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CONFIDENTIAL 
'IJRlVDSI'l"f' OF 1'0IORTO 

'1'BE G0VDHDtG COURCIL 

REPOitT NUMBER 49 'OF '1'BE ACADEMIC APPUl,S BOAllD 

'to the Acedem1-: Affa1.re Colaittae, 
UD1:vereity of Toronto. 

Your Board report• that it held ... t1nge on l'riday, 
l'el:lruary 91:h, 1979 at 2:30 p.a. m tl'UI croft Cb&pter liOUee, UD1W1re11:y 
College, on Wedneeday, February 28th, 1979 at 7:00 p.a. in the Council 
Cbuibar, Faculty of Pharmacy, and on 'tuuday, Karch 20th, 1979 at 7:30 
p.a. in Boom 106, Simc:oe Ball, at wh1ch the follOll'ing were preeent: 

Profueor J.B. Dunlop (In tha Ch&ir) 
He. Beverley -A. Batta 
Profueor A.M. Hunt 
Dean 3mm C. licker 

••Mr. :s. 
and Counaal, !Sr. Orut B. 't. Budzik 

**Profueor G.'.r. Artola 
Hn College 
Department of East Aeian Studiee 

**Profueor J.F. Burke 
Aeeoci&te Dean 
Sc:buol of Graduau Studue 

*Profeeeor C.D.c. Priutley 
Department of East Aeian Studiu 

Profeeeor Peter A. Salue 
Profeeeor Victor G. Smith 
Miee M. Salter, Secreury 

**Profueor J.G. Slater 
Depart:ment of Pbiloeophy 

**Profeeeor lt.M. Smith 
Department of Eaet Aeian Studiee 

**Mr. Peter White 
Aeeietant Secretary 
School of Graduate Studiu 

**Profeeeor A.It. Varder 
Department of Eaet Aeian Studiu 

*Pruea.t at February 9th, 1979 meeting only 
**Preeent at 'February 9th ad 28th, 1979 ... tinge only 

nm MEETINGS WED HELD 1N CLOSED SESSION 

THE l'OLLOWDtG ITEM IS UPOlt'l'ED l'Olt IRl'OIMA.n<Jf 

l, Mr. S. 

At ... tinge on February 9th, l'ebruary 28th and Marc:b 20th, 
1979 the Ai!.ademi.c Appeal.a Board h-rd and c:.on■:Ldarad tha appaal of .IH;l;".S 
a cadidate for a Ph.D. degree in Sanekrit ad Indian Studiu, againet a 
decieion of the Coaaittee on Applicatione and MnM,riale of the School of 
Graduate Studiee denying the appellu.t'e requeet to be grated a pue in 
rupact of hie oral azaminat:iftfl and hi■ di■■art:at::Lon. or, in th• alt:arnat::Lva, 
to be permitted a further opportunity to be aD1ned orally ad to defend 
hie dieeertat:lon.. 

OD the fint occaeion of hill oral axaa:inadon in .April of 
'J.977 the exD1netion vu adjourned. Whan the emination wae reconvened in 
April 1978 the appellu.t failad. '1'he decieion of the Board 1e that tha 
requut to be grantad a pue on the buie of hie oral exemiD&tion and theeie 
ehould be refueed but that the requeet to be Kiven a further opportunity to 
b• •xem:tned orally and to defend the dieeeru.tion ehould be granted. 

'rbe cue ie, in the Boerd'e vin, unique, or nurly eo. 
It ie unlikely that a1111:1l.ar circumatancea v:l.11 arise again. It ie certa1.nly 
to be hoped that they v:l.11 not. 'tbue the Board would hope that 11:11 decision 
in thie cue will not be a precedent for tha i:uolution of future cu••• 
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BEPORT NUMBER 49 OF 'IHE ACAD!MIC APPEALS BOAlU> 

1. Mr. 5,, (Cont'd) • '1'he uaence of the appaal wu that adverse conditiona under 
which the appellant wu aamin•d were auch u to inhibit aeverely hi• ability 
to pertorm effectively and that there were procedural irregularitiu that -Y 
alao have iAflUDced the outcoaa. '1he Board agreu with both theH coni:eri
ticma. Tvo point• implied in thia conclu.ai011 ahould be -de explicit: that 
the Board make• no judpam:lt about the merit• of the appellant'• work and that 
it find• no evidence of bad faith. 

'1'he evidence of a nUlllber of witneaHa waa that the at1110aphere 
at the exndnati011 waa mch more tenae than ia normal in auch circumatancea. 
The r--ori• we'&'O not: hard t:o find. '!be Dllparaaut of Sanakr:1.t aDd lnd:1.a 
Studiea waa ao rent by factionaliam that, in the evidence of Aaaociate ~ 
J.F. Burke of tha School of Graduate Studiea, all atudenu in the Department 
were frightened. Dean Burke quoted the Dean of Graduate Studiea at the time, 
Dean llat&, u aaying that in twenty-five year• he had never Hen aything quite 
like the aituation in thia Departlmlt. So aerioua were the problema that it 
waa deemed necuaary to diaaolve the department and it no longer uiata. 
Dean Burke aaid he had aeen other caaea where adveraarial relation• exiated 
within departmeD.ta but had never aaen auch a pub1ic cliv:t.aiori: orie vb:lch v-, 
in fact, forced Ol1 the ltudent■• Dean Burke pointed out that aavaral other 
candidate• had nevertheleaa auccuded in pusing their oral eminationa. 1n 
the Board's view, however, it doea not follow from this that the circumatancea 
had no impact. 'there are individuals who can overc011118 the moat: aerioua 
obacaclea. Tbe Board feel• that while Ph.D. oral examinationa are rigorous 
procedures and conditions~ not alwaya be, from the candidate'• point of 
view, opti-1, the circumatancu aurrounding this particular examination 
departed aufficiently from the norm to warrant giving the candidate a further 
opportunity. 

The principal procedural irregularity relates to the outaid,. 
appraisal of the appellant'• thuia. The scholar selected for this role wu • 
em:l.nant:1y qWll.:lf:led int.he caud:1.dace•a apec:1.alty, Buddhist philosophy. At 
no time, however, before, during, or aince the oral examination bu thia 
scholar submitted an appraiaal. The rules require that appraiaala be eub-
mitted at lust two weeks in advance of the examination date. Dean Burke 
allowed that if this rule were adhered to rigidly many examination• would 
have to be poatponed, which could be to the detriment of the candidate by 
holding up hia or her degree. In fact, therefore, examinations are often 
conducted notwithstanding the breach of this regulation. Where the candidate 
is aucceaaful on the exatninat::lon he or ahe w.1.1.1 not b11 b-rd 'CO compla:1.D 
about the breach. Where the appraisal is not merely late but non•exiatent 
and where the candidate fails, the candidate -Y well have cauH to complain. 
While, under the existing rules of the School of Graduate Studies, the written 
appraisal is not made available to the candidate, it -Y nevertheleaa have a 
bearing on the outc01118 of the examination, for example, by influencing a 
line of queationing. It waa Dean Burke' a opinion that the abHDce of the 
appraiaal made no difference to the outc01118 in this caae. Thia may be so. 
The Board, however. feela that thia reau].at::itm :I.a on• of •o- :lmport:-ce 
end 1ca breach •hould not be ignored unleea it ia clear that it had no effect. 
'1'he Board dou not find it clear. 

Taken together, th• departurea from norm.al cond:it:ioria -c1 
p1:oc•durea 1D tb.18 caee are enough to perauade the Board that the appellant 
did not have an adequate opportmity on the second occaaion to defend his 
thesis and establish his capabilitiaa. That an adequate opportunity could 
have made a differeace to the candidate waa aupported by the evidene• of 
Profeaao;a; .:r.G. Slater, a -=er of the Examination Coaaittee, who gava the 
opinion that a •trong defence of the theaia might have resulted in the 
candidate paaaing. Aa it wu Profuaor Slater did not conaider the defence 
strong. For thia reuon the Board f .. la the appellant ahould have another 
oppor~uni.t:y. '1.'be Doa1:d 1--• :1.t to the School of Graduate Studiea to 
determine how beat this -Y be accompliahed. 

Secretary Chairman 
April 12th, 19 79 

• 


