to professional development.  

With 21 accountable days allotted for professional development for all faculty, the professional 

development hard-fast portion equals approximately 11.6% [i.e. given 181 accountable days, (21/181) x 

100% = 11.6%]. 

 

Additional portions of hard-fast workload vary by work pattern.10    For illustrative purposes, this 

appendix focuses on the two polar opposite examples of hard-fast workload: full-time, classroom-based 

instruction versus full-time counseling. 

 

Classroom-based instruction:  Teaching semesters are 15 weeks in duration.  With an expectation of 

two teaching semesters per year, classroom-based instruction involves [30 weeks x 16 hours per week =] 

408 contact hours.  Dividing 480 contact hours by 1267 total accountable hours yields a hard-fast 

teaching component equal to 37.9% of total workload.   

 

Combining the hard-fast teaching component with the professional development component yields an 

overall hard-fast portion of [37.9% + 11.6% =] 49.5% in the classroom-based instruction mode. 

 

Counseling-mode:  In contrast to classroom-based instructors, counselors are obligated to provide as 

much as 24 contact hours per week for the entire 10 month period [36.2 accountable weeks], yielding 

[24 hours per week  x  36.2 weeks =] 868.8 accountable hours.  Dividing 868.8 contact hours by 1267 

total accountable hours yields a maximum hard-fast portion of workload equal to 68.6%. 

 

Combining the hard-fast counseling component with the professional development component yields an 

overall hard-fast portion of [68.6% + 11.6% =] as high as 80.2% in the counseling work pattern. 

 

                                                           
10

 Contact hours vary for the five different teaching modes identified within the Collective Agreement – see Section 
12.03(a).  Contact hours also vary within non-teaching modes – see contact hour specifications for counselors, 
librarians, and others in Section 12.07. 


