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NOTICES

Calendar

8 June, Saturday. End of third quarter of Easter Term.

9 June, Sunday. Whitsunday. Scarlet day. Preacher before the University at 11.15 a.m., His Eminence A. Angaelos, OBE,
Coptic Orthodox Archbishop of the Diocese of London (Ramsden Preacher).

11 June, Tuesday. Discussion in the Senate-House at 2 p.m. (see below).
14 June, Friday. Full Term ends.
16 June, Sunday. Trinity Sunday. Scarlet Day.

Discussions (Tuesdays at 2 p.m.) Congregations
11 June 19 June, Wednesday at 2.45 p.m. (Honorary Degrees)
9 July 26 June, Wednesday at 10 a.m. (General Admission)

27 June, Thursday at 10 a.m. (General Admission)
28 June, Friday at 10 a.m. (General Admission)
29 June, Saturday at 10 a.m. (General Admission)
19 July, Friday at 10 a.m.

20 July, Saturday at 10 a.m.

Discussion on Tuesday, 11 June 2019

The Vice-Chancellor invites those qualified under the regulations for Discussions (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 105) to
attend a Discussion in the Senate-House on Tuesday, 11 June 2019 at 2 p.m., for the discussion of:

1. First-stage Report of the Council, dated 30 May 2019, on the refurbishment of the Royal Cambridge Hotel (Reporter,
6549, 201819, p. 629).

Further information on Discussions, including details on format and attendance, is provided at https://www.governance.
cam.ac.uk/governance/decision-making/discussions/.

Amending Statutes for Downing College

3 June 2019

The Vice-Chancellor begs leave to refer to his Notice of 30 April 2019 (Reporter, 6546, 201819, p. 527), concerning
proposed amending Statutes for Downing College. He hereby gives notice that in the opinion of the Council the proposed
Statutes make no alteration of any Statute which affects the University, and do not require the consent of the University;
that the interests of the University are not prejudiced by them, and that the Council has resolved to take no action upon
them, provided that the Council will wish to reconsider the proposed Statutes if they have not been submitted to the Privy
Council by 3 June 2020.

Election to the Council
5 June 2019

The Vice-Chancellor gives notice that a bye-election is to be held to fill a casual vacancy on the Council in class («) (Heads
of Colleges) under Statute A IV 2, following Professor Proctor’s decision to step down with effect from 1 August 2019. The
person elected will serve for the remainder of Professor Proctor’s term from 2 August 2019 until 31 December 2020.

The Council is the principal executive and policy-making body of the University. It has general responsibility for the
administration of the University, for defining its mission, for the planning of its work, and for the management of its
resources. The Council deals with relations between the University and the Colleges, and conducts negotiations with
outside bodies on many matters (other than those relating directly to the educational and research programmes of the
University, which are dealt with on its behalf by the General Board of the Faculties). It is responsible for the appointment
or nomination of certain members of internal and external bodies, and for many student matters (excluding undergraduate
admissions, which is a College concern). Further information about the Council is available to members of the University
on the Council website (https://www.governance.cam.ac.uk/committees/council/). Questions about its work can be
addressed to the Registrary by emailing registrary@admin.cam.ac.uk.

The University is committed to equality, which includes supporting and encouraging all under-represented groups,
promoting an inclusive culture, and valuing diversity. Nominations from groups that are under-represented on the Council
are welcomed.
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Reasons for serving on the Council

The Council of the University of Cambridge is one of the few principal bodies in the higher education sector with a
majority of members elected from internal constituencies; most equivalent bodies are made up predominantly of external
members. The Council draws its strength from the expertise, engagement and scrutiny of its members. It is key to the
continuing success of the University that elections to the Council attract strong candidates who are willing to share their
knowledge and commit their time for the benefit of the University as a whole.

Duties and responsibilities of Council members

The University is both an exempt charity,! and a corporation established by common law. Council members are therefore
both charity trustees of the University and, effectively, its corporate directors. They have associated legal responsibilities
and duties, including the promotion of the interests of the University and acting with integrity, care and prudence. Under
regulatory guidance, Council members must be ‘fit and proper persons’.? It is important for candidates to recognise and
accept the obligations that Council membership would confer upon them.

The Handbook for Members of the Council sets out the Council’s primary responsibilities and provides advice and
guidance to members of Council on their legal and other responsibilities. Members of the Council are expected to attend
all meetings of the Council. Following an amendment to procedures in 2017-18, members will not normally be able to
take more than one term of leave during their period on the Council and may instead carry forward their leave entitlement.
Potential nominees might wish to familiarise themselves with the key aspects of the University’s Statutes and Ordinances
(http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/univ/so/), the most recent Budget Report (Reporter, 6508, 2017-18, p. 632), and the
Annual Reports and Financial Statements (Reporter, 6530, 201819, p. 180).

Further useful information is provided by the Office for Students (https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-
guidance/regulation/), and the Charity Commission (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-essential-trustee-
what-you-need-to-know-cc3). This information includes details of the extent of a charity trustee’s personal liability.
Instances of personal liability are rare and unlikely to occur, providing trustees act honestly, prudently, in good faith, in
the best interests of the University and in compliance with legislation and the University’s governing documents.

Nomination procedure and election timetable

In order to be eligible, candidates for election are asked to send their nominations to the Vice-Chancellor, to be received
not later than 12 noon on Friday, 21 June 2019. The Vice-Chancellor asks candidates to address their nominations to the
Registrary in the Old Schools; they can be sent by email including electronic signatures to Registrary(@admin.cam.ac.uk.
The nomination should include () a statement signed by two members of the Regent House, nominating the candidate
for election and specifying the class in which the candidate is nominated, and (b) a statement signed by the candidate
confirming consent to be nominated. The candidate is also required to provide a personal statement by the same date (see
below). No one may be nominated for election in more than one class. Two periods of four years should normally be
regarded as the maximum length of continuous service for elected members of the Council.

In accordance with the regulations governing the election (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 112), those standing for election
should send to the Registrary, by 12 noon on Friday, 21 June 2019, a statement in support of their nomination, which will
be provided to voters. Each statement should be no more than 500 words in length and should cover the following points:

» the candidate’s present position in the University;

*  previous posts held, whether in Cambridge or in other universities or outside the university system, with dates;

»  the candidate’s reasons for standing for election, and the experience and skills they would bring to the role;

» anote of the candidate’s particular interests within the field of University business.

Nominations will be published on the Senate-House Noticeboard as they are received; the complete list of nominations
will be published in the Reporter on Wednesday, 26 June 2019.

If the election is contested, it will be conducted by ballot under the Single Transferable Vote regulations. Online voting
will open at 10 a.m. on Monday, 1 July 2019 and close at 5 p.m. on Wednesday, 10 July 2019. Hardcopy voting papers
and supporting materials will be distributed not later than Monday, 1 July 2019 to those who opted in November 2018 to
vote on paper; the last date for the return of voting papers is 5 p.m. on Wednesday, 10 July 2019.

! The University has charitable status but is exempt from the statutory requirement which otherwise obliges a charity to register with
the Charity Commission. The Office for Students is the principal regulator of the University as regards its compliance with its legal
obligations in exercising control and management of its administration as a charity.

2 For a full definition of ‘fit and proper persons’, see https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/regulation/public-
interest-governance-principles/.

University Collaboration Budget: Funding applications invited

Cambridge University Press invites applications for funding to support collaborative projects between the University and
the Press. Applications for both small-scale projects (below £5,000) and large-scale projects (£5,000—£10,000) will be
considered and initiatives should take place between October 2019 and June 2020. Application forms will become
available and applications will open on 10 June 2019 and close on 30 August 2019; for details and further information
see https://www.cambridge.org/core/university-collaboration-budget or email ucb@cambridge.org.
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VACANCIES, APPOINTMENTS, ETC.

Electors to the Professorship of Geophysics

The Council has appointed members of the ad hoc Board of Electors to the Professorship of Geophysics as follows:

Professor Fiona Reynolds, EM, in the Chair, as the Vice-Chancellor’s deputy

(a) on the nomination of the Council
Professor Eric Calais, Ecole Normale Supérieure
Professor Lindsay Greer, SID
(b) on the nomination of the General Board
Professor Anne Davaille, Université Paris-Sud
Professor Mary Fowler, DAR
Professor Kathy Whaler, University of Edinburgh
(c) on the nomination of the Faculty Board of Earth Sciences and Geography

Professor Richard Harrison, CTH
Professor James Jackson, O
Professor Nicholas Rawlinson, DOW

Electors to the Professorship of Mineralogy and Petrology
The Council has appointed members of the ad hoc Board of Electors to the Professorship of Mineralogy and Petrology
as follows:

Professor David Cardwell, F, in the Chair, as the Vice-Chancellor’s deputy

(a) on the nomination of the Council

Professor Catherine McCammon, Universitdit Bayreuth

Professor Robert White, ED
(b) on the nomination of the General Board

Professor James Badro, Institute du Physique du Globe

Professor Lindsay Greer, SID

Professor Nancy Ross, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
(c) on the nomination of the Faculty Board of Earth Sciences and Geography

Professor Katharine Cashman, University of Bristol
Professor Richard Harrison, CTH
Professor Simon Redfern, JE

Election

The following election has been made:

Professor CAROLINE BASSETT, M.A., Ph.D., University of Sussex, Professor of Digital Media and Communication,
University of Sussex, elected Professor of Digital Humanities with effect from 1 September 2019.

Vacancies in the University
A full list of current vacancies can be found at http://www.jobs.cam.ac.uk.

Professor of Geophysics in the Department of Earth Sciences; tenure: appointment to start in the academic year
2019-20 or as soon as possible thereafter; informal enquiries: Professor Richard Harrison, Convenor of the Board of
Electors (email: rjh40@cam.ac.uk, tel.: 01223 333380); closing date: 30 July 2019; further details: http://www.jobs.cam.
ac.uk/job/21829/; quote reference: LB19408

Professor of Mineralogy and Petrology in the Department of Earth Sciences; tenure: appointment to start in the
academic year 2019-20 or as soon as possible thereafter; informal enquiries: Professor Richard Harrison, Convenor of
the Board of Electors (email: rjh40@cam.ac.uk, tel.: 01223 333380); closing date: 30 July 2019; further details: http://
www.jobs.cam.ac.uk/job/21830/; quote reference: LB19409

The University values diversity and is committed to equality of opportunity.

The University has a responsibility to ensure that all employees are eligible to live and work in the UK.
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AWARDS

Pilkington Prize winners, 2019

The Pilkington Prizes are awarded annually to teaching staff for their outstanding quality and approach to teaching. The
awards were initiated by Sir Alastair Pilkington who believed that the quality of teaching was crucial to the University’s
success.

The 2019 Pilkington Prize winners are as follows:

Dr Ruth Abbott, JN — Faculty of English

Professor Catherine Barnard, 7 — Faculty of Law

Dr Cecilia Brassett, M — Department of Physiology, Development and Neuroscience

Dr Manali Desai, N — Department of Sociology

Dr Sonja Dunbar, CHU — Department of Plant Sciences

Dr Midge Gillies — Institute of Continuing Education

Dr Jessica Gwynne, N and CTH — Department of Materials Science and Metallurgy

Dr Cesare Hall, K— Department of Engineering

Dr Liz Hook, HO — Department of Pathology

Dr Nikku Madhusudhan — Institute of Astronomy

Dr Laura Moretti, EM — Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Languages

Professor Anna Philpott, CL — School of Clinical Medicine

Professor Simone Teufel, K — Department of Computer Science and Technology
More information about the awards, including lists of winners from previous years, can be found on the Cambridge
Centre for Teaching and Learning website: https://www.cctl.cam.ac.uk/pilkington-prize.

EVENTS, COURSES, ETC.

Announcement of lectures, seminars, etc.

The University offers a large number of lectures, seminars, and other events, many of which are free of charge, to
members of the University and others who are interested. Details can be found on individual Faculty, Department, and
institution websites, on the What’s On website (http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/whatson/) and on Talks.cam (http://www.
talks.cam.ac.uk/). A variety of training courses are also available to members of the University, information and booking
for which can be found at http://www.training.cam.ac.uk/.

Brief details of upcoming events are given below.

Office of Scholarly ~ Reproducibility in action: Improving open research in the https://www.training.cam.ac.
Communication life and social sciences, by Professor Chris Chambers uk/osc/event/3035665/
(University of Cardiff) and Professor Benedict Jones
(University of Glasgow), at 3 p.m. on Thursday, 13 June
2019 in GS4, Faculty of Education, 184 Hills Road;
free event but booking required.

NOTICES BY THE GENERAL BOARD

Dissertations and Theses

With immediate effect

The General Board has approved the following changes to General Board Regulations for certain degrees and other
qualifications, to apply the words ‘dissertation’ and ‘thesis” more consistently, with the word ‘thesis’ reserved for degrees
by research.

(a) By replacing references to dissertations with references to theses in the following regulations:

Regulations for the degree of Doctor of Business (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 451)

Regulations for the degree of Doctor of Education (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 465)

Regulations for the degree of Doctor of Engineering (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 467)

Regulations for the degree of Doctor of Medicine (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 484)

Regulations for the degrees of Doctor of Philosophy, Master of Science, Master of Letters, and Master of
Philosophy by dissertation (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 499)

Special Regulations for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 503)

General Regulation for the degree of Master of Philosophy (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 509)

Regulations for the degree of Doctor of Veterinary Medicine (Old Regulations) (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 571)

Regulations for the degree of Doctor of Veterinary Medicine (Revised Regulations) (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 574)

Regulation 12 of the General Regulations for Certificates of Postgraduate Study (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 583)
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(b) By replacing references to theses with references to dissertations in the following regulations:

Regulations for the degree of Master of Education (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 462)

General Regulations for the degree of Master of Philosophy by Advanced Study (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 509)
General Regulations for the degree of Master of Research (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 546)

General Regulations for the degree of Master of Studies (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 553)

Kettle’s Yard Music Sub-committee
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 662)

With immediate effect

The General Board, on the recommendation of the Kettle’s Yard Committee, has approved an amendment to the
membership of the Kettle’s Yard Music Sub-committee, to replace a person appointed by the Eastern Arts Association
(which no longer exists). Regulation 5(b) of the General Board Regulations for Kettle’s Yard has been amended to read
as follows:

(b) a member of the Faculty of Music appointed by the Faculty Board of Music;

Borrowing from the University Library
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 669)

With immediate effect

The General Board, on the recommendation of the Head of Reader Services at the University Library, has approved
updates to the list of institutions whose members may borrow books from the University Library, to update the name of
one institution and remove obsolete references.

BORROWING FROM THE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY: NOTICE

By removing the following from the list of institutions:
Institute of Plant Science Research
Statistics Group
Quadrant Research Foundation

By replacing the reference to the ‘Institute of Terrestrial Ecology’ with a reference to the ‘Centre for Ecology and Hydrology’.

REGULATIONS FOR EXAMINATIONS

Master of Research
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 546)

With effect from 1 July 2019

The General Board, on the recommendation of its Education Committee, has approved the following amendments to the
General Regulations for the Master of Research degree to enable subjects to be studied part-time.

Regulation 4.
By amending the regulation to read as follows:

4. A candidate for the M.Res. Degree shall be a postgraduate registered student who, subject to the
provisions of Regulation 5, shall pursue a course of training in research under the direction of a Supervisor
appointed by the Degree Committee concerned and shall comply with any special conditions that the
Degree Committee or the General Board may lay down in a particular case. The course shall be through
one of the following routes:

Route A — one year of full-time study;

Route B — two years of part-time study.



5 June 2019 CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER 653

NOTICES BY FACULTY BOARDS, ETC.

Economics Tripos
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 306)

With effect from 1 October 2019

The Faculty Board of Economics gives notice of the following amendments to the Supplementary Regulations for Part IIs
of the Economics Tripos so as to update the description of Paper 8 and to remove Paper PBS9 from the options available
under Paper 17.

SUPPLEMENTARY REGULATIONS
ParT 1IB

Paper 8. The economics of developing countries.

By updating the description of Paper 8 to read as follows:
The paper deals with the problems of growth and development in developing countries. It aims to provide a framework
to discuss contemporary economic problems and policy issues, and on interpreting quantitative empirical findings on
these issues. Standard analytical tools, microeconomic and macroeconomic, are used to analyse key economic
problems. Candidates are expected to show familiarity with the theoretical issues, to apply theory to the experience of
a number of developing countries, and to use basic econometric knowledge to assess the empirical evidence.

Paper 17. A subject in the field of sociology and politics

By removing option (¢) The family (Paper PBS 9 of the Psychological and Behavioural Sciences Tripos) from the list of
specified subjects available for Paper 17.

History and Politics Tripos, 2019-20: Variable subjects

Further to the Notice published on 26 September 2018 (Reporter, 6519, 2018-19, p. 11), the Faculty Board of History
gives notice of the variable subjects to be examined in the History and Politics Tripos in 201920, as follows:

Section C

Politics
POL12 The politics of the Middle East
POL13 British and European politics
POL14 US foreign policy
POL15 The politics of Africa
POL16 Conflict and peacebuilding

POL17 Law of peace: The law of emerging international constitutional order
POLI18 Politics and gender
POL19 Themes and issues in politics and international relations (examined by long essay)
POL20 Politics of the future (examined by long essay)
POL21 China in the international order
History
7 Transformation of the Roman world (Paper C4 of Part II of the Classical Tripos)
8 The Near East in the age of Justinian and Muhammad, aAp 527-700
9 Slavery in the Greek and Roman worlds (Paper C3 of Part II of the Classical Tripos)
10 Living in Athens (Paper C1 of Part II of the Classical Tripos)
11 Early medicine (BBS113 of Part II (Biological and Biomedical Sciences) of the Natural Sciences Tripos)
12 The middle ages on film: Medieval violence and modern identities
13 Man, nature and the supernatural, ¢.1000—c.1600
14 Material culture in the early modern world
15 The medieval globe (Paper A24 of Part II of the Archaeology Tripos)
16 Overseas expansion and British identities, 1585-1714
17 The politics of knowledge from the late Renaissance to the early Enlightenment
18 Japanese history (Paper J6 of Part IB of the Asian and Middle Eastern Studies Tripos)
19 Women, gender and paid work in Britain since ¢.1850
21 Borderlands: Life on the Habsburg-Ottoman Frontier, 1521-1881
22 Stalinism and Soviet life
23 The long road to modernisation: Spain since 1808
24 The American Revolution in unexpected places
25 Ireland and the Irish since the Famine
28 The history of the Indian sub-continent from the late eighteenth century to the present day
29 The history of Africa from 1800 to the present day

30 ‘Islands and Beaches’: The Pacific and Indian Oceans in the Long Nineteenth Century
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Section D
(i) Special Subjects (Paper 2 (long essay) and Paper 3 (written examination) of Part II of the Historical Tripos):
Roman religion: identity and empire (associated with Paper C2 of Part II of the Classical Tripos)  (A)

The ‘Angevin Empire’, 1150s—1230s (B)
Memory in early modern England ©
Uses of the visual in early modern Germany, ¢.1450-1550 (D)
The palace and the coffeehouse: The power of place in Ottoman history, 13001800 (E)
Reform and Reformation: Thomas More’s England (F)
Masculinities and political culture in Britain, 1832—-1901 (H)
The 1848 Revolutions D

The British and the Ottoman Middle East, 1798-1850 )

The transformation of everyday life in Britain, 1945-1990 (L)
Central European cities: Budapest, Prague, Vienna, 1450-1914 N)
Missionary science, ethnic formation and the religious encounter in Belgian Congo ()}
Indian democracy: Ideas in action, ¢.1947-2007 Q)

(i) POL19. Themes and issues in Politics and International Relations (examined by long essay).

No candidate may offer more than one paper examined wholly by long essay or dissertation. Where a candidate offers
papers from Section D, the two submitted essays shall each be considered a half-paper for the purposes of classing.

Theology, Religion and Philosophy of Religion Tripos

(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 429)

With effect from 1 October 2019

The Faculty Board of Divinity gives notice of the following amendments to the Supplementary Regulations for the
Theology, Religion and Philosphy of Religion Tripos so as to amend the title and description of Paper D2(b).

SUPPLEMENTARY REGULATIONS

ParT 1B

Paper D2(b).

By amending the paper’s title and description to read as follows:
(b) The Apocalypse

The paper introduces students to anthropological and other social scientific reflections on apocalyptic and millenarian
religion across space and time. Using contemporary ethnographic case studies while taking a long view of historical
events, it examines the ancient roots of millennialism, its foundational texts, its charismatic leaders and prophets, and
its (ostensibly) secular expressions.

ACTA

Approval of Grace submitted to the Regent House on 22 May 2019

The Grace submitted to the Regent House on 22 May 2019 (Reporter, 6548, 201819, p. 603) was approved at 4 p.m. on
Friday, 31 May 2019.

E. M. C. RAMPTON, Registrary

END OF THE OFFICIAL PART OF THE ‘REPORTER’
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REPORT OF DISCUSSION

Tuesday, 28 May 2019

A Discussion was held in the Senate-House. Deputy Vice-
Chancellor Professor Geoffrey Ward was presiding, with
the Registrary’s deputy, the Junior Proctor, the Deputy
Senior Proctor and thirteen other persons present.

The following items were discussed:

Report of the General Board, dated 1 May 2019, on
arrangements for the implementation of the Academic
Career Pathways scheme (Reporter, 6547, 2018-19,
p. 562).

Professor E. V. FERRAN (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for
Institutional and International Relations):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the recent Staff Survey asked
staff to say whether they considered the Senior Academic
Promotions (SAP) scheme to be fair. Thirty-nine percent of
the responses were positive but twenty-six percent were
negative (with the rest more neutral), making this one of
the highest negative scoring questions. No-one who has
followed the very significant work that underpins the
Academic Career Pathways (ACP) Report will find this
surprising. A review in 2016' identified significant
shortcomings with our existing SAP scheme. Whilst some
positive changes were made to the SAP scheme in response,
including increasing the weighting attached to teaching, it
was clear from the dissatisfaction that staff continued to
express in the Vice-Chancellor’s mycambridge consultation
and other fora that more far-reaching reform was needed.
As Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Institutional and International
Relations I am pleased therefore to champion the ACP
Report as a timely intervention that will make a decisive
difference in tackling some of the main areas of concern.

I want to put on record my gratitude to the dedicated,
professional Human Resources and Equality & Diversity
staff who have worked tirelessly on this project and also to
the key stakeholders within Schools and the academic
community who have participated in several rounds of
consultation and helped to refine the proposals.

Turning now to key features of the ACP scheme, the
adoption of clear progression and promotion criteria
supported by examples of indicators of excellence responds
directly to the frequently-expressed request from the
academic community for greater transparency/more
guidance on what is expected of them to progress in their
careers. The indicative non-exhaustive list of examples,
which may evolve over time, should ensure that those
aspiring to progress and those asked to give advice are
better informed.

Behavioural expectations are central to the ACP scheme,
which has been designed to better incentivise and recognise
inclusive leadership, collegiality and other positive
behaviour in research, education and service. This also
sends a strong signal that success achieved at the expense
of others is not acceptable. The broad interpretation of
education explicitly to include doctoral supervision and
training of early-career postdoctoral researchers will help
to ensure that outstanding contributions in these activities
that are critical to the University’s mission receive the
recognition they deserve.

The ACP scheme maintains the emphasis on teaching in
the Grade 10 University Senior Lectureship position but
introduces a degree of flexibility by permitting the transfer
of some points between criteria. This is a first step towards
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better recognising the diversity of routes to and through
academia, especially at the mid-career stage. Ideally, further
extension of the flexibility of the Grade 10 USL role will go
hand-in-hand with the development of a full career pathway
for teaching-focused staff, including those who are currently
unable to progress beyond Grade 10. Adoption of the ACP
Report will provide a solid platform for these projects to
move forward. It can also serve as a platform from which to
review academic titles more generally.

The ACP scheme includes probation within its scope to
achieve an integrated career-long progression framework.
Having a consistent framework is intended to help
probationers to map out their career trajectory and to
clarify the role of Heads of Department/Faculties and
others in supporting staff to achieve their full potential.
I am aware that some have questioned whether a
probationer should be expected to demonstrate an ‘upward
trajectory’ whilst others consider that this is already
implicit in the existing requirement to perform at a level
that is appropriate in the Cambridge context. What there
should be no doubt about is that there is no hidden agenda
here: the ethos that underpins the ACP scheme and related
initiatives is that the University recruits outstanding
academics that it wants to keep, will support these valued
colleagues to reach the high standards that Cambridge sets,
and publicly recognise their success in doing so; any other
approach would be inconsistent with our values and would
be in no-one’s interest.

Incorporating probation into an integrated scheme will
ensure that recognition of contextual factors, which is a
well-embedded feature of the SAP that will be carried
forward into the ACP, will apply also in the probation
context. This has particular significance because academic
probation often coincides with periods of maternity and/or
shared parental leave.

The ACP Report proposes reforms that are intended to
improve career progression for all staff. The budget for SAP
has increased in recent years and I intend to continue to
make the case for appropriate budgetary provision so that
we can achieve the goal of fully supporting academic
judgements on where the line should be drawn. Over time,
the ACP scheme can be expected also to have a positive
impact on our gender and diversity targets. The 43%
increase in the percentage of women Professors since 2013
to 21.7% at present is broadly encouraging but we still lag
behind the sector and must at least catch up with our peer
group. This in turn should have a positive impact on our
gender pay gap, which is rooted in vertical segregation and
is highest in the academic staff category (13.8% overall;
4.7% at Grade 12). I am supported in making this connection
between the ACP scheme and our gender pay gap by work
done by the Government Equalities Office that identifies
improving promotion processes, creating an inclusive
culture and supporting women’s career development as
actions that employers can take to help close the gender pay
gap. However, | am also conscious that simply adopting a
new scheme does little by itself and I am keen to work with
all interested parties to maximise its practical impact
alongside other complementary initiatives.

Feedback since the publication of the Report has indicated
a degree of hesitation within Schools about readiness to
launch at the start of the academic year 2019-20. In response
to this, the General Board will be asked to support the
postponement of the implementation of the ACP to the
academic year 2020-21. The Board will also be asked to
remove the phrase ‘upward trajectory’ where used in the
context of probationary arrangements to allow for fuller
discussion of the issues raised. Adopting the Report and



656 CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER

delaying implementation will give potential applicants and
institutions more time to prepare for the new scheme, and
will provide more opportunity for probation/promotion
committees to familiarise themselves with the new
framework. The longer lead-in period will also provide
more time to confirm examples of indicators of excellence.
Assuming approval for the postponement and amendment
is forthcoming from the General Board, a Notice to this
effect will be published in the Reporter.

! See Report of the General Board, dated 2 May 2018, on
arrangements for academic promotions (Reporter, 6505,2017-18,
p. 556), at para. 4.

Dr A. L. pu Bois-PepAIN (Faculty of Law and Magdalene
College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, it is no secret that the Senior
Academic Promotions scheme has failed to ensure
appropriate career progression for academic staff at all
levels, but particularly in respect of promotion to
Readership and Professorship. Its opaque and
unaccountable operation as well as its outcomes have
convinced a significant proportion of current staff of the
unfairness of that system. In the most recent staff survey
more than a quarter of academic staff have indicated that
they positively believe the current system for promotion to
be unfair. This is a ringing indictment of the practices
surrounding career progression at this University when
read against the very high approval scores achieved in
other areas of staff experience.

I will focus my comments on the restyled criteria for
promotion to senior academic posts (Readership and
Professorship) against the backdrop of Cambridge’s
excruciating failure to provide its full-time academic
postholders with a reasonable career and associated
earnings trajectory over the course of an academic life.

The new scheme appears to increase expectations for
promotion to senior academic posts when compared to the
outgoing scheme. The criteria for promotion to a
Cambridge Professorship are reminiscent of the academic
equivalent of that fabled beast every farmer would like to
keep, the woolly-haired pig that also gives milk and lays
eggs. It is salutary to compare the tortuously long and
demanding compilation of criteria in the Report to Oxford’s
standards for the award of full professorial rights and title
to its Associate Professors. The Oxford criteria are:!

Research: An ongoing research record characterised by a
significant influence on the field of study, of a high order
of excellence and international standing, and the quality
of which in terms of research distinction is at least equal
to that expected of those appointed to full Professorships
at other leading international research universities.

Teaching: An ongoing record of effective teaching for
the University and for Colleges concomitant with the
duties of the University post and the College Fellowship
(where one is held).

Good citizenship: An ongoing record of involvement in
University and/or College administration concomitant
with the duties of the University post and the College
Fellowship (where one is held), and demonstrable
competence in such administration.

None of this sounds too difficult to achieve — and, indeed,
it is not, as is evident from the point in their careers at
which Oxford appointees tend to reach this stage.
Cambridge, by contrast, would like its applicants for
Professorship to demonstrate research excellence by
pointing to the sorts of indicators that Oxford tends to
recognise in further pay increases to its full Professors?
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(who, it should be pointed out, these days already earn in
excess of £70,000 even before such increases are made).’
Cambridge would also like to have proof that these very
active researchers have nevertheless somehow found the
time to design and develop new programmes and lead
departments. It will undoubtedly be objected that the last
are mere examples of excellence, less may well be required.
All that needs to be said here is that where lists of examples
are given it is always possible to tell an applicant that they
sadly did not exhibit just the very indicator that mattered
most, perpetuating the current perception of a process
where standards are unclear and some applicants end up
being more equal than others.

By ratcheting up the criteria for promotion to levels of
nearly ridiculous hyperbole, the Report does however at
least come clean that this University is not committed to
enabling staff members to progress through the system at
reasonable speed, built on an expectation that academics
whose work meets the standards of productivity and
excellence which befit a top-ranked university, will in due
course proceed up to professorial level in recognition of the
fact that they can hold their own against their academic
peers at other leading institutions. Surely, most Cambridge
academics should, in due course, have a research record at
least equal in distinction to that expected of those appointed
to (not retiring on...) full Professorships at other leading
international research universities. Assuming this to be the
expectation of both the staff members themselves and the
university which employs them, eventual progression to
Professorship should be the typical trajectory for an
academic who holds a full-time academic post in this
University today.

An Academic Career Pathway scheme should set out
clear criteria for progression in line with this aim. Just as
one would hope that students at our distinguished University
are, for the most part, lectured, taught and supervised by
staff who can — in research terms — hold their own when
compared to Professors at other leading international
research universities, one would hope that this level of
excellence on the part of the staff member concerned is,
once reached, reflected in the post they hold here. Since it
is, frankly, unlikely that Cambridge staff are on average so
weak and slow compared to research-active staff at other
leading universities that they need significantly longer time
until they finally crawl across the threshold where their
research output is comparable to someone appointed to a
Professorship at these universities, the fact that staff here on
average are promoted to Professorships much later in their
careers than professorial status is awarded to staff at other
leading universities, is an indication of the extent to which
the senior academic promotions process fails to do the work
it ought to be doing.

Tellingly, the Report informs us that ‘the purpose of the
promotions scheme is to recognise outstanding
contributions and celebrate academic achievements’.*
With all due respect, the authors of the ACP scheme appear
to confuse reasonable career progression with a prize-
giving exercise.

Against the criterion I cited above — the criterion Oxford
follows when awarding full professorial title and rights to
one of its Associate Professors — it is an indication of the
failure of the Cambridge system for career progression if a
Cambridge academic who, while here, progressed only up
to the point of a University Senior Lectureship, is appointed
to a full professorial post at another leading institution.
Examples abound. It is more than implausible that such a
staff member would not have deserved to have reached at
least Readership level while still at Cambridge.
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The new criteria hold every promise of unnecessarily
delaying the progression of deserving staff even further,
widening the gap between Cambridge academics and those
who hold full-time academic offices at other leading
institutions, and particularly when compared to the
institution we usually turn to first for comparison, Oxford.
In doing so, they provide further incentives to early- and
mid-career staff to seek appropriate recognition elsewhere.

In the context of a process that remains flawed at the
core, it seems hardly worth pointing out some of the
smaller absurdities and incoherencies of the new scheme.
Given that this is the culmination of years of consultation,
it is surely embarrassing that the Report twice, when giving
examples of the theoretical possibility to apply directly for
offices higher up than the next step on Cambridge’s rickety
career ladder, gives examples of applications that are, in
fact, only to the next step.’

One must also call the authors of the Report to task for
their unreflective use of that beloved new phrase, ‘rising
research trajectory’. The first thing to point out here is that
this instantiates an uneven playing field for applicants.
Those who were comparatively unproductive at an earlier
stage in their careers will have a much easier time
demonstrating ‘a rising trajectory’ than those who were
already highly productive early on and have ‘merely’
continued to perform at this level — a level it has taken
others a ‘rising trajectory’ to even come near to. Secondly,
it is a nonsense to expect a ‘rising research trajectory’
when applicants proceed from Readership to Professorship.
Those who proceed to Readership are already performing
at a very high level and can realistically only be expected
to continue to perform at that level, especially while also
being expected to carry out time-consuming and research
leave-limiting senior administrative roles within their
Faculties, design new courses, and perform whatever other
fancy footwork the University now advertises as additional
point-scorers for professorial recognition.

The former SAP procedure was revealed as unfit for
purpose by the outcomes it generated — outcomes that
could never be convincingly defended to affected staff. A
revised procedure that reaches the same results via a
different path is the last thing this University needs. Yet
this is what one must fear the new ACP scheme has set
itself up to do. It fixes none of the significant shortcomings
of the outgoing SAP process listed in the report, while
some problems stand to be exacerbated.

There is a widespread concern among Cambridge staff
in the humanities and social sciences that Cambridge does
not offer adequate lifetime career trajectories, because
signalling-effect career landmarks are not reached soon
enough for the postholder to maximise his/her career
potential in terms of international influence, recognition
and impact. There is also increasing frustration at the
widening ‘lifespan career earnings gap’ between those
Cambridge staff who spend their whole academic careers
in Cambridge, on the one hand, and staff who enter
Cambridge late from other leading institutions or, indeed,
move across to other leading institutions at mid-career
stage, on the other hand.

It is high time that this University takes a leaf out of
Oxford’s book and devises a system that enables it to
promote its staff on reasonable criteria at a reasonable
point in their careers, and that moreover enables staff to
trust that this will be the case and to know concretely on
what realistically achievable basis they will be promoted.

I Recognition of Distinction, ‘Call for Applications and
Procedures 2019°, available at https://www.admin.ox.ac.uk/
personnel/staffinfo/recognition/ as a separate downloadable
document.
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2 https://www.admin.ox.ac.uk/media/global/
wwwadminoxacuk/localsites/personnel/documents/
academicemployment/Call _for Applications _and
Procedures 2018.pdf

3 http://www.admin.ox.ac.uk/finance/epp/payroll/scales/
academicsalaryscales/#d.en.170790

4 Report, Annex 1, Section 1, para. 4.

> To quote the Report: ‘It is important to emphasise that there
is no expectation of step-by-step progression through every
level of the Pathway. For example, a University Senior Lecturer
(G9) can apply directly to the Readership level and a University
Lecturer (G9) can apply directly to the University Senior
Lecturer (G10) level.”

Dr S. J. EGLEN (Department of Applied Mathematics and
Theoretical Physics and Magdalene College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak in strong support of the
new ACP scheme committing to the principles of the
Declaration of Research Assessment (DORA). DORA is
supported by many funding agencies, including the
Wellcome Trust who will require institutions to sign
DORA, or equivalent, as a condition of funding. A key
principle of DORA is simply that to evaluate the quality of
a piece of academic work, one needs to read it, rather than
rely on proxies of quality, like the name of the journal, or
the publisher of the book. This is not a new idea: in 1995
Sydney Brenner noted that,

...we should remind ourselves that what matters absolutely
is the scientific content of a paper and that nothing will
substitute for either knowing it or reading it.!

This comes at a cost: reading articles takes significant time
and energy. However, such transparent evaluation of
scholarly outputs should help level the playing field,
particularly for early-career researchers.

! Brenner, S., (1995) Loose ends, Current Biology, 5:568.

Dr J. E MorGan (Faculty of Law and Corpus Christi
College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I would like to note that I draw
some reassurance from the commitment made earlier in
Professor Ferran’s speech.

I wish to comment on one important matter in the Report
under discussion. The most urgent failing of the current
Senior Academic Promotions system is pithily stated at
paragraph 2(d) of the Report: ‘Exercise run as a competition
so that candidates above the threshold but not promoted
felt very dissatisfied’. Certainly, such dissatisfaction is
both deep and widespread. It is welcome that the General
Board has acknowledged it. But I fear that the Report
contains no clear solution to the problem.

The new system (as summarised at Report paragraph 6)
contains no commitment to address the dissatisfaction
identified at paragraph 2(d). Paragraph 7 contains
something more promising. It lists the ‘Key Principles’
underpinning the new promotions system. The ninth of
these, 7(i) states: ‘Appropriate budgetary provision should
be made so that deserving candidates receive appropriate
recognition and reward.’

This is welcome. It certainly sounds well. But might it
be more rhetorical than concrete? It all depends on how the
crucial (but vague) terms ‘appropriate’ financial provision,
and ‘appropriate’ recognition, and ‘deserving candidates’,
are to be interpreted. The current system, unsatisfactory as
it is, unsatisfactory as the General Board acknowledges it
to be, might continue unperturbed by Key Principle (i).
Excellent disappointed applicants (ones above the
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threshold for promotion who nonetheless lose out in the
opaque competition between qualifying candidates) could
still be told that it had not been ‘appropriate’ to make
sufficient ‘budgetary provision’ to promote everyone who
reached the standard for promotion; that (therefore) only
the top slice of those who met the standard were sufficiently
‘deserving’; and that the ‘appropriate recognition and
reward’ for someone not promoted (despite meeting the
standard for promotion!) remained, as it always has been,
nothing at all.

A crisper ‘Key Principle’ is needed. Paragraph 7(7)
should be amended to read as follows: ‘Sufficient budgetary
provision should be made so that a// candidates who reach
the standard required for promotion are promoted’.

No doubt it could be said that this commitment would
simply be too expensive. If that familiar argument is to be
made, could the General Board inform the University how
much, precisely, it would have cost to have promoted all
applicants who reached the requisite standard over recent
SAP exercises?

The reforms proposed in this Report began with a
Working Group formed in 2016 under the ‘Talent
Management strand’ of the ‘University’s People Strategy’.!
It is evident that the ‘talent’ does not feel it is being
‘managed’ very well. Who can blame early- and mid-
career colleagues who depart for Chairs elsewhere when
the Cambridge promotions system is glacially slow, and
they see junior colleagues (junior not only in years) rapidly
promoted above them at rival institutions? The remedy is
obvious. Yet it is not expressed clearly enough in this
Report. The University needs a clearer explanation why it
cannot simply promote all applicants who reach the
standard for promotion.

! http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2017-18/weekly/6505/
section8.shtml#heading2-13

Dr S. E. SEBASTIAN (Department of Physics):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am glad that the University is
taking seriously the issue of academic promotion and
career trajectory. However, I am concerned that despite the
University’s commitment to excellence at all levels,
reflected by the diversity of its body, this still does not
appear to be a priority in the ACP. To ensure both excellence
and diversity at all levels, it is important to reconsider our
notion of a successful academic. If we continue to consider
a narrowly defined and rather inflexible model of an
academic, it is unrealistic to expect a change in the
constitution of our faculty, which is currently
unrepresentative of several groups. In this regard, I would
ask of the ACP, how much has changed with respect to the
SAP? I would also ask that clauses such as the upward
trajectory discussed in the ACP be reconsidered for their
relevance within a progressive understanding of a multi-
faceted academic.

Different people bring different skills to the workplace
and achieving excellence requires rewarding all types of
excellence. For full participation of diverse bodies of
students, faculty, and community, it is crucial to recognise
new ways of knowing and scholarship. As part of an
academic promotions scheme, it is vital to discuss
incentives that practically translate into how work is
conducted at multiple levels and what kinds of activities
count as important work. For instance it is important to
consider the value given to activities such as mentorship,
public engagement, novel pedagogies, community building
within and beyond the institution, and their role in
promoting diversity at all levels. The nature of any
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academic promotions scheme is crucial in this regard, it
profoundly shapes how faculty members spend their time
and how they are rewarded for those choices, ultimately
determining whether or not these activities are performed.
I would urge a redefinition of the ACP to incorporate a
broad and fluid — not predefined — portfolio of excellence
indicators, such that diverse faculty may be valued for their
unique skillsets, if as a University, we are truly committed
to valuing both diversity and excellence.

Dr M. MEsQuITA DA CosTA (Department of Zoology and
Lucy Cavendish College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a Senior Research Associate
in the Department of Zoology, a committee member of the
Postdocs of Cambridge Society, and a postdoctoral
representative on the Research Policy Committee and
Research Development Committee, although I speak today
in a personal capacity.

I would like to show my support for the proposed
Academic Career Pathways scheme, that will replace the
current Senior Academic Promotions scheme. The ACP
principles and guidelines address known weaknesses of
the SAP, and I would highlight three of these: inclusivity,
transparency and consistency.

I particularly welcome the introduction of evaluative
criteria and indicators of excellence for researcher
development, recognising the active, and significant role
that academic staff have in encouraging and supporting the
development of early-career researchers. The relationship
between these two staff groups is mutually beneficial, and
at the heart of the continued excellent research output in
this University.

The publication of the new detailed criteria and
indicators of excellence is a significant step towards
ensuring there is transparency and consistency with how
these are applied across the Schools. I welcome the
recognition that subject specific indicators should be
developed to supplement existing ones, and reviewed
regularly. Having a transparent evaluative process will
help to ensure that when applicants have mitigating
circumstances, such as caring responsibilities, these are
considered and judged fairly and consistently across the
University. I also welcome the role of the Head of
Department or Faculty in identifying and encouraging staff
that meet the promotion criteria to make an application. It
is recognised that this is a particular issue for under-
represented groups.

Finally, as a Senior Research Associate, I very much
welcome the current review of the Senior Researcher
Promotions scheme. I hope the Recommendations of this
Report are approved, and that the new ACP guidelines can
be adapted and adopted by the new SRP scheme. This
would ensure consistency and transparency across these
two major promotion pathways in the University.

Dr P. R. Coxon (Department of Materials Science and
Metallurgy):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a Postdoctoral Research
Associate in the Department of Materials Science and
Metallurgy, a committee member of the Postdocs of
Cambridge Society, and serve on the University’s
Postdoctoral Matters Committee, although I make these
remarks in a private capacity.

I read with interest the report of the General Board on
arrangements for the implementation of the Academic
Career Pathways scheme.
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The origins of the Academic Career Pathways scheme is
noted and the Report details the significant shortcomings
of the Senior Academic Promotions scheme which
currently exists. I won’t comment on that but I draw
particular attention to Annex 1, point 2, which lays out the
ACP Promotion criteria whereby an effective contribution
to some or all must be shown by all applicants seeking
promotion.

I welcome the inclusion of Criterion 3: ‘Consistently
ensures that early-career researchers receive excellent
opportunities to develop their potential and prepare them for
future success’. There are listed several possible indicators
of success and impact by which this could be evidenced. It
clearly sets out the University’s commitment to its research
staff. It would normally be my stance to rail against the ever-
creeping administrative burden upon academic staff, but |
don’t consider this to be such, and am happy to see it
included. Few academics I know, certainly those who were
themselves very recently early-career or postdoctoral
researchers would raise any rational objection to this. They
realise the tremendous labour postdocs perform in
undertaking research and teaching on precarious contracts
and how much their own success is closely linked with that
of the postdocs in their research groups and laboratories.

The previous Vice-Chancellor himself highlighted the
postdoctoral community’s contribution to the central
mission of the University, calling it ‘the engine that powers
our research capacity’. Many labs are now entirely staffed
by postdocs. Although there are somewhere upwards of
4,500 postdocs in Cambridge, it can be a lonely place stuck
in the holding pattern of temporary contracts, which places
additional stress on our youngest junior colleagues.

IfI may quote Dr Liz Morrish from her recent publication
on the pressures of academic careers upon mental health,

It should be recognised that universities bear a
responsibility for the renewal of the profession via the
development of newly qualified Ph.Ds and postdoctoral
researchers. This pipeline has now begun to leak talent.!

Cambridge is an excellent place to be a postdoc. Through
the OPdA and PdOC an early-career researcher has access
to a tremendous array of systems and structures offering
guidance and advice to realise their maximum potential in
whatever career they choose. This is far and above what
any other UK university offers, and where Cambridge truly
leads.

The relationship between a Principal Investigator and
postdoc is an important one, as the PI nurtures and guides
their postdoc junior colleagues to become potential future
independent academic leaders themselves.

Supporting postdoctoral research staff should be a
central duty of the best academic leaders. Not least to
preserve a future stream of the most talented minds from a
range of diverse backgrounds into academia — in this age of
‘metrics’ I would argue that a well-rounded and supported
postdoc, emerging from this institution to pursue their
career successfully in the wider world, whether in academia
or not, is as much an ‘output’ of a research grant, as any
number of papers in so-called ‘high impact’ journals. This
University should be proud of its postdocs, and it is. How
can we ensure the best leaders can excel in their career?

How do you measure a ‘good’ academic? We are reduced
to numbers: amount of grant income, number of papers,
number of citations, and number of students. We do it
because it’s easy to count.

Many PIs go above and beyond what is expected in the
support of their research staff. And this is harder to count.
They are the champions of change in going a little way to
make academia a more inclusive profession for everyone
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within it, our friends and colleagues. Most academics are
appointed and promoted on the strengths of their research
excellence and possibly teaching, with little real training in
how to manage people and prepare them for future success.

For those staff who manage people well and support
postdocs, either through mentoring, or by working to build
a welcoming and positive research environment, it is
important that their efforts as good academic citizens be
counted in when assessing cases for promotion.

Over the centuries the number of distinguished
academics connected with this institution is too high to be
counted. It is a place where new ideas are born and grow,
and where people prosper. The new ACP promotion criteria
shows clearly to the world that Cambridge is a place where
being a good academic citizen and elevating others will be
rewarded. By building a better research culture, and a more
supportive profession we allow more people within it to
flourish, and those who work to make it better, should be
promoted within it.

' https://www.hepi.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/HEPI-
Pressure-Vessels-Occasional-Paper-20.pdf

Dr S. R. Seaman (MRC Biostatistics Unit), read by the
Deputy Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I have read with concern of the
proposed changes to academic probation.

I regard the retrospective application of the upward
trajectory clause (paragraph 4.5.1 of Annex 4) as unfair.
I would like to know whether the University has received
legal advice that changes to terms of probation with
retrospective effect do not violate employees’ legal rights.

Dr P. A. Suiwa (Faculty of Philosophy, Sidney Sussex
College, and Cambridge UCU Equality and Diversity
Representative), read by the Deputy Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, this University has a problem
with women. The Gender Pay Gap stands at 19.7%.

The University has, very sensibly, recognised that its
promotion system is one factor contributing to the GPG.
Only in Cambridge can a woman become a Fellow of the
British Academy before being promoted to Professor. And
so, in every annual GPG report, the new ACP has been
touted as one important initiative to address the GPG. Most
recently, Pro-Vice-Chancellor Eilis Ferran has been telling
staff that the ACP ‘is expected to have a positive impact on
the GPG’.

I would like to ask one simple question: how is this
going to work?

There is evidence that under the SAP, there is a bottle-
neck for women at the Reader to Professor step, which
contributes to vertical pay segregation. Women apply later
in their career than men, yet evidence suggests that they tend
to be less successful. There is nothing in the ACP that
suggests this will be remedied. (It would be very welcome if
the University committed to publishing transparent and
comprehensive statistics on promotion, which included not
only application and success rates but also mean and median
length of service and rates of unsuccessful promotion
applications. Such data would also allow us to properly
evaluate the effectiveness of the CV mentoring scheme.)

On the contrary, there are plenty of things to be worried
about. The ACP will require each Department/Faculty to
determine ‘appropriate indicators’ for their subject area.
This looks like a recipe for chaos, rather than transparency.
School Councils will be tasked with approving those
standards. But who will be tasked with providing Equality
and Diversity oversight for them? Who will make sure that
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the guidance issued by individual Faculties do not build in
biases against protected characteristics? Who will be
charged with doing Equality Impact Assessments for
changes and updates to those indicators?

The current ACP proposal is an improvement on the
version circulated in Lent, which included several
provisions that would have exacerbated the GPG (for
example, the mandatory waiting period between passing
probation and application to grade 10). These proposals
were only dropped after these concerns were raised by a
number of Faculty Boards, staff, and Cambridge UCU at
the consultation stage.

As it stands then, the promotion part of the current
version of the ACP no longer promises to make things
worse than they currently are. That may be a relief but it’s
hardly progress. The University talks a great deal about its
commitment to equality and diversity; yet when it comes
to concrete reforms, these concerns are not properly
integrated into the formulation and oversight of policies.

When it comes to academic probation, however, the
ACP proposal does promise to make things a lot worse
than they currently are. It raises several very serious E&D
concerns.

The proposal builds in a new requirement to demonstrate
‘upward trajectory’ during one’s probationary period. But
pregnancy and caring responsibilities will temporarily
‘level off” one’s career in some respects — if only by making
travel and evening commitments more difficult. The ACP
offers no adequate mechanism to take this into account.
And long extensions of the probationary period are
undesirable; they simply prolong uncertainty for staff,
most of whom are appointed to permanent positions after a
series of temporary contracts.

Second, the new proposal builds in a new requirement of
‘promoting the University’s values of mutual respect and a
sense of belonging for all within the University community’.
This may be well-intentioned. But there are gendered
expectations around what constitutes ‘being collegial” and
‘fostering a sense of belonging’ that may place more arduous
demands on women and Black and Minority Ethnic staff.
Vaguely worded, subjective criteria of this kind may invite
biased decision-making, and deter junior staff (particularly
women and BME staff) from reporting bullying and
harassment, raising concerns about workload, or engaging
critically within Faculty committees. To make a complaint,
to say ‘no’ to a request, to disagree with a senior colleague
risks being seen as ‘uncollegial’, a perception that under the
new ACP proposal can imperil one’s probation.

These problems with the proposed reform of probation
are glaring. The University’s own survey on bullying and
harassment tells us that more than 20% of staff have been
subject to bullying and harassment, most of which went
unreported. A leading cause for not reporting was fear of
professional repercussions. The Government’s Equality
Office emphasises the importance of ‘clarity and
transparency’ of career progresssion processes to avoid
bias. Finally, consider the first-hand experience of an
anonymous BME academic, published recently in
The Guardian:

The burden of raising awareness, researching policies,
calling for transparency, and asking questions about
institutional racism too often falls on people of colour,
and often at great personal and professional cost. In my
experience, the predictable has occurred: to call out a
problem is to be cast as the problem.!

It is frankly embarrassing that such a flawed proposal (and
the same goes for the version of ACP that was circulated in
Lent) has gone out to consultation. It damages the

5 June 2019

University’s credibility with respect to E&D: that it has an
effective strategy to close the GPG and BME pay gap and
to combat widespread bullying and harassment.

What is needed and missing in this institution are clear
and obligatory structures for E&D oversight. All changes
and innovations that have possible E&D implications (and
that includes substantial changes to HR procedures) must
systematically come past the relevant steering groups
(Gender Equality, Race Equality, etc.) and then the full
E&D committee, in that order, before they are sent out for
further consultation. That is not currently happening.
Admittedly this process is time-consuming. But ACP
reforms have already been time-consuming because
proposals have been released hastily, and sometimes with
confusion about their effects, necessitating further rounds
of revision.

The Old Schools seem to regard E&D consultation as
optional, often as an afterthought. One can only hope that
the current fiasco will invite a rethink on that matter.

! https://www.theguardian.com/education/2019/mar/29/nobody-
takes-responsibility-for-tackling-racism-in-my-university-why

Dr 1. MOLLER (Department of Geography), read by the
Deputy Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, with respect to the Report on
arrangements for the implementation of the ACP scheme,
I would like to bring to the Council’s attention the report
on ‘Carers and careers: Career development and access to
leadership positions among academic staff with caring
responsibilities” published by the Leadership Foundation
for Higher Education in 2017.!

The Leadership Foundation’s report is based on a
methodologically sound academic study involving
in-depth interviews with 27 academics with caring
responsibilities between the ages of 31 and 66, representing
arange of positions from Research Assistant to Reader and
Professor and a wide range of subject backgrounds (STEM,
Arts and Humanities, and Social Sciences). Sixteen of
these interviewees were women.

The report raises some key issues that currently hamper
progress in achieving equality and diversity targets in
academic promotion and career progression, of which two
seem to me to be particularly pertinent to the ACP scheme
at Cambridge:

(1) The lack of reliable, comprehensive, and regularly
updated information on academic and other staff’s
caring status; and

(2) Staff on promotion panels and staff in charge of
defining policies at central and departmental level
currently do not adequately consider the needs of
carers.

Could Council please comment on how precisely the
proposed ACP scheme will ensure that:

(a) reliable, comprehensive, data is collected on staff’s
caring status,

(b) staff on promotion panels and those in charge of
defining policies are fully aware of the needs and
impact of individual staff’s caring responsibilities
on their research and teaching ‘outputs’ on the
basis of which they are evaluated for probation
and/or promotion, and

(¢) clear criteria for taking maternity leave or career
break impacts on promotion success and timing
will be published within future ACP guidance?

! https://www.lfhe.ac.uk/en/research-resources/research-hub/
small-development-projects/sdp2016/roechampton-po.cfm
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Dr C. L. LeE (Faculty of Modern and Medieval Languages,
and Murray Edwards College), read by the Deputy Senior
Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I wish to raise some concerns in
respect of the proposed changes to academic probation.

First, the intention to introduce the performance criterion
of ‘a clear indication of an upward trajectory’ (Annex 4,
4.5.1.) is worrying. This is appropriate for the promotions
process, but not for probation. I believe that, with this
alteration, we would slip towards a US-style tenure-track
system, with all the negative implications for equality,
personal security and mid-career retention that this would
entail. Such a system would leave early-career academics
vulnerable to exploitation. It would likely also make
Cambridge less attractive to international applicants, who
might previously have chosen the University over a US
institution on the basis of its more humane approach to
probation.

Second, the latest proposal to introduce these changes
retroactively, so that it would apply to staff who have already
agreed to different conditions stated in their contracts, is not
only unfair: the legality of the move is also far from clear
cut. [ join others in urging the University to seek and publish
legal advice on this matter, confirming that employees’ legal
rights would not be violated by the measure.

Professor C. J. YOUNG (Head of the School of Arts and
Humanities and Pembroke College), read by the Deputy
Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, in my capacity as Head of the
School of Arts and Humanities and member of the
University’s Human Resources Committee, I am pleased
to recommend approval of this Report setting out
arrangements for the implementation of the Academic
Career Pathways scheme.

The implementation of this scheme will support the
Schools in their academic recruitment as it will provide a
clear career pathway for our University Lecturers,
including a structured probationary and progression
process. It will also provide a well-defined promotions
pathway to more senior academic roles, setting out at each
level the expected trajectory and transparent promotions
criteria, including outputs.

Looking ahead, the University should welcome the
development of a distinct teaching strand and scoring
model using a similar structure to the Academic Career
Pathway. This will recognise the outstanding educational
contribution and leadership of specialist teaching staff
alongside their service to the University and the academic
community.

Professor D. CARDWELL (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Strategy
and Planning), read by the Deputy Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, as the former Head of the
Department of Engineering responsible for the management
of around 170 academic staff, and the current PVC for
Strategy and Planning, I endorse as strongly as possible the
proposed Academic Career Pathways scheme. This
represents a long over-due evolution of the Senior
Academic Promotions scheme to a more transparent, fairer
and representative method of performance assessment of
academic staff at key stages of their career development.
The recognition of the importance of teaching is
particularly welcome within the ACP scheme, as is the
alignment between senior academic promotions and the
probation process, which will enable Heads of Institution
to support staff more effectively as their careers develop.
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Moving forward, this will also be instrumental in helping
Heads of Institution manage and communicate expectations
across the various academic staff groups. Clarification of
the criterion for promotion to Senior Lecturer, and their
consistent application to holders of Lectureships is a
further significant improvement to the existing SAP
process.

Dr C. M. Lanskey (Institute of Criminology), read by the
Deputy Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am concerned about the
proposed change to probation performance measures and
would like to make two points:

(1) The proposed ‘upward trajectory’ condition for
probation management (para. 4.5.1 of Annex 4) is
not likely to be appropriate for all new members of
staff. If an already high performing member of staff
is appointed, it would seem reasonable to expect
the continuation of performance rather than
necessarily an increase. A more appropriate
approach to probation would be to tailor probation
targets so that they recognise the career stage and
existing performance level of new members of staff
and the strategic goals of the Department or Faculty
in which they are employed.

(2) The proposal to apply the changes retroactively
seems unreasonable as it will require a review of
probation plans that have already been agreed
between new members of staff and their line
managers. This action may adversely impact staff
good will and the reputation of the University as a
reasonable employer.

Professor G. R. Evans (Emeritus Professor of Medieval
Theology and Intellectual History), read by the Deputy
Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, this is in many respects an
admirable piece of work, but given the history of problems
with Cambridge’s Senior Academic Promotions procedure
— going back more than two decades now — one is bound to
pick up a magnifying glass and read it closely.

If ‘appropriate budgetary provision should be made so
that deserving candidates receive appropriate recognition
and reward’ means the end of competition between
candidates who all deserve promotion, with some not
receiving it, that is of course very good news. But an earlier
period when that was the case came to an end. Could the
Council confirm that this promise will remain in force?

My first concern is that:

The General Board will have the discretion to make
changes to the ACP scheme processes set out above as it
deemed necessary, provided that those changes are in
line with the Key Principles, and made in the light of
experience, for the effective running of future ACP
scheme rounds.

‘Necessary’; ‘in the light of experience’; ‘effective
running’? Weaselly words? The past history of General
Board modification of previously reformed provisions for
Senior Academic Promotions has not been encouraging.

For those unchanging Principles to which the General
Board must continue to adhere are cast in fine but rather
vague language. In the past the devil has been in the
detail when it came to giving effect to requirements such
as the present one that a committee’s decision-making
should be ‘collective, fair, impartial and evidence-based’
and such-like.
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There is more talk of future change at:

These proposals are intended to be the start of an
iterative process in the development of the ACP scheme.
It is envisaged that the scheme will evolve over the
coming years to ensure it meets the needs of the
University and staff, with the continued input and
support of the academic community.

When in this ‘iterative process’ will the Regent House get
another chance to give its approval?

A second concern is the introduction of ‘HR language’
which should ring uncomfortably in Cambridge ears. The
expression ‘teaching-focused’ seems to have appeared in
the Reporter for the first time in this Report. It is of course
very important that those whose calling is principally to
teaching should be able to seek recognition and promotion.
But I notice the use of this phrase occurring widely as a
euphemism in other universities in situations where
teaching-and-research staff are offered a choice between
‘teaching-only’ contracts and redundancy. Perhaps that
description could be rethought?

‘Leadership positions’ seems to be a new expression for
the Reportertoo. That those at the top of a line-management
hierarchy should ‘role model’ (verb) stated ‘values’ also
appears to be something new in this Report. It is hard to see
how it fits with the traditional collegial equality of
Cambridge’s academics. Perhaps the University Draftsman
could take a firm line with language which departs from
the normative conventions of Reports to the University.

I notice that the position of unestablished academic staff
still seems to need more work.

Professor C. ABELL (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Research),
read by the Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, 1 really welcome the new
Academic Career Pathway scheme. As someone appointed
in Cambridge as a University demonstrator (a level now
defunct) I have experienced the pressures of climbing the
academic ladder, step by step. I think the present system is
a substantial improvement on what preceded it, when
everything seemed to happen in smoke-filled rooms (also
now defunct). I see the proposed scheme as a positive
evolution of the system that will effectively address
specific important issues.

In my role as Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Research
I appreciate the contribution that many academics make to
the University community through activities beyond their
own research. It frustrates me that a small number of
academics do not recognise that the University spends well
over £60 million a year co-funding research — necessary
because funding bodies generally provide less than 80% of
the full economic cost, and much less in the case of charity
funding. This is a huge and positive contribution from the
University, but is sometimes overlooked by some
academics when they are asked to put something back into
the system, e.g. serving a term as Head of Department,
sitting on a national committee, or even just leading a large
grant application. I welcome the recognition in the scheme
for those who do contribute to such activities.

Similarly, it surprises me that some researchers do not
understand the need to actively and positively engage with
the Research Excellence Framework. Without the
£80 million a year QR funding this provides, we would
simply not be able to perform the quality and breadth of
research we do. Consequently I am very pleased the ACP
scheme recognises contribution to the impact agenda of the
University.
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For many people, Cambridge is world-leading because
of its research. For others it is the quality of the education
we give to our students that is considered outstanding.
Both should be recognised, and the ACP scheme does this.
It is also important to recognise how we teach our graduate
students, Masters and PhDs, and how we train our postdocs.
The Wellcome Trust are pushing universities to look at
Ph.D. training from the students’ perspective, meanwhile
the Concordat that determines the relationship we have
with our postdocs is being revised to better recognise their
needs. Both these developments are going to drive a
fundamental change in the relationship between Principal
Investigators and their research team. From my perspective,
this is long overdue. The fact that we can recognise and
reward these changes in the ACP scheme is very positive.

These are just some of the features of a scheme that
I think offers a very good way forward and that I commend
to you.

Professor P. M. ALLMENDINGER (Head of the School of
Humanities and Social Sciences and Clare College), read
by the Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, as Head of the School of the
Humanities and Social Sciences, I support this Report
concerning the implementation of the Academic Career
Pathways scheme. There has been extensive dialogue with
the Departments and Faculties within the School and
consideration at the Council of the School. Working
closely with the School HR Business Manager and the Pro-
Vice-Chancellor for Institutional and International
Relations, the proposals have evolved and, in my view,
represent an improvement on the existing Senior Academic
Promotions scheme.

An important consistency between the SAP and the ACP
is the provision for promotion applications to be considered
at Faculty level, which will allow for applications across
different disciplines to be reviewed in a structured way
before being further considered at School and University
level. What is particularly welcome under the new
approach is the stronger focus on inclusivity so that all
applications, including those from under-represented
groups, are considered and assessed based on the objective
evidence, with Committee members bearing in mind how
unconscious bias can impact on decision-making. The
expectation that applicants will share the University’s
values in promoting collegiality and mutual respect, thus
creating a positive working environment, is clearly set out,
alongside the need to value a commitment to research
integrity. I believe that adopting the ACP scheme represents
a positive step.

Professor J. L. N. Woop (Department of Veterinary
Medicine and Wolfson College), read by the Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, as Head of the Department of
Veterinary Medicine and a member of the University’s
Human Resources Committee, I welcome and support the
proposals set out in the Report on arrangements for the
implementation of the Academic Career Pathways scheme.

The ACP scheme brings in a dynamic and flexible
approach and a significant improvement in the transparency
of our academic progression framework.

It is also an important breakthrough in that it is the first
building block of a modern career progression system that
will in due course give appropriate recognition not only to
‘traditional’ academics, but in addition to others such as
clinical academics whose work is also vital to the mission of
the University, and for whom career progression is essential.



5 June 2019

Professor 1. SMiTH (Department of Pure Mathematics and
Mathematical Statistics, and Gonville and Caius College),
read by the Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I would like to raise both general
and specific concerns regarding the proposed changes for
probation.

(1) Many of the people we hire have competing offers
from other world-class institutions, in particular
from top-twenty universities in North America.
That the probation and tenure process here is
straightforward and will not involve wasting
significant amounts of time and emotional energy
is one of the very few points at which we can
outcompete such offers, and it is a key such point.
Recent experience shows that candidates — whose
other institutions are much more transparent in
terms of contracts, duties, points accrual and salary
— do inspect the exact wording on which these
processes operate.

(i) We should be extremely wary of imitating the kind
of tenure review that pertains in North America. In
such processes part of demonstrating quality is
often to get outside offers, and if our young people
do that we will never match those offers (which pay
up to twice the top of our lectureship salary scale)
and we will lose them. The changes are likely to
increase efforts to poach our top young people.
Moreover, after the involved process to obtain
tenure at top North American universities, salary
typically augments considerably, whilst ours stays
constant (or stagnates relative to inflation).

(iii) We should not instigate any change that restricts
the possibility of leapfrogging the probation
process by promotion directly to Reader, another
important option for retention of key stars.

(iv) The term ‘clear upward trajectory’ (clause 4.5.1 of
Annex 4) should be removed. At one extreme, in
pure mathematics, some people are hired having
proved field-changing results early on: their thesis
might be a landmark result in the subject for
decades. Others might work on slowburn problems
of equal depth but completely different timescale to
prominence. In the first class of cases it is simply
inappropriate. In general, the question of who
establishes and what constitutes such ‘upward
trajectory’ is open to abuse, may contribute to
existing gender-related disparities and exacerbate
the undervaluing of broader contributions in
teaching and outreach.

(v) The application of changes to staff currently in post
is of questionable legality and is unquestionably
disingenuous and demoralising. It contributes to
the general disillusionment that another substantive
change is being introduced with minimal
consultation from a central administration ever
more isolated from those of us actually doing the
research the University’s reputation is founded on.
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Professor O. LEYSER (Sainsbury Laboratory), read by the
Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, academic promotion should
recognise the contributions of academics to the University’s
mission ‘to contribute to society through the pursuit of
education, learning and research at the highest levels of
international excellence’. This should include direct
contributions to conducting high quality teaching and
research and delivering societal impact, but also indirect
contributions through creating the environment and systems
in which these activities can thrive, now and in the future.

There are some inherent tensions in achieving this goal
in a way that supports the diversity of excellent practice
within and between disciplines, while at the same time
being clear, consistent, transparent and evidence-based.
Two such tensions are of primary importance.

Firstly, there is a tension between an itemised versus a
holistic assessment framework. For a clear and transparent
system, separating contributions into teaching, research
and service is reasonable, as is allocating a fixed weighting
to each. However, the separation between the three sections
is certainly not clean, and indeed these activities are by no
means fully independent. Under these circumstances, the
separate sections with fixed weightings are a compromise.
For example, service roles might contribute very strongly
to the overall research output of the University, but might
reduce the direct research output of those delivering the
service. Similarly, it is possible for someone to conduct
very high quality research, but in a way that significantly
compromises the ability of others around them to do so.
Their net contribution to research excellence is therefore
limited. These considerations highlight the value of a more
holistic approach to assessing the contribution of an
individual to the University’s mission.

Secondly, there are tensions between recognising and
rewarding diverse contributions and providing specific and
transparent criteria for assessment. In recent years, a range
of drivers has pushed the assessment of academics toward
using a set of very specific evidence types, including metrics,
all focused on the direct contribution of the individual. This
has increased pressure on individuals to deliver on a narrow
range of metrics that provide rather poor evidence for
performance against the true assessment criteria of interest.
The assessment of quality in teaching, research and service
is inherently qualitative and while it can be rigorously and
transparently evidence-based, there will always be a
significant subjective element to the assessment of the
evidence. This is why a well-trained and diverse committee
is needed to carry out the assessment in a fair and robust
manner. The committee must make a nuanced and balanced
judgement based on the sum of all the evidence before them.
A reward system based on narrow, specific evidence, read
out in a rigid way, will inevitably fail to reward the diversity
essential for high quality research, teaching and service in
the University overall.

The new Academic Career Pathways scheme recognises
these tensions and sets out proposed solutions. Of particular
merit are:

(1) The use of non-exhaustive examples of evidence
that could be provided to support the assessment
criteria is helpful for applicants and prevents the use
of overly narrow and prescriptive evidence. This
approach will only work if it is truly understood that
these are only examples, and applicants are
encouraged and supported to include anything they
consider to be evidence that they meet the criteria,
and committees are encouraged and supported in
their assessment of this diverse evidence base.
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(2) The emphasis on the need for balanced judgement
by well-trained promotions committees should
improve the quality of the assessment process.

(3) There is some ability to change the balance in
weightings between the three assessment areas. This
recognises their limitations and supports diversity.

Overall, I think that the system is a major step in the right
direction in establishing a good balance between the
factors inevitably in tension in the academic promotion
system. I think more could be done toward achieving a
holistic assessment, but the new system includes some
major changes to existing practice and should be allowed
to bed in before further evolution.

Dr J. Guarneri (Faculty of History and Fitzwilliam
College), read by the Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, | wish to ask that the language of
‘clear upward trajectory’ and ‘highest international
standards of excellence’ be removed from section 4.5.1 of
the Academic Career Pathways scheme. These phrases
seem entirely appropriate criteria for promotion. They are
not appropriate criteria for probation.

The period of probation is meant to assess whether a
member of staff is doing their job well enough to stay at the
University. This period is also one with a steep learning
curve. Many staff are coming from different university
systems, and must learn all the particularities of Cambridge.
Some staff are hired quite soon after completing their
Ph.D., and have limited teaching experience, so they are
learning the ins and outs of lecturing and supervising
during their probation period. To ask members of staff to
demonstrate the ‘highest international standards of
excellence’ in their research during probation turns the
probation period into something much more akin to tenure
in the US, in which the candidate is essentially being
assessed for probation and promotion at the same time.

If this language remains (though I urge you to remove
it), and ACP models Cambridge probation after US-style
tenure, this career step ought to come with the same
rewards as US-style tenure. When an Assistant Professor is
granted tenure and promoted to Associate, they receive a
raise of around $10,000.

I want to spell out some of the consequences we can
expect if this language remains. I would expect this
language to further shrink the proportion of women
academic staff. Many staff in the probation period have
substantial caring responsibilities; it is often the moment
when they finally feel secure enough in their careers to
have children. As it stands, the Cambridge system of
probation and promotion makes some room for these staff
to care for children (or aging parents, or disabled siblings)
in this period of their lives. They can strive to meet the
criteria for probation first, and aim to meet the criteria for
promotion slightly later. The new scheme makes no such
room. Staff with caring responsibilities will be less likely
to pass probation at all. Given the time and space, they are
capable of doing world-class research. But if Cambridge
insists that they prove their ability to do that world-class
research at precisely the moment when they are starting
families, they may never get the chance to do it at all.
Please do not be surprised if the proportion of female
faculty declines after this change.

The new language expects a ‘satisfactory performance
of duties,” but when it comes to research, it expects a ‘clear
upward trajectory’ and the ‘highest international standards
of excellence.” The University is making its priorities clear
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with this language, and we can expect staff to get the
message. Unless that “‘upward trajectory’ can be explicitly
made to encompass teaching, College involvement, and
administrative work, the ACP will disincentivise staff from
devoting their time and energy to any of those other tasks
in the first five years. They will do what the language
demands. Their teaching and administration will be
‘sufficient’; their research will be excellent. Does the
University actually want to disincentivise creative,
challenging teaching or dissuade Lecturers from taking on
important administrative roles?

I urge you to remove this language, and to maintain a
period of actual probation for new staff, rather than turning
probation into a ‘promotion’ that comes with no pay raise.

Dr S. E. HAKENBECK (Department of Archaeology), read
by the Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I (and many colleagues in
Archaeology) welcome the move to a widely accepted, fair
and transparent probations policy but feel that there should
be clarity about what is meant by a ‘rising trajectory of
productivity’. If research is an important measure, with
staff expected to show an ‘upward trajectory’, then the
following points should be considered:

(1) The variable expectations between appointments
across the University should be recognised. Small
departments may have high teaching loads and new
staff are of necessity usually thrown in at the deep
end. With the high teaching load comes coordination,
administration and examining expectations from
which new staff in large Departments are often
shielded. College appointments come with additional
load. There will also be expectations about starting
research projects, fieldwork or setting up new
laboratories. This may be very time consuming and
yield delayed returns. In our field it is exceptionally
unlikely that someone coming from a Research
Fellowship to fill a post will immediately be able to
show an upward trajectory in research and
productivity and should not be penalised for that.

(2) An increased and increasing focus on publications
and grant capture would put significant pressure on
new staff and would not sit well with University-
wide initiatives to promote diversity and equality,
staff well-being and family-friendly working. In
particular, this would put pressure on those with
young families or who wish to start families.

(3) An over-emphasis on the quantity rather than
quality of publications and other outcomes would
lead to falling standards, cause reputational damage
and make it harder to recruit and retain the best
candidates. The fear is that this policy is a move
towards a US-style tenure system, which is widely
recognised as dysfunctional, oppressive to staff
without improving academic quality significantly.
Existing probation procedures are already perfectly
sufficient to respond to the rare cases where it turns
out that someone who was hired was inappropriate,
and further and more bureaucratic and time
consuming procedures are neither needed nor
desired.
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COLLEGE NOTICES

Elections

Gonville and Caius College

Elected into a Supernumerary Fellowship with effect from
1 October 2019:

Andrew Mark Spencer, B.A., KCL, M.Phil., Ph.D., PET

Jesus College

Elected Master of Jesus College with effect from 1 October
2019 (in succession to Professor lan White):

Sonita Alleyne OBE, M.A., F, FRA, FRSA

Vacancies

Fitzwilliam College: Bye-Fellowship in Economics;
tenure: one year from 1 October 2019, with the possibility
of renewal; enhanced supervision payment and research
allowance plus additional collegiate benefits apply;
closing date: 16 June 2019; further details: https://www.
fitz.cam.ac.uk/vacancies/

Trinity College: Senior Postdoctoral Researchers (up to
three available); non-stipendiary but benefits include a
housing allowance, free meals and access to College
facilities; closing date: 12 August 2019 at 12 noon; further
details: https://www.trin.cam.ac.uk/vacancies/

Awards

Sidney Sussex College
Dr D. C. Pavate Travel Bursary to India

The Dr D. C. Pavate Memorial Foundation grants an
annual Travel Bursary to Karnatak University, India, which
allows a Cambridge academic, postdoctoral, or research
student to spend a period of between one and two months
at the university. The next bursary is available for any time
between August and December 2019.

Sidney Sussex College is responsible for the selection
process in Cambridge and proposes candidates to
Karnatak University. Anyone interested in finding out
more about this opportunity is invited to contact Professor
James Mayall at Sidney Sussex College (email: jblm2@
cam.ac.uk) in the first instance. Further details are also
available at https://www.sid.cam.ac.uk/life/news/993/
dr-d-c-pavate-travel-bursary-to-india.html.
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EXTERNAL NOTICES

Oxford Notices

All Souls College: Senior Research Fellowships in
Linguistics and Mathematics; tenure: seven years from

1 October 2020 (or other agreed date), with the possibility
of renewal; salary: £103,825-£113,446, including £6,543
housing allowance if eligible; closing date: 13 September
2019 at 12 noon; further details: https://www.asc.ox.ac.
uk/appointments

Visiting Fellowships, 2020-21; duration: for one, two
or three terms during the 2020-21 academic year; all
subject areas considered; no stipend but entitlement to
accommodation, a study in College, and meals without
charge; closing date: 23 August 2019 at 4 p.m.; further
details: https://www.asc.ox.ac.uk/appointments

Examination Fellowships; scholarship award: up to
£15,480, plus £5,715 housing allowance if eligible;
closing date: 2 September 2019 at 4 p.m.; further details:
https://www.asc.ox.ac.uk/appointments

Harris Manchester College and the Blavatnik School of
Government: Tutor and Official Fellow in Applied
Economics; salary: £47,263—£63,463; closing date: 8 July
2019 at 12 noon; further details: http://www.hmc.ox.ac.
uk/vacancies/

Lady Margaret Hall: Stipendiary Lecturer in Classics;
tenure: three years from 1 October 2019; stipend:
£13,513-£15,198; closing date: 28 June 2019 at 12 noon;
further details:https://www.lmh.ox.ac.uk/about-lmh/jobs/
stipendiary-lectureship-classics
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