
 
GHSA Meeting Minutes 
5 December 2017 
 
Meeting called to order by Jason at 1:09.  
 
1:09: Jason makes motion to approve agenda. Ginny makes the motion. Avram wants to switch 
CUPE report one down, or GSA one up, so that he can make an announcement at the same 
time. Amended agenda passes unanimously. Moved CUPE report down to pair with the GSA 
report. 
 
1:10: Jason makes motion to approve last meetings minutes. Avram notes that the printing 
credit should be $300 a year throughout, and it has been turned into $500 for the whole PhD. 
Meeting minutes will be amended to reflect that printing credit has been reduced from $300 
per year to $500 for the entire doctoral degree at York. Any other changes? Motion to change 
minutes and amended. Motion to pass amended minutes at 1:11, passes in favour with one 
abstention (one who was not at the last meeting) 
 
1:12: Reports 

• 1:12: Co-Presidents’ Report: Recent meetings that have been had with the GPD, and 
outcomes that we have seen so far. Also updates on events that have taken place, and 
events which are planned for next term. Recent meetings with GPD and outcomes: 
Meetings went relatively well and smooth; perhaps a few moments where it was clear 
that faculty and grad students are not on the same page, and so there will be continued 
discussion – faculty council later this week, where Co-President will learn more. Major 
points of discussion in the meeting: Department’s ongoing concern with comprehensive 
examinations and ways to improve comps and to standardize them, but that largely 
translates into a hope/desire by parts of the dept. to standardize writing in November, 
and to try and get rid of the spring comps. Should be clarified that this wasn’t an 
indication of a concrete change they’re making – it’s just a desire on the part of some of 
the faculty. Response from co-president that standardizing comps requires more than 
just making the writing dates the same – fields like Canadian can be written in 
November due to the amount of coursework geared towards Canadian historians, as 
opposed to other fields who might not have the same type of coursework. Lengths of 
lists and amount of preparatory work needs to be standardized as well. GPD was very 
receptive to that idea. Ginny has a question: Speaking from experience as someone who 
did not have any coursework in her field at all, why do we have to do comps, first of all, 
at all, and if so, why are we the only university that has lists so non-standardized; U of T 
has take-home exams, as do many other universities; other departments at York have 
shorter and more concise lists; how did it happen that York History has such intensive 
lists and such an intensive procedure. Comps is and remains a huge source of anxiety for 
graduate students. Avram can speak to the differences between History and other 
departments at York; Comps for other departments aren’t a lot of secondary source 
material – it’s foundational texts. They’re being asked to do different things with those 



books than we are – we have different concerns. Barry suggests bringing it to GPD that 
we should know what the point of Comps is for the History department. Even if we do 
have intensive comprehensive examinations, we should know the point of what we’re 
doing and why it is so intense. Jason agrees, and notes that he brought up standardized 
vs. custom lists with the GPD, and that many faculty members want to set up a 
standardized list of books for each field, instead of custom lists per student. Another 
thing is a qualification: Based on his experience of Faculty Council, this push isn’t coming 
just from faculty – a lot of the pressure comes from the administration, who wants 
completion times of the PhD to shrink and become shorter. So that’s another element 
to keep in mind, that comps takes up a lot of time and the administration wants to 
shrink down how long PhDs take to complete their degree. Next topic: In that meeting 
with GPD, the website was discussed! We have some promising signs on this front! With 
some work, we are now at a point that they are going to build the exoskeleton of a page 
dedicated to graduate student. A call went out for information over the list-serve – 
complete the information by Friday (???) from all of us, to build a grad student website 
for us. They are trying to improve content for graduate students as well – course 
outlines, courses which haven’t been taught in a long time vs. current courses, and they 
have expressed a desire to update the website to reflect achievements of graduate 
students instead of just the faculty who teach in the grad program. Jason also raised the 
question of jobs: this came as the biggest surprise to GPD. It was raised to give a sense 
that there is a concern among grad students away from employing TA’s, and if the 
department could give some thought into building a better support system for those 
who do not get Teaching Assistantships in History, and having a fruitful conversation 
about seeking employment outside of the department, and not have the entire 
structure on individuals. There will be follow up on this question, and a future meeting 
on how to address TAships outside of the department of History. But it is ambiguous at 
this point. Ginny had a question: What’s not happening next year that this is a concern? 
Jason says Making Money is not being taught next year, and that is seven TAships. 
Avram has questions for GPD: Can you talk to him about GAships in the department, and 
the loss of jobs and where that fits as well? And in terms of comps and standardizing in 
November, if you have language learning requirements for your field, your comps get 
pushed/delayed by that as well. Further for that, how do we go about standardizing 
language training for fields? What are we doing about that? There is no real institutional 
support from this department for fields other than Canadian for things that need to be 
learned: languages, methods, etc. There should be some sort of institutional guidance 
from our department if there is a requirement for our degrees. Please bring up the 
question of what to do about language training and proving proficiency. To answer the 
question of how does that look – is it before your comps and proving proficiency? We 
need better institutional knowledge of how to get students placed into language 
courses either with pass/fail, or to audit them, and to identify what each field needs in 
order to have students succeed in their degrees – maybe as a part of first year 
coursework? Students are taking language courses at their own cost. Daniel notes that 
having all of these requirements might also be a turn-off for people looking for doctoral 
programs; things to do before starting the dissertation. Jason echoes that the 



requirements probably don’t exist anymore because it might deflate enrollment; it’s 
something that should be brought to the GPD, and to help build institutional standards 
for language support, and to help students build these skills more readily. But we also 
have to be careful about how we frame it; we don’t want the faculty to make the 
process more difficult. Part of the reasons the qualifications/bar is so low is because 
Canadianists don’t normally work in more than one language, so that standard could 
have been applied across the fields. Avram brings up, that might be the response the 
faculty gives, but it’s also that the university at large wants to put the cost of doing 
graduate studies onto the graduate students. The university doesn’t want to pay for us 
to get language training. It’s not a matter of another hurdle, it’s a matter of what the 
university is willing to do and support. As the program/university is responsible for 
overseeing our education, they should be responsible for providing support for 
students. Victoria brings up that this supports Masters students too – Masters students 
need to do their research work too. Marlee says that we are allowed to take courses at 
U of T without paying for it; the Ontario Visiting Graduate Students are covered by 
tuition. But it’s unfortunate because a lot of our CD’s aren’t aware of this policy, and 
they don’t necessarily share our priorities with what we should/should not be taking. 
They are starting to discourage taking courses at the U of T, but the exchange does exist. 
But we have to put into the effort into finding this. Avram expands on this: When 
looking into doing the exchange, York administration is telling GPD’s to discourage 
students from doing it, as it costs York money to have student exchanges to the U of T. 
But GPD’s don’t really know what is happening. Avram moves to try and schedule a 
forum for graduate students next semester to talk about issues in the department – 
bring people together, and come up with a set of academic issues to bring to the 
department? Jason has been doing that for weeks, and has been requesting feedback, 
and he got almost no response. But that’s fine – we can formally organize a session, and 
it’s not a problem, but the efforts to contact the department have been made before. 
Avram: But even if it’s just a meeting among the graduate students, we’re being more 
fruitful than if we’re asking people to send things over the listserv. Jason could look into 
this – a meeting for just graduate students, or just the GPD? Avram: Just us in the room. 
Daniel asks: Jason, how often do you meet with the GPD? Jason responds: twice in the 
first semester; he can arrange for another two or three times over the winter term, and 
the final faculty council of the year is on Thursday. Maybe arrange a graduate forum of 
students to bring academic issues to the faculty, and the forum for the next semester. 
Moving on from GPD meetings; We had our second Historians’ Craft of the Year, a 
scholar from the University of Padua. Well attended with good participation, and it is 
good that we brought in a European speaker for very little cost. We are way under 
budget for HC this year, and we’ve been doing a good job of touching on different topics 
– a speaker on China, Dr. Joan Judge, and a speaker on Modern Europe. Our next 
speaker will also be from our department, Dr. Rachel Koopmans, to give a talk in 
January. She’s never been invited to give an HC talk in our department, a tragedy, so 
she’ll likely be our next speaker, speaking on Medieval Europe. Jason is still looking into 
speakers from outside of York, one of whom is from the United States. So, stay tuned! 
Victoria and Jason will be meeting to start planning the book sale for next term, and as a 



reminder, there is a Holiday Party tonight! We have also had anti-Oppression training in 
our department, and most of the exec have been to equity training already this year. 
Any other thoughts/questions/future planning/events? Ginny clarified something about 
anti-O training and what types of training are acceptable. Any other questions about 
events? Thoughts or Ideas? If no further discussion, proceeding to treasurer’s report 

• 1:54: Treasurer’s report done by Jason, as Kevin couldn’t make it. Reading from text 
message. There isn’t a great deal to report other than we made over $300 in two 
fundraisers in recent weeks. We haven’t received departmental or YUGSA funding yet, 
but we haven’t pushed for it either. We spent about $130 on our last historians’ craft, 
bringing total spent to something around $200. Any further questions to ask Kevin? 
Ginny has a question: Will our savings be reduced if we don’t use all of it, especially for 
Historians’ Craft? Is our goal to leave money? Jason: No, not necessarily. The 
assumption is that we are free to spend that budget line, and that it is important to 
demonstrate that we use this money. That being the case, the reason for bringing in 
more speakers from inside dept is that it provides incentive to remain engaged in 
historians’ craft, and it’s also cheap; in order to afford one speaker from a great distance 
away, it’s expensive. We will need to work with other departments and associations to 
help bring scholars in sometimes, as we are more/less expected to cover travel 
expenses, and an honorarium. Any other thoughts?  

• 1:58: Equity Officer’s Report: They are absent, and nothing sent in to report. Moving on. 

• 1:58: FGS Report: Report in bullet form from FGS. Covering Oct and November 
meetings; no December meeting. Search for new dean of FGS. Starting July 2018, 
seeking broad consultation on criteria to use in search. Committee will be elected from 
faculty, students, and staff, and elected by student members. Debate about whether 
search will be internal or external. Then, discussion on the plan for expansion of 
research, given by Cecilia Haig Brown. Discussion of York U. Strategic Plan, 2018-2023. 
Maintaining previous opportunity goals, inclusive of digital cultures, engineering 
research that matters, promoting healthy individuals, healthy communities, and global 
health, sustainable world, scholarship of socially-engaged research. New goals include: 
York lag behind in number of post-docs, they want more international graduate 
students (AHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHAHA WE ALL START LAUGHING. 
Marlee puts herself on speakers list here). They want to address low number of federal 
scholarships. How do we represent students at York, how do we integrate strategic plan, 
or are there other things to consider? One member of Env. Studies raised that grad 
students have to fight admin over funding vs. scholarships, and admin taking parts of 
OGS. Haig Brown calls this a “communication problem”. York could contribute to Truth 
and Reconciliation Commission, and the idea of hiring grad students as research? Hiring 
post-docs determined by funding. Some discussion of major research plan could pay 
attention to interdisciplinarity. Search for new dean of FGS: search committee needs to 
be formed, and figure out search procedures. Finally: New graduate program and 
degree from Schulich – Golaleh raises the question of who is funding it? 
Vague/contradictory answers from FGS. New program in marketing, voted against 
because programs in History are being cut. NB: Chair and Secretary don’t actually count 
or record the votes to fund the new program. Final note: rethinking PhD Comps. Comps 



began in 1930s and began as a rite of passage/hazing to weed students out. Seeking 
suggestions for improvement from the room; Golaleh spoke up and said the History 
comps are too long, 240 books/syllabus with lecture, and that it needs to be rethought. 
NB: Overall the meetings have been poorly attended, and many are quick to leave, 
although the decisions are important. Marlee is appalled at the comment about bringing 
in more international students, given that the history dept is not allowed to accept 
international Masters students without personal funding. Marlee would like clarification 
on what the policy is for accepting international students to York History. Does York just 
want RICH international students? Or good international students? Our dept. should 
have a clear line before accepting students this year. Avram: York likes international 
students because they are a cash cow for York. They charge international students 
exorbitant fees and tuition that are uncapped by provincial legislation. They are cash 
cows for York. If York would like more international students, they should charge 
international students fair tuition. But that’s not the goal – the goal for York is to make 
as much money as possible, to fund more Deans of Vice-Provost Studies. Ginny thinks 
this should be brought to Golaleh; Marlee agrees, as the Dept was told last year by FGS 
to not accept international students. Avram notes that this might be an equity issue as 
well – he’s not sure if depts. are not supposed to be accepting international students – 
can we accept more, but only fund one? It should be clear on the website that there is 
only one funded spot for an international masters/phd student, but if you have personal 
funds, it’s fine to apply. Transparency is a good thing. It also might be a disciplinary thing 
– maybe more international students for STEM, rather than the arts/humanities.  

• 2:14: CUPE Report from Avram: First thing: we continue to bargain with York every 
Monday. It’s not going well at all. Loads of anecdotes, but we need to move onto the 
actual information – ask Avram for more! We remain far apart on too many issues; York 
has either given hard No’s, or ignored, our central proposals. Here are our potential red-
line/strike issues: Guaranteeing 700 GA jobs and bringing back Unit 3 into the Union; If 
the university is messing around with how our funding package works, it should be 
according to the CA, and in collaboration with us; Enhancing/increasing programs to 
give better wages, jobs, and security to contract faculty; Make sure that Markham 
campus and its hiring is based on our CA and union; institute mandatory supports for 
3903 who are survivors of sexual violence; introduce language to make LGBTQ an 
equity-seeking group for employment; Have York build a new/affordable childcare 
facility, or make a substantial increase to CUPE 3903’s childcare fund; Wage increase to 
match rate of inflation (4% over 3 years). LGBTQ should have been done in the last CA, 
as it was a strike issue last time (WHICH DOESN’T COST YORK ANYTHING). Any questions 
about central priorities re: bargaining? Ginny: On CUPE’s website, it’s very easy to find 
what CUPE is bargaining for, and how bargaining is happening. The website is very easy 
to understand and get information from. Avram: CUPE 3903 on Monday (yesterday), 
filed for a conciliator to come into our bargaining sessions; a neutral mediator from the 
Ministry of Labour who will try and bridge the gap between the two sides. York hasn’t 
made any movement to try and make a compromise in any of these negotiations, and 
are constantly unprepared for the bargaining meetings at all. 9 meetings so far, and we 
haven’t closed on any issues. We are bringing in an outside conciliator to help us make a 



new agreement. If the conciliator cannot get the two sides to agree, we can file a no-
board, and wait 2 weeks to go into a strike position. But we need to start actually 
preparing for a strike mandate vote. We need to start preparing for a strike in a real, 
tangible way; we need to start mobilizing now. So, how are we to mobilize for a strike 
mandate and final offer vote? Asking for volunteers to form a department mobilization 
committee. A call out was sent out over the list serve last month, but it wasn’t urgent 
then; it’s urgent now. Meeting over the break over Skype if necessary, and once a week 
meetings in the new semester (by skype if necessary). It will be the departmental 
committee’s job to get people out to the polls to vote for a strike vote, and to 
hopefully/possibly help the union with canvassing, postering, etc. A call for volunteers 
will be sent out over the listserv. There is also a google group for history mobilization – if 
you want to be added to it, email Avram. Ginny: How do comps work if a strike 
happens? Barry: Ask Karen and the department; Avram: If it’s a short strike, it happens 
as per usual; if the semester is delayed and extended, that’s up to the department to 
decide. That decision is made at the departmental level. Finally, general 
announcements: This Thursday, there is a GMM, 430 Student Centre, where the first 
third is going to be a town hall as to how bargaining is going, and what to do moving 
forward. Spread the word, as if we go on strike, we want a strong strike. Avram is 
planning a mobilization event in the department for next semester. It’s not an info 
session as much as it is an event; Avram will bring the button maker! Have certain 
brainstorming strategies. We have $250 budget for a departmental mobilization 
committee, so we can get food! If you have suggestions about this meeting, email 
Avram. And stay tuned! There is also going to be a demonstration done at the opening 
of the subway line, just to keep President Lenton that CUPE 3903 exists and that we 
don’t have a contract yet. It will be Dec. 17, and if you’re interested, email Avram and 
he’ll keep you in the loop.  

• 2:42: YUGSA report, done by Avram: There has been no change in the printing credit cut 
so far. York has dismissed our complaints, and said that we were consulted and that we 
agreed to it – everybody seems confused. There is some sort of campaign that YUGSA is 
working on with CUPE called “Stop the Cuts”. Hasn’t been too much done with that. The 
printing credit is still being taken away, to download the cost of graduate education 
onto the graduate students. YUGSA failed to act with us on Anti-O training, although 
they came to ours, so thank you YUGSA. They’re trying to make sexual violence 
response training mandatory for their counsellors as of next year, which is a really good 
idea. They’re thinking about asking departmental GSA’s to do similar, but it’s not set in 
stone. There’s a new Sexual Violence Response Office open at York, open for anyone at 
York, even if they’re not York students/affiliated with York. It’s currently located with 
counselling and disability services in Bennett, but it will be in the new Student Centre 
eventually. YUGSA didn’t want to meet in December. So no meeting in December for 
YUGSA. Not much else to say about YUGSA. 

• 2:49: New Frontiers report, nothing to say and no report given 

• 2:49: TA Liaison Committee: Idea floating around to have a workshop in January. 
Department wants all TA’s to show up, and that’s probably not possible. William Wicken 
wants to meet with TA’s as the TA Liaison Committee, and he will take our concerns to 



our dept. Avram asks: Will it be included in our hours? GOOD QUESTION. No answer. 
Probably not. Serious comment: consider having more than one meeting throughout the 
week? Something to think about. But this meeting is in the works for January, will get 
more information in the next couple of weeks. It’s a thought in the air. Maybe think 
about having two different sessions. Ginny: Is it just for History TAs? Marlee: Another 
thought of having a session for people TAing outside of History, to show that there is 
support for historians TAing outside of the department. Avram: on the question of 
having more than one of these meetings, it’s important to point out that these meetings 
are part of the jobs of tenured professors – they have to do committee work, and they 
have to work in the interest of whatever committee they are sitting on. Marlee notes 
that part of this problem is that the TA Liaison committee doesn’t HAVE a mandate at 
all. So it would be great if we have any sort of event.  

 
2:55: Other Business? Jason has two quick things to bring up here, and an announcement. To 
follow up from last meeting of the trainings letter which was forwarded to head of Dept, we 
have received a response. But because there are only 6 of us here, I hesitate to get too deep 
into discussion, and maybe it should be tabled to the next meeting. Barry notes that if we push 
off discussion of this letter to a well-attended meeting, we won’t talk about it. Ginny wants a 2 
min discussion of what is happening for those who didn’t attend last meeting: SUMMARY. 
Jason: In bargaining, York’s Lawyer said that we have guaranteed training that is paid for and 
counts towards our hours included in our teaching contracts. So the idea was that we should 
follow up with our dept, because either we’re not getting that training, or he made a response. 
The response was not warm. It was passed on to one of the Deans, and Jason was forwarded 
Dean’s response, and it was not… warm. They don’t agree with our point of view, and it was 
unnecessarily personal in its description of the GHSA. Avram: He has the letter right here, and 
his response that he’s drafting! Jason: Sense of the Room? It’s 3 pm, we have half an hour left, 
and perhaps we’ll make use of it. Do we want to deal with this now? (Brief water break and 
we’re back!) Ginny has a question: Is it language for all TA’s, or language for History? In 
Humanities, you have paid training. Avram: Lawyer said something to the effect of all TA’s have 
mandatory training included in their hours, that we all have that every year. Daniel: what was 
the letter that was sent? Avram will read it out loud, but thinks other business should be 
addressed first. Jason clarifies and agrees. Other two things to talk about: First, reminder of the 
holiday party tonight, please do attend. Feel free to bring partners and what have you; 
Secondly, try to encourage MAs to participate in events and in the department! We love you, 
MAs! Now, the Letter… The letter was grounded in the minutes of the bargaining session where 
York’s lawyer made the statement re: paid training, and the question was put to the dept that if 
we are supposed to get this training, can you start providing it, or address it? Letter was sent to 
chair of dept, who forwarded it to the Deans, who were not receptive. The question was 
sidestepped and non-addressed, and didn’t answer the question posed to the dept. The letter 
was read out loud, as was Avram’s response to the Dean. Daniel: Can you read Dr. 
McPherson’s letter again? Dr. McPherson’s letter is read out loud. Daniel: So what is the 
question we still have? Avram: Is York’s lawyer wrong in his understanding of the CA? And if 
he’s right, where is this training? Ginny: First point; you should probably include in your 
response that they have somebody taking minutes on their side of bargaining. Highly 



recommend they take minutes. Second point; I’m confused because in the Humanities, you 
have 10 hours paid training, and it came as an extra line on your pay. Then, that’s just for PhD 1 
in Humanities. So how is it that under the umbrella of LAPS, Humanities gets training for PhD 
1’s only, and History has nothing – and why would it not be every year? Marlee: York’s 
argument from their responses there is that it is the individual choice of the Course Directors – 
it’s not for all of us, its by each Course Director. There is no standard in our Department. Daniel: 
Kate’s response is that it seems that it is such a decentralized system, that the Course Director 
needs to organize the training, and it’s determined by each course director. But what are we 
hoping to get out of these letters being sent back and forth? Avram: The answer is that she 
speaks for all of LAPS, and she sits on the bargaining team. So we are trying to clarify what is 
the collective agreement saying? One member of their BT says one thing, and the other 
member says something else, it doesn’t make sense. What is the answer here? The overall goal 
is, if in gaining this clarity, we can push for TA training in this department, as it’s kind of lacking, 
and downgrading the cost of training onto graduate students. And we need to do this both for 
our sakes, and for the sake of our undergraduates – we need to know how to best mark, and 
teach, undergraduates. Daniel making motion to extend meeting by 10 minutes at 3:30, 
seconded by Ginny. All in favour. Where do we take discussion from here? Avram sees that 
there is a need for training for TAs, and if we feel like this letter is a vehicle towards getting 
some form of training, that’s great. But the goal should be to get proper training in this 
department. Ginny: I don’t understand why History isn’t offering this when Humanities is. 
Avram: Because it is, at this point, not mandatory training. Humanities has just taken it upon 
themselves to run this training. But if it IS mandatory, where is it? Ginny: Lets just put it into our 
bargaining process that training is important. Avram: That would be fantastic, but that would be 
for next bargaining round. We have provisions for some types of training – sexual violence 
response training for all TAs especially – But we need to drum this up as something that is 
important for our membership. Daniel: Does bargaining team know that these letters have 
been sent? Avram: Yes. They know roughly what is happening – I’ve told them. Daniel asks for 
clarification on roughly, Avram clarifies that they know the letter has gone out. Other 
departments are possibly doing this as well. Ginny: You’d have a bigger support group of 
undergrads if you start fighting for things front and centre. Show undergrads that you care 
about their education. Avram: this would get a lot of support from undergrads. We have a lot of 
big asks this time, but possibly for the next round of bargaining. Jason: Are we doing this 
through bargaining mobilization committee? Avram says yes, that he will bring it up tomorrow. 
Jason says that there’s also a pressing need to make sure that nobody is personally affected by 
political repercussions. 
3:37: Motion to adjourn. Barry makes the motion, seconded by Daniel. Unanimous vote to 
adjourn meeting at 3:38.  


