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FAGERLUND: Until the Board of Governors was appointed in October, 1963 

you were telling me last time that you were the decision making body, if 

you will, for the University. How did you--Did you welcome the appointment 

of the Board of Governors?

SHRUM: Oh yes. Very much. I thought it was a very good Board. It had 

one weakness and that was, with the exception of Mr. Frederickson, none of 

them had any real experience in education. No background experience in the 

school system or in University, though there were some graduates of the 

University of B.C. And when you consider that the President hadn't been 

in university work since he was a student--a graduate student at Oxford--it 

was some what of a handicap I guess to have a Board with really no experience 

in the field at all although some of them were very competent, successful 

businessmen, but with no experience in education. So I didn't find them 

very helpful. I used the Board as a sort of sounding-board, as it were. I 

would put out my ideas and try to get the discussion going to see what they 

thought about them, but they seldom disagreed with me--only once, seriously 

and that was--and I think I mentioned that the last time in respect to the 

roof of the concourse. The President and the Board, I believe on that occasion 

they were unanimously opposed to what I wanted to do, there might have been 

one or two of the members of the Board supporting me, I can't remember, but 

it wasn't a close vote in any case I remember that. As far as I can recall 

that was the. only case where there was much difference of opinion of the 

Board until later when we came on to some staff and student problems.

FAGERLUND: Did you have any voice in the selection of the Board members?

SHRUM: That's a good question. I probably did in two cases. I sent a list 

over to the Premier of the names of some people that I thought would make 

good Board members and I think Allan Eyre was on that list and possibly 

Fred Dietrich. The others who were appointed I didn't know before their Board 

appointment. I didn't know George Wong, Richard Lester, Beth Wood--I only 

knew of her--Bloch-Bauer, I knew him, Shaffer I never knew, Arnold Hean I 

didn't know. You could say I wasn't consulted although I did send a list 

and on my list, I think, there were two people that were eventually on the 

Board. Now, whether they were on the Board as a result of me sending the 

list or not, I couldn't say.

FAGERLUND: What was the basis for your putting people on your list? What

qualities were you looking for?

SHRUM: Young people, active young people with some business background. I

knew that we had to go out for a financial campaign and I thought the older 

financial people would be hit anyway and there had been so many campaigns, 

but if I could get a new group coming in--very successful, young businessmen 

like Dietrich and Allan Eyre it would help our financial campaign. Dietrich 

was a very valuable member of the Board. In fact, he was one of the most

valuable members. It was unfortunate that he--was killed--about two years
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after he was appointed to the Board.

FAGERLUND: In what way was he a very useful member?

SHRUM: Well, he was very active in a great number of community activities

outside of business...he was a very energetic fellow and he possessed 

sound judgement. He had been a student of mine, of course. He and 

Eyre had both been students of mine.

FAGERLUND: Was he also particularly useful in the fund raising aspect?

SHRUM: I'm not certain that he lived long enough to get involved in that.

I guess he did, but I'm not certain about that. I would say that Allan 

Eyre and Cy McLean were most helpful in this respect.

FAGERLUND: Would you like to comment on some of the other members of the

Board— what their contributions were to deliberations?

SHRUM: Well, Charles Block-Bauer I think he represented the small group

of French speaking people in the community. I think this was the reason 

for his appointment, you might say he represented some of the ethnic groups.

He was a very active man in that general area because he wasn't so active 

in the business world, although he was connected with a very large company—  

Canadian Forest Products— his brother mainly ran the company, Beth Wood 

was probably more inclined to be constructively critical--she and Frederickson. 

As things came up— she would make critical observations— she was very good, 

but then she became ill and we lost her.

FAGERLUND: Can you give an example of something that she was critical of?

SHRUM: That's very difficult maybe, but I don't think she was delighted

when I introduced the President I had chosen. I gathered that she felt 

that the Board should have had more participation in the selection of the 

President, in which she was perfectly right. The reason they didn't was 

more or less a matter of time. As a matter of fact, she didn't think that 

the President made a good impression when I introduced him--which he didn't.

I think she was the only one who commented on it. I had high regard for her 

judgement in these matters. Allan Eyre was very useful on the finances. He 

became chairman of finance committee, but he became troubled with some blackmail 

on his family and he couldn't leave home at night. His wife was worried 

about him being away, so he...in the last two or three years I was there he 

hardly ever attended Board meetings, but he still looked after everything 

connected with finance and he would go to the government and put up a good 

case for us and try to get more money. We would hold meetings of the finance 

committee in his office in the morning— usually 8:00 in the morning— so he 

did a great deal of work, but didn't attend Board meetings. Another fellow 

who didn't attend Board meetings either very frequently was George Wong.

He was appointed to the Board I suppose to represent another ethnic group, 

Chinese community. I think you have to give the Government credit for having 

made an honest effort to get a representative Board. I might have helped 

them more maybe...I can't recall the names I had on the list and how much 

of an improvement it would have been if the Government had selected the people 

I had suggested...In any case it was a good Board. I think the Government 

did an honest job. The only person on the Board that might have been a 

political appointment was Lester. He was a defeated political candidate.
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But he also had some knowledge of education as he had been a solicitor for 

the Teacher's Federation.

FAGERLUND: You were just saying that he was not the representative?

SHRUM: No he was not a solicitor for the Teacher's Federation that's a

mistake, I think it was the School Trustees Association. He had been actively 

engaged in negotiations with teachers' organizations throughout the Province 

in respect to salaries, so he knew something about salaries and educational 

matters.

FAGERLUND: Let's see...are there others?

SHRUM: Well, I told you George Wong...the Chinese people...he didn't

attend very regularly because the Chinese people apparently are great family people

and we would hold our meetings usually starting at 6:30 p.m. with dinner,

and go on late...and he couldn't get away for this and so...as time went

along he attended fewer and fewer meetings, but he enjoyed being on the Board

and he never wanted to be dropped from the Board because of poor attendance,

or anything of this sort— he was very concerned about this. But he was a

delightful fellow and he represented the Chinese community to a large extent.

He also had some expertise in financial matters.

FAGERLUND: Did you discuss Ralph C. Shaffer?

SHRUM: Well, he was only on the Board a very short time before he was

moved. He was manager of Simpson Sears at the time and I don't think that 

he attended more than half a dozen meetings when he was moved to some other 

part of the world. He was replaced by Jack Diamond or Cy McLean.

FAGERLUND: And Arnold Hean was also on that first...

SHRUM: He was a lawyer out in Burnaby and had been involved, I think, in

municipal affairs to some extent and was fairly well known out there, but I 

hadn't known him, but he and Lester were very active members of the Board 

and they did a great deal of committee work. We didn't have enough active 

members on the Board to chair the number of committees that we needed really, 

but Hean and Lester seemed quite prepared to devote a great deal of time to 

the University work.

FAGERLUND: What committees did the Board have?

SHRUM: Well, first of all we had three standing committees. One on finance

and one on physical plant and one on personnel and academic matters. Those 

were three standing committees and then we appointed ad hoc committees as 

required.

FAGERLUND: Did you feel that you could turn over these concerns to the

committees, or were you on each committee, or did you feel you still had to 

be very much involved in the decisions?

SHRUM: Yes, I think I did. When I have a responsibility for something I

like to keep my fingers on it and know exactly everything that is going on.

But my relationships with the Board, I would say were very cordial and I 

don't think that the Board felt that I was ignoring them in any way. I think 

they all had as much to do and as much participation as they wanted, but there 

was a great deal of work in which they couldn't help very much because they 

didn't have the background.

FAGERLUND: Did you...At that time were the meetings conducted in secret?
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SHRUM: Well, I don't know if the word secret is such a good word but there

was certainly no press present. The President was there and usually Ron 

Baker would be there and we operated on a basis that any head of department, 

or if there was some committee from the faculty association or something and 

some item in respect to that, we always invited them to come to the Board 

meeting and discuss it with the Board, but there were no observers sitting in.

FAGERLUND: When the question of University archives came up in, I believe

the final decision was in 1968, but earlier than that the Board made some 

ruling that their minutes would be private, privileged for nine years. Do 

you recall this?

SHRUM: I don't recall that. I don't remember.

FAGERLUND: Do you feel that there ought to be open access to the minutes

of the Board?

SHRUM: I don't think that there is anything in the minutes that shouldn't

be made public. If there was something that shouldn't be made public I 

don't think we would put it in the minutes.

FAGERLUND: What sort of thing would you say shouldn't be made public?

SHRUM: Oh, I don't know. Minutes should be what they are called--just minutes.

All discussions that take place, do not necessarily need to be recorded.

I am certain that I wouldn't be afraid, myself, or concerned in any way about 

publishing the minutes of the Board. There probably were discussions that 

took place in the Board that I wouldn't want to be publicized but I don't 

think they were recorded in the minutes. Fortunately we didn't have any 

tape recordings! The minutes record the decisions of the body--they do 

not include all the discussion that takes place e.g. Frederickson said one 

thing, and Hean said something else; of course if they asked that their 

views be recorded in the minutes they were. Generally speaking, I favour 

having the minutes just somebody moves something, somebody seconds it and 

the motion is recorded and maybe a very brief statement giving the general 

nature of the discussion that took place, or a statement that everyone wasn't 

in full agreement, or that this motion was passed because of some other thing; 

but the minutes of any organization shouldn't be too voluminous.

FAGERLUND: What did you feel that the role of the Board of Governors was

in relation to the University?

SHRUM: Well, I carry over from UBC and the earlier days at UBC where the

Senate was responsible for everything to do with academic matters in the University 

and the Board of Governors had to do with things that were finance. Now 

there is an intermediate area where the Senate may say we want a new course 

or something of this sort, where the Board says we haven't the money to do it 

so there was at UBC and always would be some problem in this regard. But 

when the Senate was set up at Simon Fraser, some of these Board members were 

nominated as members of the Senate, or they were nominated as representatives 

of the Senate on the Board--that‘s what they were nominated for though they 

had been board members. When the Senate was set up, there were to be three 

members of the Senate on the Board, I think, and three of our board members 

were nominated as having been representing the Senate.

FAGERLUND: So they were chosen from the Board members and appointed to Senate.
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SHRUM: They were chosen as Board members before there was a Senate. But

when the Senate was established they were appointed to the Senate and then 

they were on the Board because they were representatives of the Senate.

FAGERLUND: Oh, I see.

SHRUM: I've forgotten which ones they were...Frederickson certainly, Lester

and Hean I believe...the ones that would likely be more useful on the Senate 

because they had the background. Anything to do with finances was pretty 

much the responsiblity of the Board and anything to do with an academic 

matter was the responsibility of the Senate. Now, the Board made the appointments 

according to the act...they appointed staff and faculty and fired and promoted 

them and so forth. Senate had nothing to do with raising salaries because this 

was a financial matter. But there were some times when it would be a little 

difficult to say whether it was really a matter for Senate or the Board and 

in that case, both bodies would probably have some views to express.

FAGERLUND: Do you feel that the Board should represent a cross section of

the community for which the University exists?

SHRUM: Well, there is a change in thinking on that. In the early days at

UBC as a junior member of the faculty I was quite pleased to see prominent, 

wealthy business people on the Board because we would hope to get some money 

from them because money was very scarce. These were usually senior business 

people who could afford the time from their business to go to the University 

and help so that they looked for people who had influence in the community 

who would support the University because UBC had very little support in the 

community in the early days. At Simon Fraser it was different we had a great 

deal of support right from the beginning from the grass roots of the community 

and therefore, I think the Board should have a broad cross section of the 

community, yes.

FAGERLUND: Would you include people...working class people who...

SHRUM: Oh yes, well I would include a representative of the unions and I on

several occasions wrote to the Government and suggested names of union people 

who might be useful on the Board. On my original list there would have been 

two union people I know but I can't recall who they were.

FAGERLUND: Would you have a copy of this list in your files?

SHRUM: I don't know whether I would have it. I think...we would have been

much better off to have had one, at least one, representative of organized 

labour on the Board. Ed Lawson of the teamsters agreed to come on the Board 

and then something happened and he backed out. I had sent his name to the 

Government with a strong recommendation that he be appointed. When the 

Government approached him, he changed his mind. This probably had something 

to do with the Government's reluctance to appoint a labour man so we never 

did get a labour man on the Board. It was probably partly Ed Lawson's fault.

FAGERLUND: Was Beth Wood put on as a token woman or to represent women, or

was it her position as...

SHRUM: I think you could put it down to represent women, but she was also

Mayor of New Westminster. She may also have been an active Social Crediter.

I'm not certain that she didn't run as a Social Credit candidate at one time.

I expect she was an active supporter of Social Credit, but this never came 

out in any of her activities on the Board.
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FAGERLUND: Do you suppose that most of the other members were Social Credit

leaning?

SHRUM: No I don't think they were...I never belonged to a political party 

myself. I have never attended any political meetings so I would have a 

little difficulty knowing whether they were or not. The only one that I 

really knew was would be Dick Lester because he had been a Social Credit 

candidate.

FAGERLUND: Do you feel that the members of the Board of Governors had the

feeling that the University should act in loco parentis?

SHRUM: Should which?

FAGERLUND: Act in loco parentis--as a role of parents towards the students?

SHRUM: Oh I don't think so because at that time we didn't have any residences

or living accomocations on the campus so I don't think that the Board felt 

any responsibility. Any obligations along those lines they turned over to 

the Dean of Women, I think.

FAGERLUND: Was it the Board's idea to have a Dean of Women?

SHRUM: Well I guess every University had a Dean of Women and as a matter of

fact I don't think the matter was ever debated. The only thing that was a 

little bit unusual is that the Dean of Women became Counselor for the men as 

well, so we didn't have a Dean of Men, we had a Dean of Students more or less 

and it was the original Dean of Women. But we were assured that the boys 

would prefer to go to her for advice than if we appointed a man, so we never 

got around to appointing a Dean of Men when I was there.

FAGERLUND: Dr. McTaggart-Cowan was selected by you prior to the Board's

appointment as you mentioned earlier. Did you participate in the selection 

of other faculty members or heads of departments?

SHRUM: Did I which?

FAGERLUND: Participate in the selection...

SHRUM: Oh yes, very actively with respect to the Heads of departments. I

selected most of the Heads of departments, I think. I had them pretty well 

lined up by the time...you see Dr. McTaggart-Cowan didn't arrive full-time 

until January, 1964. He came out a couple of times for Board meetings or 

something, but he continued in Ottawa until the end of the year. In the meantime 

we had to get on with the job of getting staff and the whole theory was that... 

at least the plan...that I would have the final decision more or less on 

the selection of Heads of departments and beyond that I would have practically 

nothing to do with appointments. In selecting Heads of departments I always 

told them they were going to have a free hand in selecting their staff. This 

appealed to them. This enabled us to get abler people than we probably would 

have had if they had come to the University and found people there already 

that they would have to absorb in the departments. Every Head of department 

was told that he was going to have a free hand, not only in the selection of 

staff, but the subjects which his department...the direction in which it would 

go--I mean general fields that they would specialize in and so on. This was 

all to be a decision of the Heads of departments. We didn't really have any 

Deans. As a matter of fact I wanted to operate without Deans. I wanted to 

operate with Heads of departments reporting directly to the President because
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I saw at UBC the weakness of the arrangement where the Heads of department 

would report to the Dean and then the Dean would pass on to the President 

what he liked. I always felt at UBC I would have done much better as

Head of department if I could have dealt directly with the President, which I

often did--I sometimes got in wrong with the Dean by going directly to the 

President. The point was I could go and sell something to the Dean, but then 

he might not pass it on to the President with the same enthusiasm. I hoped

that at Simon Fraser we might get along without Deans. Every Head of department

would report directly to the President and then since the President is on the 

Board he could convey to the Board the recommendations. You'll notice in the 

early organization we had no Deans. Later on we had Deans more or less to 

comply with the constitution as far as the Senate was concerned, but even then 

the Deans didn't have much authority as long as I was there. But that was 

just a little personal quirk that I had, I guess— that Deans are sort of 

unnecessary, extra expense.

FAGERLUND: In some universities at that time, there was a movement towards

having chairmen of departments as opposed to Heads.

SHRUM: Oh yes. Well they switched at Simon...originally at Simon Fraser,

all our people were appointed as Heads of departments, well then they switched 

over to chairmen of the departments. They lost some good people...it may 

be more democratic, I don't know, but I don't, myself, favour this chairmenship. 

I rather think that we would have a stronger department, and more continuity 

if we have Heads of departments and the Head of the department had the 

responsibility for the department; not some Dean or Vice-President Academic-- 

these things are all added expense. If one looks at the budget when I was 

there, we didn't have all of these expensive things and we had nearly as many 

students as they have now. We had no Vice-President and we had no Deans, but 

we had very good Heads of departments— top flight people...well, the best 

example I could give you was the Head of Physics when the headship of the 

Physics Department became vacant— at UBC, whom did they select. They took

the former Head of the Department at S.F.U___he was no longer Head. He had

been replaced by a chairman. Now that is a different kind of department and 

a different kind of university, but...when I was Head of the Physics Department 

at U.B.C. I felt that I always consulted the members of my staff, but somebody 

had to go to England or go to New York or somewhere to line up these people 

and do the recruiting and I felt that I was the person to do that. So, I 

think that when I retired at the Physics Department, it was generally rated 

across Canada, as if not the strongest, certainly one of the strongest Physics 

Departments in Canada and that wasn't because I was the best physicist, but 

I think that if we had had a rotating Chairman, I doubt very much if we could 

have had that kind of a department. But, in any case, they switched over at 

Simon Fraser. There are some departments where maybe it would be a good thing 

to change the Head, but not change it to a Chairman, an elected Chairman.

But that is a new idea, it may work out alright, I don't know--it's different. 

(End of tape 2, side 1)

FAGERLUND: This is interview 5, tape 2, side 2.

SHRUM: I should say this that among the Heads of departments, I think the

Head of Biology and the Head of Physics were outstanding from an academic 

point of view and the Head of Biology had a great many good qualities too. 

Nelson,...two or three times they tried to persuade him to go to Cornell from
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Queen's and he wouldn't go, but then he came out here as Head of department and 

we were very very pleased to get him. He was very highly regarded in the 

National Research Council and other Scientific bodies. In those days, that 

was a good thing because it was helpful in getting money. The National 

Research Council--I was on the National Research Council--they felt that with 

a good person as Head of department, research money and grants would be well 

spent.

FAGERLUND: What qualities were you looking for in your Heads of Departments?

SHRUM: What which?

FAGERLUND: What kind of people were you looking for?

SHRUM: Oh young people with plenty of enthusiasm and enough creative ability

to lead a research team. And, of course, another condition too was that we

made it clear to every Head of Department that they had to give at least

six lectures per year to the freshmen--all freshmen had to be exposed--even 

if there were several sections-in some way or another to at least six lectures 

a year from the Head of the Department. We made this a rule and the Heads of 

Departments liked it and I think they were attracted by this.

FAGERLUND: Did you correspond with the people that you wished to become

Heads of Departments?

SHRUM: Oh yes and I had been doing a great deal of recruiting for UBC and 

I knew in my own field all the people pretty well. If I would go down to 

McMaster, eg. and I knew the Physics people very well and two or three 

people in Chemistry, I could say well what about somebody over in Economics?

What do you think of him? I would make many inquiries but we didn't advertise.

I don't thing we advertised at all for Heads of Departments. And we did pretty

well in selecting Canadians too. They were mostly Canadians as a matter of

fact.

FAGERLUND: Do you have any...do you want to tell any recollections regarding

the negotiations with any of these people, such as with Dr. Haering or Dr.

Nelson?

SHRUM: Well, Dr. Haering...He and I had had dinner at a club downtown and

went to the Cave Supper Club. Allie Sherman was the entertainer. I persuaded 

him to come. We made many inquiries...it was an entire process of inquiring 

around, trying to get the right person. There wasn't anything very exciting 

about it, just quite a bit of hard work.

FAGERLUND: How did you come to choose Dr. Bottomore, who later became so

controversial?

SHRUM: Oh Yes. Well, that's a good question. I was always on the lookout 

for good people. When I went over to England I would be on the lookout for 

people in the department, other than the Head. If there was some outstanding 

person I report back to the Head and the President. I knew Bob Mackenzie 

over there. He is one of the senior people in the London School of Economics 

and he is a friend of mine and had worked for me at UBC when I was in the 

Extension Department. He is very well known in England. He does a great 

deal of broadcasting, T.V. work. As a matter of fact I tried to persuade 

him to come out as President, but he wouldn't come. We were looking for somebody 

in the general field of Economics and Political Science and I was talking to 

him and he said, you know you should talk to this man Bottomore because, he's
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a little bit unhappy, he's just been overlooked for an appointment here as 

a professor and, I think he might be interested in talking to you. He said.

I'll warn you that he's a Marxist— some people say he is a Communist, but 

certainly I don't know whether he is Communist or not, but he is a Marxist.

I replied I didn't care particularly whether he is a Communist or what he is 

provided he is an outstanding scholar. So I talked to Bottomore...I liked 

the fellow. Bottomore and I...some people when you first meet them you rather 

like them. He is such an honest man. I can remember being down in California 

at a meeting and I met some of the people in his field down there at a party 

in Riverside and told them that Bottomore was on our staff, or coming to 

our staff— they could hardly believe it. Well this is the sort of thing we 

were aiming for for Simon Fraser University— to get people who were outstanding 

enough that outside observers wouldn't look upon S.F.U. as some second rate 

university up here in British Columbia. I came back and reported to the 

President and I think that he agreed with me and we appointed Bottomore. I 

don't know whether anybody else entered into the discussion very much except 

the President and myself. I was the only one who interviewed him. Yes,

I was responsible for bringing Bottomore here.

FAGERLUND: Ron Baker was appointed very early as...

SHRUM: Yes, he was the first appointment, as a matter of fact. He was the

very first one, I believe after the President. He was very highly regarded 

at UBC. I didn't know him so well at UBC, but Ird taken the advice of 

people at UBC on the matter and we needed an academic planner. If any 

university ever needs an academic planner it is when it is getting started, 

and trying to set up the academic courses and so on. Baker had been up in 

Prince George for a year doing an extension job for UBC trying to organize 

extra-mural courses for credit up there. He was quite a hard working fellow.

My relationships with Ron Baker were always very good. Mind you, he had a 

mind of his own and he was no push-over, if he had a point of view, he was 

persistent. We would have probably been on a quarter system if it hadn't 

have been for Ron Baker. He knew something about twelve month operation and 

I didn't know much about it, but I did quite a bit of reading on it. I 

wanted a 12 month operation, and I sort of favoured the quarter system but 

Ron insisted that the trimester would be better and so we finally settled 

for the latter. One of the arguements against the quarter system was that 

one registers students four times a year instead of three— three was bad 

enough compared to UBC registering once, but now that the whole thing is 

computerized, I think that it doesn't make much difference if one did it 

one, two, three or four times a year. The quarter system would have been 

more economical, because the professors would have taught three out of four 

instead of two out of three semesters. There would have been more faculty 

people on the campus at any one time. You see, when they have so much time 

off, the whole four months they get so far away; and they can take other jobs.

In any case, I compromised in order to get the 12 months operation, because 

I feel that it was a good thing. I think Mr. Bennett felt that it was good 

too. I think he was pleased that we were going on 12 months operation.

You have to bear in mind that as far as Mr. Bennett was concerned I covered 

this, I think, last day— he never restricted the budget in any way as far 

as the capital expenditures were concerned. I think even as far as the operating 

costs were concerned, he imposed no restrictions. We were only restricted 

by the...Minister of Education, in particular the Deputy Minister of Education
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was trying to keep us in line with UBC but if we ever reached the point where 

he or the Minister wouldn't give us what we thought we needed, I'm certain 

I could have gone to Mr. Bennett and got what I thought was needed. Fortunately 

we were able to do pretty well without doing that.

FAGERLUND: Your background in university is very strongly science--physics

oriented. Was one reason you hired Baker to get the more of an arts--a 

liberal arts point of view?

SHRUM; Yes, I suppose that I was anxious to have Baker because I certainly 

would not have thought of bringing in a physicist or a chemist into that job.

I expect that had a good deal to do with it.

FAGERLUND: Were you genuinely satisfied with his work?

SHRUM: With which?

FAGERLUND: With Baker's work?

SHRUM; Oh yes, yes. We didn't want to appoint him Head of the English 

Department because we wanted to keep him as a planner.

FAGERLUND: Why did he leave?

SHRUM: I don't know why he left. He was offered this job as President of

the University of Prince Edward Island and I think he is enjoying it down there. 

I suppose by the time he left things were sort of in ferment at S.F.U. and he 

probably thought that he had had enough. I think probably that he was a 

little unhappy about what happened to the first President too. He was very 

loyal to President McTaggart-Cowan. I could never understand a person going 

from S.F.U. to the University of Prince Edward Island, but I believe that he 

is enjoying it and that it has worked out quite well. There are only 

200,000 people on the island, so he's at a university for 200,000 people.

FAGERLUND: There were several administrators who were also hired early:

Don Baird, the Librarian; Donald Ross, the Bursar; and Norman Barton. Do 

you remember the circumstances regarding their selection?

SHRUM: Yes. I didn't have very much to do with the selection of Baird. I

believe the President did most of the foot work necessary to select Baird. Don 

Ross was selected...he was a friend of Allan Eyre's to some extent, who was 

Chairman of the Finance Committee and Allan Eyre recommended him very highly.

He seemed to have what we needed--chartered accountant and so on, so I don't 

know that there was any great discussion as far as he was concerned. I was 

responsible for bringing Mr. Barton to S.F.U. He had worked for me at the 

Extension Department. This is a sad episode. He wasn't able to handle the 

job because he couldn't delegate authority. He thought that by working 

harder himself he could handle it. As the work swelled up and became more 

and more complex and more and more letters and people poured in he worked 

harder and harder, seven days a week. I talked to the Registrar at UBC 

about somebody who knew something about the Registrar's work and so forth 

and he said do you want a man who will do some work or who will just hire 

other people to do the work. Well, I said, I want somebody who is capable 

of doing both. He replied, well I just don't have anybody on my staff that I 

could recommend...so I enquired about Norm Barton? Because he had worked 

for me in the Extension Department and then I took him over to the Physics 

Department and put him in charge of all the laboratories— all the 50 or 100 

instructors and laboratory assistants, oh I guess maybe 200 counting students
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part-time. He had real ability, he was mathematically inclined to some extent, 

and seemed qualified for getting people organized and working smoothly. 

Unfortunately at S.F.U. he ended up by having a nervous breakdown. I don't 

know that he got as much help from some of the people there as he needed.

I think that...and I don't know this for certain...but I always felt that the 

President should have gone down...sat down with him and said now look, I'm 

going to insist upon you hiring some more staff so that you can get the job 

done. I didn't know the system was breaking down until it was too late.

That was the difficulty it was too late, there was nothing I could do about 

it. I felt awfully sorry for Mr. Barton because I had taken him out of a 

good job--he had a good job at the Physics Department at UBC; a job he enjoyed. 

He should have stayed where he was appreciated and doing a good job— in any 

case it was too bad. His nervous breakdown came just at the peak...a few days 

before we opened, I think, or a few days after we opened...I guess I've for- 

gotten which.

FAGERLUND: I think the Dean of Women was asked to step in.

SHRUM: Yes. I don't know how helpful she was with Mr. Barton either.

I always felt that she and the President...she was a psychologist, and should 

have advised us of what was happening.before the whole thing broke down 

completely. This Barton case was one of two unhappy things that happened at 

Simon Fraser as far as I was concerned, and the other was the problem the 

President had with the staff and students.

FAGERLUND: Perhaps we should go into that a little later with regard to the

CAUT censure. Did you feel it important that the Registrar be a man rather 

than a woman? You mentioned that the...the Registrar at UBC wasn't happy 

with any of the men on his staff.

SHRUM: The way we were thinking in those days, there wasn't much talk of

"womens lib." It didn't occur to me to look in the first instance for a 

woman to be Registrar even though we replaced Barton with a woman. I had 

never been in a University where there was a woman Registrar, but that was, 

no doubt, a weakness in my experience. As a matter of fact, some of the 

best people they ever had in the Registrar's office at UBC were women. I 

should have remembered this. One of them married the President--Dr. Klinck, 

after his wife died, Miss Abernathy and...oh there were some very capable 

women— generally speaking at UBC the second person usually was a woman and 

a very competent woman at that.

FAGERLUND: In 1964 once some of the members of the staff and faculty had

been appointed, they started having what were called staff meetings and later 

were called Committee of Heads meetings. Did you have any contact with 

this committee?

SHRUM: Oh yes. The Committee of Heads of Departments... I don't know whether

Dr. McTaggart-Cowan or I was responsible for getting that organized, but we 

started...I started to look upon that as a substitute for a Dean. This was a 

good idea to save the President time because the Heads of Departments could 

discuss their budgets among themselves and so on, instead of each one going 

to the President and trying to get more...I did all I could to promote this 

Committee of Heads of Departments and looked upon them as the...I would say 

one of the key bodies in the University— more important than the Senate as 

far as I was concerned.
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FAGERLUND: It1s... Usually Dr. McTaggart-Cowan is credited with the idea of

ruling...or governing by Committee and having open budgeting. Would you 

say that this was arrived at in consultation with yourself?

SHRUM: I don't know. I can't say very much about that. I don't think that 

some of his ideas in regard to administration were as sound or as successful 

as they could have been. I think that he carried that a little bit to the 

extreme/ You have a Committee of Heads of Departments to discuss things, but 

in the final analysis the President should sit down with the Head and use his 

own judgement and assessment as to what the budget should be instead of letting 

the Heads argue about it and try to settle it among themselves. They could 

settle general principles. I think that's correct when you say he believed 

in open budgeting. I would believe in letting each Head know what the other 

budget was, but I would arrive at that budget in consultation with the Head, 

but I wouldn't be ashamed of the decision I made. This is what we always did 

at UBC. The Head of the Department could always get the budget of the other 

Heads of Departments after it had been settled by the President and the Board 

of Governors. You can't have it secret to that extent that...that you don't 

know what is going on in the other Departments.

FAGERLUND: The opening day ceremonies took place in September, 1965 because

the University was ready on time.

SHRUM: Yes. That was a terrific day.

FAGERLUND: Were...Did you...

SHRUM: Beautiful weather.

FAGERLUND: Is that right?

SHRUM: Oh yes.

FAGERLUND: Did you have doubts as the time approached that it would be

ready?

SHRUM: Well, I think I told you last day that I came so close to making a

bad mistake. You know, I did quite a bit of worrying about whether I should

take the George Derby site with its buildings and be absolutely certain

I knew I could have the University going in September, 1965, or whether I

should go into this wilderness on the mountain and get something far more

exciting, but lose my reputation for getting things done on time and this

bothered me. I didn't know...I gave an awful lot of consideration to that

George Derby site. As I look back on it I think what a catastrophe that

would have been compared with what we have now. I would have opened in

September, 1965, regardless--even if the carpenters had still been around,

I would have had the opening. I wasn't going to lose my reputation on that

score, but it was ready and it was a beautiful day and this...head of the

Fraser Clan, Lord Lovat, he was terrific. We wanted to get the head of the

Fraser Clan out here for the opening. McTaggart-Cowan had a good deal to do

with this— give him credit for that. Well then we didn't know whether to

ask him to speak or not because McTaggart-Cowan didn't know who he was and

I didn't know who he was and I thought, it's some Scotsman who may be speaking

half in Gaelic and the students won't understand him and he is probably

some old fellow who belongs to another generation. To some extent it was

a bright idea to have him there— the Fraser Clan--but it could have been a

catastrophe. We didn't put him on the program to say anything--well, I think

he was on the program...yes, but he wasn't the main speaker or anything,
...13
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there were all kinds of other people, including myself, Bennett and all 

these people speaking and he just had a minor part to play. Well, then I met 

him the morning of the ceremony. He didn't get here until the night before—  

late the night before, or something. I met him that morning. Here he was, 

a tall, handsome fellow, great white hair but young-looking face--and so 

full of good humour and so on. I was quite relieved and then later when we 

called on him to speak...he stole the show. So, at the end of the ceremony—

I don't suppose any university has ever done this before— I said how many of 

you would like to hear Lord Lovat again— something more from Lord Lovat and 

they all shouted. So I invited him to speak again. He presented us with 

some old swords and other relics of the Fraser Clan. The women just about 

swooned— the young ones as well as the old. In any case, you can't imagine what 

an unexpected, happy surprise this was because if you were thinking of the 

Head of some Clan in Scotland, you know, Lord somebody or so, you wouldn't 

think it would be somebody that you could fit in to an opening ceremony with 

a group of politicians and wide eyed young people. We were trying to get 

exciting new ideas at Simon Fraser and we did at this opening Ceremony!

You wouldn't think that you could successfully impose some Scotsman that you 

didn't know-probably some old fellow on an occasion like this. Oh yes, it 

was terrific. We never had anybody at any ceremony— and we had quite a few—  

that equalled Lord Lovat.

FAGERLUND: I heard and I'm not sure of my source, that the University

had, when they invited him, believed that he was a direct relative of Simon 

Fraser and were somewhat disappointed at the fact that he is not a direct 

blood relative, but is a clan...a leader of the clan.

SHRUM: Well, I don't know, that didn't occur to me. We wanted the Head

of the Clan, mind you, he had a good war record in World War II. I should 

have realized that. He raised a unit and led it in World War II...Lovat's 

something was the name of the unit, they were sort of a commando group.

But, in any case, this was a tremendous success. This gave the University 

a great impetus on the very first day. The place was jammed— the whole concourse., 

colourful, beautiful, sunshining everything just perfect.

FAGERLUND: It was in the Mall?

SHRUM: Yeah, Yeah.

FAGERLUND: I believe there was a relative of Simon Fraser's there— Donald

Fraser?

SHRUM: That's right. He came from the States I think.

FAGERLUND: North Dakota.

SHRUM: Yeah. And there was not only a relative there, but there were also

some friends of mine that I knew down in the Southern States who spell their 

name F-R-A-Z-I-E-R. They are also...members of the Fraser Clan and I invited 

them to come. But there was this woman who was a direct relative, that's 

right, of Simon Fraser.

FAGERLUND: There was a woman?

SHRUM: I thought it was.

FAGERLUND: Well, I was thinking of Donald Fraser who's a man.

SHRUM: Oh yes, yes, that's right too, but there was another...
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SHRUM: There was another one too. I think there was one from Illinois—

somebody from the States. I had just forgotten about it, yeah, but in any 

C d S G • . .

FAGERLUND: But they weren't invited to speak?

SHRUM: No. No. Oh we had enough speakers as it was. But we didn't have

so many that we couldn't invite Lord Lovat to speak a second time. I can't 

imagine anybody else...any Chancellor of any university asking the guest of 

honor, to speak a second time because we had underrated him to such an extent 

in the first place. In any case, it worked out beautifully. Everybody 

thought it added to the informality of the occasion. Everybody was...so 

happy and in such good humour at that time. Everybody was so excited about 

the architectural plan and everything had gone well and all the publicity 

about the University and so this sort of topped it off.

FAGERLUND: Were there a lot of students present at the ceremonies?

SHRUM: I couldn't remember. I expect so, because the place was jammed.

I think they were, but I couldn't answer— positively.

FAGERLUND: What of the...I guess the atmosphere of excitement and pleasure

at the University was first disturbed by the discussions over the Shell 

Station.

SHRUM: Well, the Shell Station came a little bit later though. It didn't

happen, I think, in the first year at all.

FAGERLUND: I think it was happening in June, 1966. It started...

SHRUM: June, 1966. Well, that would be almost the next year. Yeah. That's 

right. Well, the Shell Station was...that was just the sort of symbol for 

discontented groups, or the people who had come there...as activists to some 

extent and this seemed to give them just the sort of thing that they could 

take hold of and distort in such a way as to make a big issue of it. That 

and the parking lot beside the Theatre— this also became an issue, but they 

weren't able to make as much of that as they were of the Shell Station. To 

me the Shell Station was a completely phoney issue. Now, I may be wrong, 

but I had some experience at UBC--I had been involved in construction,

bringing in the huts, and I had run into this problem about trees. You

bulldoze down forest trees and you get in trouble. Forest trees aren't a 

good thing to have in the city or around a university, especially when the 

rest of the forest has been taken down. The remaining trees lack support and 

further leaving them adds to the cost of construction. So when we started 

at Simon Fraser University, we cleared the whole site. We took out every 

tree and started fresh. Later it would be landscaped properly. The architects 

agreed with this plan. We let a contract to clear and then...to grade the 

site so that the dirt— from one building— wasn't put where another building 

was going to be and so on. The whole thing was cleared, and graded...for the 

different buildings— then they made the excavations. There's a beautiful view

to the north but I didn't take down the trees on the outside of the perimeter

road. We said we don't want to take down trees outside the construction 

area, but we will have to cut through in some places so there will be a view. 

Well we never got around to doing this— to...taking down a few sections, you
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know, a hundred feet or a hundred yards some place where one could get the 

view. We had to consider that the students have a lot of old cars, and they'd 

get part way up the campus...either break down or one thing or another and 

it was perfectly obvious that a service station was needed on campus and the 

question was where to put it. Well, the first place one would look would 

be near the Transportation Centre. We found the oil companies were very 

anxious--wil1ing to compete, the same as the banks. Well for a branch 

on the campus we played one bank against another and we got a generous amount 

of money, relatively speaking, for letting the Bank of Nova Scotia in on 

the campus--exclusive. Shouldn't we do the same thing with the oil companies.

They were willing to give...and we kept raising the ante on them ‘til they 

finally agreed that they would take a place along the perimeter road where 

there wasn't any space— they'd create the space with fill. That was a place 

where the bank came very close to the road. And we said to...get the fill 

you will have to dig out the basement of where we are going to put the residences-- 

and you must move that fill over to the station site. In addition you have 

to give us $200,000 or...I may have forgotten the exact figure for a residence 

because there was no other way we could get residences at that time and in 

addition we demanded a percentage receipts at the station. Well, we got the 

best deal from Shell. They would give us the most money. They said they 

had competent architects and they could design a station to fit in with the 

overall plan. So, we said alright. They made the design and the Board, in 

order to protect itself, said well, we will get Erickson and Massey to check 

it. Erickson and Massey didn't want to check it— they wanted to design the 

station and there was a disagreement between the Board and Erickson and 

Massey over this because they wanted a fee for the whole thing. In any case, 

they finally agreed that they would make the changes they saw fit, but I 

think in the meantime, they may have suggested to some of the students that 

they weren't 100% happy about the arrangement. The design as modified 

was approved by Erickson and Massey--the design of the station generally.

Shell pushed the fill out there and this became the only place along the 

perimeter road where there was a view of the North Shore Mountains. So 

everybody said look the only place on the campus where there is a good view 

is where the station is going. Well there was only a good view there because 

the trees had been removed. One could have the same view any other place 

along that road only it would be necessary to take down more trees. A lot of 

opposition developed but the Board never backed down on this. That was one 

place where we stood firm and that's the story of the Shell Station. It’s 

still there. I guess it's quite successful... I don't know how it is 

financially, they do a good business and it is useful.

FAGERLUND: I don't know.

SHRUM: I couldn't tell you, but in any case, they stayed there; and I think

it is a great service to the people at the University. Now at the time it 

was suggested that it be put way back near where the water tower is, but the 

oil companies wouldn't go back there. There's no use in having a station 

back there where nobody... knows where it is. It has to be some place where, 

like any other service station, it's near a road where the people go by it 

and this particular spot was the least valuable from our point of view, 

because there was no land there--they had to fill it in order to get the space 

for their station. Well that is the whole story and it seemed a ridiculous
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issue. At the same time, there was another problem that occurred...there 

wasn't enough parking under cover for everybody who wanted it and the people 

at the Theatre...wanted to park near the Theatre. We decided to build a 

parking space there where...I think there is a bookstore or something 

now...I don't know what it is...between the Academic Quad building and the 

Theatre. And we leveled that off without consulting the students or the 

faculty and made it into a parking area. Well, this same group of students 

went out there and they dug up the gravel and planted little flowers and 

trees on this parking area. Well, we backed down on that one. We said that 

one's not important— if they don't want a parking area, they're cutting off 

their noses to spite their faces because the people in the Theatre want the 

parking area. The students persisted in their opposition to the gas station 

and built up this issue. They organized boycotts of the station and so on 

and so forth, but the Board just ignored it. Now maybe that was a mistake,

I don't know, but to me it was such a phoney issue.

FAGERLUND: Well...the...you mentioned that you felt it was students who were

looking for an issue...

SHRUM: And faculty.

FAGERLUND: There were a lot of faculty involved too and I think the Faculty

Association made a proposal with alternate...

SHRUM: I know, but the faculty...those same faculty people were involved

in all our troubles up there. Our troubles weren't centred with the students, 

you know. The troubles that developed later were probably more as a result 

of faculty activists than student activists. Even the Faculty Association 

was not very representative...it's the group that had time to spend afternoons 

at Faculty Association meetings. Further they weren't able to conduct 

their meetings. Their meetings would go on one afternoon and the next afternoon 

and they were of no help as far as the Board was concerned to give some 

impression of what the faculty was thinking because most of the hard working 

members of the faculty— most of the science members of faculty, e.g.--never 

attended the meetings...they can't afford this kind of afternoon...after... 

afternoon arguing about some picayunish thing. If one looks at the history 

of the Faculty Association, you will see I'm right because the Faculty 

Association at Simon Fraser eventually disintegrated. They weren't able 

to conduct their meetings.

FAGERLUND: One of the main...objections the students had to the location

of the Shell Station, not only in regard to the fact that there was a view 

at that location, but that that was going to be directly across from the Student 

Union Building where they would have an opportunity to look out at that view 

all the time.

SHRUM: I don't know whether the Student Union Building is going to go

there or not.

FAGERLUND: It isn't, no, no, but it was at that time...that was the plan.

SHRUM: I think there was...yeah.

FAGERLUND:...the continuation as a Mall.

SHRUM: But it wasn't purely students. The faculty was involved in this at 

least as much, if not more than the students as far as the Shell Station 

is concerned. It was one of the issues where the Board stood firm. Members
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of the Board had to look at the matter financially--how were we going to 

get residences... I was very anxious to get residences up there and there was 

no way that we could get the necessary down payment. If we could get the down 

payment on a residence, we could borrow the money from the Central Mortgage 

and Housing, but we had to get a couple hundred thousand dollars and there 

didn't seem to be any way we could get it. The Government couldn't give 

money at that time for residences because they hadn't given it to UBC and 

this would create a precedent— this was the problem and we say this...we 

thought that we got such a good financial deal out of the arrangement that 

we just couldn't afford to...not to accept it. And we knew that the statements 

that were being published about this being a rip-off for the oil companies and 

so on, this made no sense at all. The whole thing had been handled above 

board, oil companies had been asked to bid on it, they'd been told the conditions 

and what we wanted and...the one that would give us the most money would get 

it— we knew that we hadn't done anything wrong. So we said well, we'd forget' 

about it. You can't change it anyway.

FAGERLUND: If Erickson and Massey were responsible for the overall plan of

the University, wouldn't that entitle them to have a voice in the design of 

the station?

SHRUM: Well...they did approve the design. They did approve of the design.

You see, Erickson and Massey, they didn't do all the architectural work, but 

they approved of the architectural work of the other four firms of architects.

And that is really what happened at the Shell Station and they made some 

changes in it...and the oil company accepted the changes that they made.

FAGERLUND: Was that...would those changes have been made if the students

and faculty had not objected to the original plan?

SHRUM: I think so. I think these changes were made before the objections

were raised because this was the standard procedure. I think the oil companies 

were told that the station had to be approved by Erickson and Massey.

FAGERLUND: Early in 1966 there was...the Peak reports that there was an

application by 16 unions for representation or for legitimacy on campus. Do 

you recall this time? One wonders why and maybe if there was a move to try 

to have oneunion represent the workers on campus rather than 16 unions.

SHRUM: Oh, I've forgotten exactly...it was generally recognized by the Board

that the employees would have to be unionized and I had had this experience 

with the Peace by this time and knew the problem of dealing, both at Hydro and 

the Peace, with a great number of unions and I think I was holding out for 

one union to represent the...certainly all the employed staff instead of 

having the carpenters have their own union, the plumbers have their own union 

and so on to try to get one union to represent the whole group because this 

had been very successful on the Peace and...but I don't think this ever became 

a very big issue— the question of unions on the campus because as a matter 

of fact, my experience with unions at Hydro and the Peace had been rather 

pleasant, happy...I got along well with the unions. I can sort of talk their 

language, you know, if they want to be dirty why I can keep up with them and 

I think if you went down to the unions at Hydro today, they'd say I was tough 

but that they knew where they were at and I never had any real difficulty 

dealing with unions and I don't think that this ever was an issue as far as 

I can recall. I don't recall any unhappiness about it and if you hadn't
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mentioned it, I wouldn't have recalled anything about it, but I do know now...

I recall now that I was unhappy about having different trade unions.. .having to 

negotiate with each of them and trying to get them into one body.

FAGERLUND: But that was unsuccessful, I believe. I think they are represented

by different unions. I believe there are something like 13 unions.

SHRUM: Well, yes, I just don't recall. Even then it wasn't unhappy what

happened, but certainly wasn't what I would have proposed if it could have 

been done. I shouldn't make any comment.on this because I don't know exactly 

why it didn't work out. We never had any union trouble as far as I can recall 

while I was there.

FAGERLUND: Well in March, 1967, about a year later, the situation which has

come to be called the T.A. situation or the Templeton Incident took place 

and the news release came from the Board that five Teaching Assistants who 

were involved in the incident at Templeton Secondary School were dismissed 

from their positions at Simon Fraser University and the news release was 

issued as a result of a meeting of the Board. Do you recall what your source 

of information was that led you to...how you found out about their activities?

SHRUM: Oh, there was no trouble about finding out about it because the press

and radio were full of it and I think Martin Loney was mainly involved and... 

this to some extent, I guess, was staged. They went down there and sort of 

baited the police and got arrested, but in any case, the Board was unhappy 

about it because this was the first sort of clash between the University and 

the community generally, or the press..they felt that these students shouldn't 

be down there counselling the school students to go on strike or whatever 

they were doing. I've forgotten. I think that the Board didn't handle the 

matter wery well. I agree on that. We were a bit red-necked about it, I 

guess, and this...this wasn't handled well —  I agree. The Board should have... 

probably should have done what they did with the...Shell Station. If they 

had made the decision, maybe they should have stuck with it, I don't know, 

but they made the decision and they backed down, you know, and when you start 

doing that you don't...you get into trouble. But the decision in the first 

place to fire them was wrong. Now whether the Board should have backed down 

from that, that's another issue; but the Board did and there was a great 

deal of difference of opinion on the Board and I was one of the ones that 

was in favour of backing down because I always feel that if I have made a 

mistake I better try to get out of it, you know, and...so there was this very 

strong difference of opinion on the Board in regard to this matter. I don't 

think there was such a strong sentiment on the Board that they should be 

fired. I think it was discussed and we were a bit annoyed about it and some 

of the members of the Board were a little more concerned than others and... 

people would say...well the Board had settled all matters more or less unanimously 

and...and it was proposed that they be fired and it was without thinking what 

the consequences would be of that. Well, then I...I don't think I opposed 

the firing at all...I went along with it. I don't think I was the leader 

in firing them at all, but I went along with it...I was somewhat annoyed too.

Well, then I right away realized that we had made a mistake. This wasn't 

the proper thing to do. We should have at least have had a hearing from each 

one of the assistants.

FAGERLUND: You had been mostly going on information then gleaned from the
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newspapers in making the decision.

SHRUM: And, I think we had a report from the President. But I can't say

exactly, but...oh, I don't think there was any...no I don't think there was 

anything wrong with the facts that we had. They hadn't been verified by a 

personal interview with the people, but I...I think the information was 

reliable enough, but it hadn't been confirmed. I was a little annoyed about 

this in a way too because both Lester and Hean were legal people and they hadn't 

advised the Board that...this is a matter where you shouldn't make a decision 

respecting these people without giving them a hearing. But that1s... that's 

the first mistake. There were other mistakes made, but that...that was a big 

mistake— to fire them without giving them a hearing.

FAGERLUND: Do you recall...in the news release it was stated that their conduct

was a negation of the democratic process. Do you recall what specifically the 

Board had in mind?

SHRUM: Well, I think this was...this was framed in the Board meeting, I

believe, as the reason for it, if I remember correctly, and I think it was 

counselling these students in the schools to defy their...the authorities.

And this was...first of all, it was felt that the Simon Fraser...it wasn't an 

issue involving Simon Fraser originally at all...it was an issue between 

the pupils in the school and the school board and the staff and that is what 

started it and then the Simon Fraser students went down and supported the 

students down there and this question of negation of...I can remember this... 

democratic principle was something framed by the legal people on the Board to 

represent the Board's reasons for firing them. But it was a poor show, I 

agree.

FAGERLUND: The students then...the students and faculty were quite agitated

regarding the...

SHRUM: Yeah, the Board united the students and the faculty. I would think

the majority of the faculty and probably a great number of students were opposed 

to what these students did, but when the Board took action, why the students 

then got 100% support pretty well...I would say both from the faculty and the 

students.

FAGERLUND: There were...there were meetings of students and faculty...

there's quite a lot written and then the students called a strike action and

required...asked that the Board of Governors reconsider their decision

and if they did not rescind it, they would strike. I believe this was the way

it happened and the Board then had a second meeting at which time the decision

was changed. Do you know why...do you remember why the Board decided to

reconsider?

SHRUM: Well, I don't know when the Board decided to reconsider. I thought

maybe it was before the strike threat, but maybe not. As far as I can remember 

the strike action at the University and as far as I was concerned, I was quite 

prepared to close down the University if they wanted to go on strike. It would 

do nothing but save money. We were short of money at the time, but the reason 

that I backed down on the students was not because of the threat of the strike 

but because I realized very shortly, probably the same night, that we had made 

a mistake and I backed down because we were in an untenable position. I think 

that is a good time to back down, when you are in an untenable position.
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FAGERLUND: And you feel that the mistake was to fire them without giving

them a hearing?

SHRUM: That's right. That was a mistake. Maybe it was a mistake to fire them

at all, but it certainly was a mistake to fire them without a hearing and 

that is a kind of fundamental principle and the Board being very sanctified 

and talking about negation of democratic principles, we had already negated 

democratic principles by not giving these guys a hearing. Now we did call in 

a number of faculty people, if I remember correctly, senior faculty--only 

senior people--and asked them what should be done and they were divided.

Bottomore was, I think, one of the people that I asked to come in and advise 

us on this because...some of them were his students.

FAGERLUND: This was before the original decision. I think the...

SHRUM: Yes. It's a little difficult for me to say exactly when we called them in but

it was before we made the original decision to fire them. We called them in 

again before we made the decision to reinstate them...in fact we called them 

in on both occasions.

FAGERLUND: I think it was, because then there were a number of people that

spoke to the Board at that time, in fact I believe I have a list of the 

people that spoke. Included on that list were several Heads of Departments 

and Dr. Bottomore was amongst them.

SHRUM: Yes. Yeah I remember. I think that they were invited by the

Board to come and speak. I don't know that they asked to speak...I can't 

remember for certain, but I think, if I remember correctly, we asked them 

to come to the Board to give us the benefit of their advice and that was the 

reason I included Bottomore because I respected Bottomore and...some of them 

were his students. It is quite possible that the situation at Simon Fraser 

might have gone the same way anyway, but this was the initial step...initial 

mistake on the part of the Board certainly. I don't look upon the Shell gas 

station..as anything but a side issue— complete side issue, and the fact that 

the Board stood firm on it and got away with it indicates that the students 

didn't have a valid case. They didn't threaten to go on strike in regard to 

the gas station. But this other, they could threaten to go on strike because 

they were right.

FAGERLUND: Do you think that Dr. McTaggart-Cowan handled this situation very

well with regard to the five T.A.'s? Do you recall what his advice to the 

Board was at the initial...the first meeting?

SHRUM: I don't think that Dr. McTaggart-Cowan was very much in favour of firing

them. I give him credit for that. When it comes to Dr. McTaggart-Cowan I 

am in a very difficult position because...I was responsible for bringing him 

there, he had been a student of mine, I had a very high opinion of him, he was 

extremely loyal to me all the time he was at Simon Fraser, we never had any 

difficulties about things to speak of...and I always wondered whether my 

conscience would have been clearer if I had supported him right to the end.

The Board of Governors were unanimous that he would be fired on the day that 

we arrived at that decision. I always regretted that I hadn't opposed this 

for my own conscience's sake, not that it would have made any difference,... 

and he and his wife would still have felt that it was my fault, but I would 

have felt happier about the whole situation if I had said, well gentlemen... 

if I had gone out of the room--left the room--and said you make the decision,
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well that would have been kind of a cowardly thing to do too, probably, but if 

I said well I just can't go along with this because of my association and because 

of his loyalty--it's very difficult when a person is a friend...he was extremely

loyal to me there and he tried to do the things that__I wanted to do...he at

least tried to give effect to all the things...my dreams about Simon Fraser, 

he tried to give effect to them, and this final result was a very, very 

unhappy business. It hasn't happened to me very many times in life. To answer 

your question he was not the leader in insisting upon these people being fired.

I think, probably, he was the last member of the Board to agree to it at all.

This would be my recollection of it.

FAGERLUND: He said that he felt the actions of the students brought discredit

upon the University. Would you say that this was a general feeling among the 

members of the Board.

SHRUM: I think it was, yes. Yeah.

FAGERLUND: Perhaps that was the thing that bothered them the most.

SHRUM: Oh, I expect it was because the members of the Board were very

proud of the University, you know, and after all the Board members spent a 

lot of time— there was no remuneration or anything for it— and spent hours and 

hours in meetings and going to look at things and this that and the other 

thing, and everything was going so well and they just felt that here these 

young students had gone out of their way to get the press down on the University. 

And we had been working so hard to try to get 100% support from the community 

for the University. Part of it was a disappointment on the part of the Board 

members— sincere disappointment. But the Board...can't get any...credit for 

their action— that was a mistake, a bad mistake.

FAGERLUND: So the Board then called a meeting about four days later that

March 20th— and it was constituted as an emergency appeal hearing...that was 

what the meeting was called and the five T.A.'s spoke as well as other members 

of the faculty. Do you recall what the impression of that.-.do you recall 

any impressions of that meeting? It was rather a long one I recall.

SHRUM: Yes it was. I think, generally speaking, the students were sort of

truculent about it. They didn't try to excuse themselves or anything...the 

faculty people were more helpful. They pointed out that if we do this and if 

we do the other...there were two sides to the thing and so on, and that’s what 

I recall of that meeting. Now I can't say that all five of the students were...

I think there was some degree of truculence maybe with each student, but I 

can't recall this completely, but if I remember correctly these were...one or 

two students who were a little apologetic for it, a little bit...felt that 

maybe they shouldn't have done it, but there were at least three who felt 

that this was the function of students at the University to lead the revolution, 

or whatever it was. They were very frank about it.

FAGERLUND: Well, they felt they were supporting the freedom of speech for the

students at Templeton. I'd like to read a brief excerpt from a...an article 

that was published in the Peak a few days after this. It was written by Sharon 

Yandle who was a student leader. This is from the Peak, April 5, 1967. "The 

night of the emergency appeal hearings", that would be the Board of Governors' 

meeting, "having completed their inqueries, the Board expressed its intent 

to adjourn until 2:30 the next day before issuing a statement. It was well 

known to the Board the strike deadline was at 12:30 the next day. Why did
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the Board express the intention to postpone until after the deadline? Was it 

because it required the night to deliberate and could not possibly meet until 

that time or was it rather a testing of student will and support--a trial 

run at strike action to see if council could in fact call successfully for boycott 

of classes and if the adjournment had taken place would a weak response to 

the call, or another postponement, have encouraged the Board to take a stronger 

stand in complete reversal? Foreseeing this possibility, two of the strike 

action committee members asked all the students assembled on campus to appear 

silently and orderly outside the Board Room in an effort to show the Board that 

hundreds of students, even at that late hour, were waiting the news of reversal. 

The Board did not adjourn." Later that evening the announcement of the 

reversal was made. So the questions implied there are after the...after you 

heard all the students and faculty the...she claims that the announcement was 

made that you were going to adjourn for the evening and give the announcement 

tomorrow...the next day, but then when it was seen how many students were 

assembled, the Board changed its mind, continued deliberations and made the 

announcement that evening.

SHRUM: I would have difficulty recalling. I remember the evening very well

of course and remember these students outside and they certainly stayed there 

and...the...the Board was never— I don't think, I certainly wasn't--never very 

concerned about the strike. I was really concerned about doing the right thing.

If we could be absolutely certain we did the right thing, well then they could 

strike if they wanted to because they were the only ones...they were only 

striking against themselves. If there is a strike at a dairy plant or something, 

they...the dairy plant loses money, but a strike at the University and close 

down the University, the strikers are not putting much pressure on anybody but 

themselves. So we discussed this a good deal and I don't think the students' 

threat of a strike had much affect. There was such a strong feeling on the 

Board that we shouln't back down that it took until 2 or 3 o'clock in the morning 

to get the opposition reconciled to the idea. As far as I was concerned, I 

was prepared to stay all night because I...I wanted to back down and...as I 

recall it we just kept on arguing about the thing until— and I was Chairman—  

and I kept the argument going until it was possible to get one or two people 

switched over. There were one or two members of the Board who would always 

vote my way. It wouldn't matter if I was 100% wrong, they'd support me, but... 

there were some rather neutral people that were difficult to swing over and 

one or two who never agreed to switch.— we were in trouble, but I thought 

we'd be in less trouble if we backed down because students going on strike for 

us doing something wrong, well...that's one thing, but if we back down and we'd 

made a mistake and we acknowledged we made a mistake and then the students go 

on strike, as far as I was concerned they could strike until doomsday. So... 

that doesn't answer her question entirely, but that's the situation as I recall 

it and I think other members of the Board would confirm that.

FAGERLUND: So that...well it does answer her questions that your...well

it answers the question of whether your decision— decisions— were based on a 

wish to either try out the strike...

SHRUM: No it wasn't based on that, but I think she is wrong in suggesting that

the students gathered later. I felt the students were there when we met for 

the meeting. The corridors were filled with students, as I recall it, all 

evening. They were very friendly. I went out and saw them a few times..just
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going out to the washroom or something, and they weren't hostile. They 

weren't threatening or anything, but they were there and they were going 

to stay...and they came for the night and they were having a party out of it.

FAGERLUND: There were two things that happened. There were students having

a rally in the cafeteria and the cafeteria was cleared by the R.C.M.P. because 

they had received a bomb threat. And, that same evening, they cleared the 

Administration Building for the same reason. Now there are charges that 

when the R.C.M.P. cleared the building, they didn't really search for a bomb 

and the implication being that this was a phoney way to get the students out 

of the area.

SHRUM: It had no connection with the Board--the bomb threat. I know there

was a bomb threat, but...we didn't even know about it at the time. In spite 

of the bomb threat we never left our room.

FAGERLUND: No.

SHRUM: As far as I can recall, the Board never left the room, bomb threat or

no bomb threat. But the students...they may have cleared the students out of 

the corridor and they came back, I don't know, but I do recall, now that you 

mention it, there was this bomb threat in the cafeteria and they had closed 

the cafeteria. That's true, but it had nothing to do with the Board. Didn't 

even know about it. This I can say for sure.

FAGERLUND: How did you...what did you think of the press coverage of the

whole event?

SHRUM: Well, the press looks mainly to sell papers and to sell papers they

look for a controversial issue. So if they can't find one, they'll try and 

stir up one and that is what they did in this case as far as I can say. I 

don't think they were...they didn't set out to be helpful. They didn't set 

out to say or do anything that would cool the situation off in any way.

FAGERLUND: But you don't feel they were unfair?

SHRUM: To the University or to the students or...

FAGERLUND: The University.

SHRUM: I don't know. I think they were unfair to the extent that they did

what they could to promote the...keep the controversy going, yes, but the 

material that they published whether it was unfair or not I don't recall.

FAGERLUND: Do you feel that they gave undue emphasis to the fact that the

students were from Simon Fraser even though that wasn't involved in the issue?

SHRUM: Well...but they were from Simon Fraser so no...one can't fault the press

very much for that. They were from Simon Fraser and there was no reason why 

it should be concealed as far as I see.

FAGERLUND: I've read some...accusations that the press, even before this

time, had been printing pictures; well for example here on the five T.A.'s 

they have printed a picture of the five T.A.'s on the front page of the paper 

and right beside it or directly under it was an article on drug abuse of LSD 

or some...some guilt by association with an unrelated story.

SHRUM: I remember this now that you mention it. That was probably deliberate

on their part. It probably was.

FAGERLUND: Had S.F.U. been getting critical publicity?
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SHRUM: No, we had...until the trouble started up there we had had nothing

but favourable publicity from the press all across the country. Down in 

Ontario, a friend of mine told me we were getting as much...we were getting 

more publicity in Ontario newspapers than the five new universities in Ontario 

all put together. So we had no complaint about the press, but I think that 

in this issue they...beards weren't quite as acceptable as they are now...I 

recall some of the pictures... if a fellow had a beard they probably gave him 

a larger picture than a fellow who didn't have a beard, I'm not sure, but that 

was the impression that I got.

FAGERLUND: One other thing in regard to this incident with the five T.A.'s,

I have been told that at this time a group of senior Science Faculty members 

came to you privately asking that the President be relieved of his position.

SHRUM: Well, there were different groups that asked that the President be

relieved of his job— that's true. Certainly I...didn't take that as seriously 

maybe as I should because I felt these people were frustrated about what was 

going on up there and they were so frustrated that they had to try to take it 

out on somebody and...and...I supported the President pretty well. He supported 

me 100%, I supported him pretty well until the morning that the decision was 

made that he would have to go. And as I have already said, I regret then for 

my own conscience's sake because he was a friend and so forth that I...I've 

paid dearly for that because I don't like to let my friends down. Because he 

hadn't done anything very wrong. He had...been very unwise in his attitude 

the day...before this morning. He had said emphatically that he wouldn't 

resign, you know, he met them in the meeting and they were very critical and 

he said well regardless what you do, I shall not resign and more or less indicated 

that the Board would support him, and one faculty member told me, and I believe 

it, but I would have probably made the same mistake. If he had gone to the faculty 

and said now look. I've made mistakes, I've worked hard but I've made mistakes 

and if I'm not the man for the job why I'm willing to step down that they would 

have probably swung the whole faculty around at that time, but he was very defiant. 

And this...his best friends... the fellows who supported him...you see the 

reason that I capitulated was that the fellows who had been behind the President 

100% deserted him after that afternoon that he met the faculty.

FAGERLUND: Who were the people that you felt were supporting him?

SHRUM: Well, there were people like Ron Baker for example and I don't know

whether Nelson was still alive then or not, but there were a number of senior 

people there who were supporting...would support the President on the thing—  

there was no question about it. Ron Baker, I think supported the President.

He was probably the last one to give up, as it were.

FAGERLUND: The question of...of the reputation of the University— the good

name, or the discredit that was brought on the University at the time of the 

five T.A.'s. Do you feel that the Science Faculty felt this more strongly than 

other members?

SHRUM: I think they did because...the students weren't in their faculty and

the staff members who were leading the difficulty up there weren't in the 

Science faculty but generally speaking, the Science faculty just sort of ignored 

the whole business; both the students and the faculty, as far as I know.

FAGERLUND: I believe they do support the tenets of academic freedom and I think
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one of the issues...one of the main issues at stake was whether a member of 

faculty could be fired for other than academic reasons for incidents which 

happened off campus as private citizens. Wouldn't the Science faculty have 

been concerned in that issue as well?

SHRUM: Yes, but I don't think that this was the issue at the time because

these Teaching Assistants weren't looked upon as members of faculty. There 

was no faculty member being fired5 you see, so that I don't believe that that 

was an issue at the time. What was an issue was the question of tenure. 

Originally, I had suggested that before— you can't blame the President for 

this because he tried to get a tenure document— but I said that we weren't 

going to have any...we wouldn't bother with tenure at Simon Fraser. We had 

hired good people and good people didn't need tenure. Only weak professors 

needed tenure. So I was in wrong with the CAUT right from the beginning.

The Secretary...the then Secretary of the CAUT died later before the trouble 

reached its peak. He wrote to me and he said, you know, I have a great number 

of faculty people who are interested in going to Simon Fraser., but they are 

concerned about your statement that you are not going to have tenure at the 

University and he said I would like to know what your position is on tenure.

Well T wrote him back a nice letter and I said, you know, it's a funny thing 

I haven't had a single letter from any prospective faculty member saying that 

he's concerned. I said I have interviewed a great number and this question has 

never been raised. I said will you please send me the names of the people 

and I would be pleased to write to them and explain our position. He never

sent me the names and I never sent him my position, but that was the beginning

of my running fight with the CAUT and it is still going on. But he never sent 

me any names. I don't think he had any. Mind you I didn't do much recruiting 

outside Heads of Departments. Sometimes I...if the Head of a Department asked 

me to look for somebody if I would be in the east or somewhere I would do it, 

but nobody ever raised this issue of tenure as far as I was concerned but it 

became an issue at the University, but not an important one, as far as our own

staff was concerned it became more of an issue with the CAUT down in Ottawa

than it did with our own people and we were busy for a couple of years trying 

to get out a tenure document.

FAGERLUND: Well did it first come into focus over the Ken Burstein...when he

was fired?

SHRUM: When who was fired?

FAGERLUND: Burstein, Dr. Burstein?

SHRUM: Oh no, I don't think so. I think they were working on a tenure document 

before that, I don't know, but in the Burstein case I can't recall too much about 

that really. Burstein and I always seemed to get along pretty well--Senate 

meetings and so on^-he was a very bright fellow and I had the same attitude 

towards him to some extent as I had towards Bottomore. The fellow was bright 

enough--we can use a few eccentric people around the University. It's good 

for the institution you know. That's what I was half looking for as a matter 

of fact...I don't think if you talk to Burstein he would ever— say that I 

hadn't been sympathetic towards his ideas on Senate and his position generally, 

...I realized that he was a very tempermental fellow, but there was never a 

great issue as far as I was concerned.

FAGERLUND: I understand that when McTaggart-Cowan left the University and this
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recent law suit that...or tax case that's in the paper, that he said that he 

was hired with the understanding that he would be employed by the University 

until he retired. Now, without a tenure document this...this seems somewhat 

in conflict. Do you suppose the other professors who were hired without a 

tenure document also had a feeling that...that even if it wasn't stated they 

intrinsically had a tenure position.

SHRUM: Generally speaking, tenure documents don't apply to Presidents. I

don't know of any tenure document that applies to a President, in any case, 

as far as McTaggart-Cowan is concerned...is a law suit still...has he a suit 

against the University?

FAGERLUND: No, he...he doesn't, but it was a tax case that he applied to

the money that was paid to him in lieu of notice. He was putting forth that 

it was...did not need to be taxed.

SHRUM: I see.

FAGERLUND: He lost that.

SHRUM: Uh huh. Well the Board gave him a one year salary and said that he

could take another job...if he got another job we would still give him the year's 

salary. He did get another job shortly afterwards... but he did threaten the 

Board. I was disappointed that he did this. He engaged Ladner Downs and they 

sent some letters to the Board. They were going to take the Board to court 

for not giving him more than a year's sal ary...The Board stood pretty firm on 

that.

FAGERLUND: One other thing that happened as an outcome of the T.A. situation.

In protest to the Board's first decision. Dr. Bottomore resigned as Dean of 

Arts, a position which he'd held in addition to his headship of the PSA 

Department, and then when the Board rescinded their decision as you know, 

everyone...the campus was very...was very appreciative and there was a 

great feeling of relief and unity and support of the Board for having admitted 

their mistake and in the same frame of mind or same feeling, Bottomore went 

to the President and said that he would withdraw his resignation as an act of 

support and appreciation for what the Board had done, and the President...it 

is reported the President said no, we want it to stand...that I as President 

have lost confidence in you. Do you recall this?

SHRUM: No, I don't know much about it, but I expect it's true, I wasn't involved

in that at all. I know nothing about it really, but this is one of the things 

that the President did that showed his lack of appreciation of human problems.

In any case, I couldn't comment on that, but certainly the Board never asked 

Bottomore to resign or anything.

FAGERLUND: So it wasn't at the direction of the Board...

SHRUM: Oh no, no, no. No, and I know that on the Senate, there were...one or

two occasions I can remember quite clearly where he was the only faculty member 

that supported the Board or the Board members who were on the Senate who 

were more or less speaking for a Board point of view on some issue. As a 

matter of fact, Bottomore, you know, he opposed in the Senate student representation 

on the Senate.

FAGERLUND: Is that right?

SHRUM: Oh yes. He said students were there to study and that they didn't have
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time for this and I think some of the other faculty members who had a reputation 

of being more conservative were quite surprised at this, but he was very 

honest--if he felt that way, that was it, you know. jTtape ends here~) That 

was his point of view on the matter and he wasn't afraid to express it. He 

wasn't afraid of losing friends—

FAGERLUND: He was really a man of integrity then.

SHRUM; Yeah. Oh, I think he was a very honest man, but, in any case...

FAGERLUND: Did he discuss with you his idea of the interdisciplinary social

science at the time of hiring?

SHRUM: I couldn't recall very much what we discussed. It was over in England

and I was more concerned with sort of sizing up the fellow and seeing if we 

could persuade him to come out here, but I don't know that...he may have presented 

to me what he would do if he came, but I don't recall it.

FAGERLUND: Was there a build up of dissatisfaction with McTaggart-Cowan on

the part of the faculty? I'm leading up to the time when the CAUT entered 

and censure...

SHRUM: I think there was. Rudy Haering, for instance, was quite close to

me because being a physicist and so on and although he was disgusted with 

some of his colleagues on the faculty, he did feel that the President handled 

some of the issues very badly.

FAGERLUND: Do you recall what some of the issues were?

SHRUM: No, I don't think I could very fairly outline them...No I don't...

FAGERLUND: Were they such things as recommendations from the departments

as to tenure and promotion that weren't passed on by the President, or weren't 

supported by the President?

SHRUM: Well,...some members of the Board felt that sometimes the President

wasn't as frank with the Board as he should have been. That he would discuss

things with Heads of Departments and so on in a little different vein from

the way he would present it to the Board and I was instructed by the Board on

one occasion to go to the President, and I hated to do this, and tell him

that he was losing confidence...the confidence of the Board because he wasn't

being as frank with them as he should have been and sited some instances of

this. For instance, Loney, after this T.A. incident, a year later or whatever

it was he was appointed to the staff. Well, the Board interpreted that the

President concealed this from the Board— that...he should have told the Board

well, I think it's in the best interest of the University, it's on the recommendation

of Bottomore, or whatever it was, and we're going to appoint Loney to the staff

even although he was the focal point for all this trouble and so on, so when

the Board found that he was a Teaching Assistant...some members of the Board

were quite annoyed about this. They didn't object so much to him being a

Teaching Assistant, they objected to their friends telling them, look, you've

appointed Loney as a Teaching Assistant, and they didn't know about it or

anything about it.

FAGERLUND: Was this appointment Teaching Assistant or as an instructor?

SHRUM: Well, maybe it was an instructor... I don't know which it was...one

of his later appointments anyway. There was a little friction between the 

President and the Board over this kind of issue only— and also that he didn't
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seem to sort of push things through. He was forever referring it to some 

committee or something, and things were not getting settled. The members of 

the Board felt that the Board was being criticized for being slow about making 

decisions, but the recommendations upon which the Board could make the decisions 

weren't coming to the Board from the President. The Board can't initiate 

anything very much in the academic field...well tenure for example, This isn't 

something for the Board to initiate. All the Board is required to do is to 

put the stamp of approval on it, but if it doesn't come to the Board, they 

can't put their stamp of approval and the faculty were very upset because the 

Board hadn't agreed to this, that or the other thing, but it never got to the 

Board because he had so many different committees that things had to go through... 

in any case, that was only part of the trouble. A good decisive President 

might have been able to get through that situation, but...I don't want to be 

very critical of McTaggart-Cowan because it was a very difficult situation and 

it needed a man of a different temperment from his to do it. I think even 

when he was delaying these things he was delaying it because of indecisiveness 

on his part because it seemed so complex and so out of his normal experience, 

that he just couldn't fathom them.

FAGERLUND: When did you change your viess on tenure if you were...the Board at

this time was considering a tenure...

SHRUM: Oh, well, I was half facetious when I said we weren't going to have

any tenure because I...I was wise enough in the ways of the world to realize 

that we would have tenure all right, but it was kind of a facetious statement 

that I made, but I was surprised that it didn't cause more of a furore than it 

did and that it had no affect upon our hiring, but it did worry the CAUT. No, 

no, there was never a question of changing...as a matter of fact, I can remember 

the day I made that statement to faculty at U.B.C. in the Chemistry Department 

in a big lecture room...many faculty members present and they wanted me to tell 

them about■my plans for Simon Fraser and so...I don't think I even had it in 

the notes, I just thought it would be fun to get the reaction of these people... 

tell them that tenure is only for people who worry about whether they can hold 

their job or not--we’re not going to hire that kind of people at Simon Fraser 

so we won’t need any tenure. Of course, the papers picked this up and so on 

and...no that wasn't a big issue. The exact details of the tenure arrangement, 

this was something the President...had so much trouble getting sorted out, but 

it didn't involve the Board very much. All the Board was waiting for was 

some sort of document that they could put their approval on. The faculty 

couldn't agree either, as I said the Faculty Association became completely 

disorganized so that you have to give the President some consideration with 

this because he couldn't get a recommendation from the Faculty Association 

of what they wanted because they couldn't agree. So the Board did approve a 

tenure document that came to us from the President, but hadn't been approved 

by faculty, after waiting for a year or so we put our stamp of approval on that 

as a sort of interim tenure document until such time as we could get a document 

that was approved by the Faculty Association. Ken Strand was the only person 

that could conduct a meeting of the Faculty Association— that's how he got to 

be President.

FAGERLUND: I've heard it said, yes.

SHRUM: They had other people there elected President of the Association and
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there were so many people rising for a point of privilege and making all kinds

of funny motions and so on that Ken Strand was the only person who could conduct

the meeting at all. The last few meetings the Faculty Association held before

the President finally was...retired were conducted by Strand because there was

no way they could hold a proper meeting--they couldn't find anybody other than

Strand who could conduct the meeting. Strand, you know, was so patient. He

had been trained as a labour negotiator--he'd had some experience in labour negotiations.

Of course, in labour negotiations yo# do an awful lot of listening and you

sort of wear them out— just keep on talking, talking, talking, it's 2 o'clock

in the morning and they want to go home, well you go home and come back the

next day. Strand had a certain amount of this experience, you know, I think

and at the same time he was fairly well documented on Roberts Rules of Order...

the only point is that he could a meeting. I don't say that there weren't

others that could have done it, but anybody who tried it had no success. These

obstructionists you know, they knew all the tactics— that's part of the training

of a revolutionary, r suppose is to break up...they do a great deal of talking

about fighting for democratic principles and so on— participation— but when you

try to have ft, well they block it. They're very good at it.

FAGERLUND: What would you say were the events which lead up to the censure?

SHRUM: The which?

FAGERLUND: The events that lead up to the censure by the CAUT.

SHRUM: By the CAUT. I don't know, I can't remember.

FAGERLUND: Well, I believe there were two faculty members who went back

east before the CAUT and invited them to come and censure the...do you recall 

this?

SHRUM: Yes. It's so complicated, I have difficulty sorting it out. They

sent a committee out here and the point was that they didn't tell the Board 

that they were coming out and they came out and then after they were here, they 

requested a meeting with the Board. Well the Board felt slighted because 

we felt that we should have been...they should have made arrangements...written 

to us before they came, the same as they did to other groups other groups in 

the University. And the Board some members...were reluctant to meet with them 

at all as a matter of fact. This is an issue that I don't seem to be able to 

recall very accurately just what went on. There had been some difficulty between 

the CAUT and the President and, of course, on this issue I supported the 

President because I didn't have any use for the CAUT. The CAUT is really a 

union of professors. I looked upon them as less responsible than an ordinary 

labour union because an ordinary labour union governs its actions by the agreement 

or whatever you have— there are certain principles laid down— but these CAUT 

people, for instance, enroll the President as a member of the CAUT and then the 

CAUT expects to hold disciplinary action against the President because he is 

a member of their organization. Well, the President has to make decisions 

involving the hiring and firing of faculty. The labour unions won't permit 

a person like that to belong to a labour union...a person who has any authority 

at hiring or firing can't be a member of a labour union. But the CAUT, they 

take them all in and then they tried to discipline their members and...and control 

the hiring and firing. I always felt that they weren't a very honest organization—  

the CAUT. I know I had some correspondence with them at the time they came out... 

but I can't recall it. It's in the files. There must be many items in the
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files. It's nearly all in writing.

FAGERLUND: In your personal files that you have here or in the University—

in the President's Office.

SHRUM: Oh I think they would be in the President's files at the University,

but I no doubt have some of it in my files too, but in any case,...I can't 

recall how it got started in the first place--we weren't going to have any 

tenures--that was a facetious remark and...how the controversy really started 

later, I can't seem to recall the initial... the pointed issue that started 

it all.

FAGERLUND: I think that had to do with recommendations for promotion that

the President did not pass on, or did not support, to the Board.

SHRUM: That may have been, but it was more between the President and the 

Board. I only got involved in it when they started to come out and want to 

investigate the University and they didn't advise me as Chancellor that they 

were coming to this University to hold an investigation and I felt as Chancellor, 

and I was also Chairman of the Board, that I should have been officially advised 

of this action because to come on the campus at which I was Chairman of the 

Board and Chancellor and being investigated and not knowing this was going on, 

you know, I took umbrage at this.

FAGERLUND: Well when the...when the CAUT did censure the University, they

censured the President and the Board of Governors.

SHRUM: My attitude was that it didn't make a bit of difference. It didn't

worry me a bit. Now, they said, you know, we will stop people from applying 

here for jobs and things of this sort, but I never paid any attention to that 

and as far as I know it never had any affect and I think later, when Dr.

Strand ran into this, he took more or less the same attitude and I don't 

think anybody has ever been dissuaded from coming to Simon Fraser because of 

the censure of the CAUT. This would be my reaction.

FAGERLUND: Well it's been...it's been said that it doesn't have any affect on

people outside of Canada, but it does have an affect on Canadian professors... 

that Canadian professors don't...

SHRUM: I don't know of any instance though. There are lots of Canadian

professors that have been hired during all this period when the censOreship 

has been on and I don't recall — I never heard of any case where any Canadian 

didn't...or wasn't willing to come or didn't come. Maybe, but I don't think... 

it should be documented if it is...the CAUT should present the case, if they 

want to. It wasn't having any effect...I probably reacted a little too strongly... 

personal animosity and I shouldn't have.

FAGERLUND: There was a meeting on the afternoon before the morning that McTaggart-

Cowan...

SHRUM: Yeah, that was the one I was referring to earlier.-

FAGERLUND: Yes. What...How did that...why was that meeting called? What

was the occasion?

SHRUM: Oh, I don't know.

FAGERLUND: But it was a meeting that McTaggart-Cowan spoke to members of

faculty and students or...
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SHRUM: I thought it was the Faculty Association.

FAGERLUND: To the Faculty Association?

SHRUM: I think so, and I think that they had announced that they were going

to have a meeting to demand his resignation and they either asked him or he 

asked to go and speak, I've forgotten which; but according to his best friends 

at the meeting, he made a very poor presentation...if he wished to remain as 

President...he wasn't a bit humble about the thing...he simply said, well.

I'm not going to resign and I am willing to come and tell you this, but he 

didn't say, well, is there any possibility that we could sit down together and 

find out what's wrong or where I've made my mistakes, or can you help me, or 

something of this sort— he didn't take that attitude. He took the attitude 

that he had the 100 percent support of the Board and, therefore, they couldn't 

force him to resign— I don't say that he said that, but this is the impression 

that the faculty got. Friends of mine...I mean people that were...that supported 

him...I didn't pay any attention to people who weren't supporting him...There 

was a large meeting at U.B.C. that evening— a large meeting of faculty and some 

Simon Fraser people— I can't remember what it was, a retiring Chancellor or 

something, I don't know what it was; but in any case, some of these people came 

up to me and told me what a poor job the President had done at this meeting. We 

had already called a meeting of the Board for the next morning at 8 o'clock.

FAGERLUND: What took place at that meeting?

SHRUM: Well, just that some of the Board members simply declared that the

President had to go. He was asked to leave the room...and eventually, all 

members of the Board agreed. It took a while, there was a lot of soul searching 

among members of the Board. They realized that this was a very important decision.

FAGERLUND: Was it...If the Board did not fear the censure of the CAUT, then

was it the faculty?

SHRUM: Oh, it had nothing to do with...this had nothing to do with the CAUT.

CAUT had no part in getting the President fired sofar as I‘m concerned, or the 

members of the Board. The Board was only concerned because the faculty at 

Simon Fraser had lost confidence in the President and were demanding his 

resignation. That was the only reason. It wasn't because there was unhappy 

relationship between the President and the Board, but it was only because the 

moderates at the University had become— everybody— unanimous that the President 

had to go and this is why the Board acted. The Board didn't feel that it 

could stand up against the people like Rudy Haering and Ron Baker. I don't 

know for certain about Ron Baker. As I said earlier, he would be the last one... 

and whether he really lost complete confidence in the President or not, I 

shouldn't say because that would be a decision he would have to make; but he 

did agree that the President had made a bad mistake at the meeting. But I'm 

a little hazy as to whether he was one of the people that we counted on that 

would support the President right to the 1ast...whether he actually came and 

said I agree that he has to go or not I couldn't say that for sure, but I can 

say it for practically everybody else except Ron Baker.

FAGERLUND: They came...they actually came to the meeting of the Board, or

they came to you privately?

SHRUM: They came to me privately, or to other members of the Board— different

members of the Board reported at the meeting that morning that so and so had
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spoken to them and said that they could no longer tolerate the situation.

FAGERLUND: Did they...did they threaten to resign if he didn't leave, or was

it just piece of information?

SHRUM: Oh, I think there were some such suggestions, but not very serious, I

don't think...I don't know.

FAGERLUND: It has been charged that since the CAUT censured both the Board

of Governors and the President that the Board of Governors was using the 

President as a scapegoat.

SHRUM: No, that's not true at all. I would say the CAUT action had no affect

upon the decision of the Board of Governors. The Board of Governors at no 

time, as far as I know, was ever concerned about any action of the CAUT. Never. 

The Board was almost unanimous, I would say, that the CAUT had sort of ignored 

the Board and the Board was quite happy to ignore the CAUT--mutual admiration.

FAGERLUND; So when McTaggart-Cowan was told...was he told that he...asked 

to resign, or...

SHRUM: He was told that he was being given a year's leave of absence with full

pay, but he would not be invited back, but this would not be announced in the 

press. It would be announced in the press that he was being given a year's 

leave of absence. Of course, the press didn't swallow that and they immediately 

said that he had been fired, but officially, I think the minutes of the Board 

says that he was given a year's leave of absence with full pay period, but 

then not in the minutes he was told not to come back at the end of the year 

because there wouldn't be any job. I think...the minutes will probably confirm 

that. Mind you, it was quite a while ago and I've just forgotten, but that's... 

as I recall that's the way it was handled. I felt sorry for him and...the Sun,

I think it was, ran a picture of him leaving the meeting with his briefcase 

under his arm, his face about that long— it was really pathetic. That picture 

will never leave my mind. He was so...shocked to find that the Board wasn't 

going to support him. The President was convinced that the Board wouldn't pay 

any attention to the Faculty association decision. But what could the Board do?

I mean, the Board would not have taken the action, I don't think, if there had 

been even three or four senior people at the University who would say we still 

support the President, but when you have a unanimous decision of the faculty, 

all the senior members of faculty and people with whom the Board had quite a 

bit of contact and so on. This was pretty devastating. But even then I wish 

he had been given some further chance, but the result would probably have been 

much worse...I don't know.

FAGERLUND: You said that later his lawyers made the request for more than

the year's salary.

SHRUM: Oh yes. But nothing ever came of it. But there was more than one letter

about that. It went on for a little while. The Board always recorded these 

letters and so they're in the files. I have forgotten exactly the grounds 

upon which he was asking this because it didn't seem to be very good because 

within two months, of when he left here, he had quite a well paying job and 

he received pay. Oh yes, the Board also permitted him to use his house for 

a year if he wanted to. I've forgotten the details. It was another point... 

when he was on leave of absence for a year, he could retain the house if he 

wanted to and so on, but...but he didn't. When he got the other job, he packed
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up and left.

FAGERLUND: Well what happened then with regard to the Presidency after he

left.

SHRUM: Oh, that was a really rough situation. We asked John Ellis to take

on the job. John Ellis was in the Education Faculty and he was an older fellow 

and quite a stable chap and he had been one of the members of senior staff 

that met with the Board on various occasions. We had meetings on Sunday and 

tried to sort some of these things out and he had always been quite helpful, 

so we asked him if he would take on the job and we appointed him as a matter 

of fact and, I guess..in any case, he said he would have to go to the faculty 

and get their approval. Well this annoyed me to some extent because I knew 

he wasn't going to get it. The faculty wasn't going to take anybody the Board 

recommended, but if he had just taken on the job as President, I think he could 

have handled it. So he went to the faculty for approval to take on the job 

and they said no, so he was President for about two days— over a weekend, or 

something. Well then the next man, I guess, was MacPherson. MacPherson,

Archie MacPherson I think it is...

FAGERLUND: Yes.

SHRUM: He had been pretty critical of the Board on some occasions and to some

extent, critical of the President, I think, but he wasn't a radical. He 

wasn't one of the real radicals up there so the faculty put up MacPherson's 

name as Acting President and the Board accepted this, but the Board made some 

reservation that they would accept him for three months or something of this 

sort...I've forgotten. And...well...oh, I can't recall all the details, but 

this didn't work out very well with MacPherson. In any case, it ended up that 

Ken Strand was asked to be President when MacPherson's inter m period ended.

Then Ken Strand came along with some solid support from the Faculty...I didn't 

know him very well although he had been in my office on occasion, but I didn't 

know him very well, but I had heard these reports he was the only one that could 

conduct meetings so on and so forth and he was appointed. After he was appointed, 

Strand and I got along pretty well. I admired the way he handled the Board 

meetings. He used to come to the Board and he would raise some issue, very 

difficult— there were lots of them then— and he'd say this is quite a difficult 

issue. He said I'd like for you people to think about this, discuss it. He 

said...you go ahead and discuss it and he put his head in his hands, but he 

never put his hands over his ears, kept his ears open and listened to the 

discussion. When it worked around to the point where he wanted it, he'd say 

well now that's a good point. He would say maybe we should just stop it here, 

we've been discussing a long time...and settle for that. Well, he always let 

the matter go on and on until it got to the point where he wanted it. He was 

quite good. I couldn't help but admire the fellow. And...so he got along 

well with the Board. He was in a sense forced upon the Board. Some member of 

faculty said you take Strand or nobody. The majority of the Board agreed to 

his appointment. I don't think it was unanimous. I didn't have anything 

against Strand, I objected to being dictated to by the faculty as to who we'd 

have for President. So, that's how we got Strand. Strand and I got along 

very well. I admired...and with time I have appreciated him much more. Our 

friendship didn't start out at a very high level and is not close now, but it 

is very cordial and I have a great deal of confidence and admiration for the 

man. He's been good for the University. He's not the kind of President that
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people think of as President one who goes down town to service clubs and rubs 

wealthy people on the back and entertains... I don't think he does much entertaining. 

He goes off to Whistler every time he gets a chance. He gets out of sight and... 

that's alright. This...twenty years ago, they wouldn't have tolerated a President 

like that, but that's probably the kind of President one needs today. In any 

case, nearly all the money comes from the Government anyway so you don't have 

to rely upon the public for money like we used to.

FAGERLUND: Just to go back to your statement that some of the members of the

Board of Governors were beginning to think...not like everything that you did—  

this is during the time of Archie MacPherson— Were there specific things 

that they were objecting to?

SHRUM: These people were quite honest about it. They didn't think I had been

firm enough with T.A.'s. For me our ground wasn't good enough for that I 

wouldn't go along. Well then, the next thing was that I supported the President... 

longer than most people on the Board. I won't say that there might not 

have been somebody on the Board who would have gone farther than I did in 

supporting the President, but...there were a few people particularly on the 

Board who felt that I was too much in favour of the President and I was supporting 

the President and we should be getting rid of the President. A year before the 

President was fired, I cast a deciding vote on the Board of Governors to keep 

the President...I shouldn't say a year, as I recall approximately a year before, 

but it might have been ten months or something of that sort...and I cast a 

deciding vote to keep the President. This kind of built up the fact that the 

Board of Governors didn't have the unanimity that we had before the teaching 

assistant affair...it started with the teaching assistants, there's no doubt 

about it...but then by the time I retired...well I stepped down as Chairman 

and then by the time I retired, I guess they were glad to get rid of me, my 

relationships with the Board were very good.

FAGERLUND: When you stepped down as Chairman, did you wish to do this or did

you feel that you ought to, or...

SHRUM: Well, I think I should answer that by saying that the Chancellor at

UBC had stepped down as Chairman and the Chancellor of Victoria, I think, 

had stepped down as Chairman and I thought it might help if I stepped down as 

Chairman at Simon Fraser and I think the members of the Board agreed, most of 

them; but I don't think things went better after I stepped down, I think they 

got worse in some ways. There was less decisiveness on the Board, but in any 

case, that's the way Boards are constituted now...and I think at nearly all 

Universities in Canada. It used to be...twenty-five years ago all the Chancellors 

pretty well were Chairmen of the Board. Now I don't know any Chancellor 

who is Chairman of the Board...so to answer your question I stepped down before 

I was forced to. I'd had enough anyway.

FAGERLUND: On looking back at it, are your feelings about the whole experience

pleasurable?

SHRUM: Oh yes. Exciting. Mind you it was...it was hard work because I'd 

go down to Hydro at seven o'clock in the morning and I'd be there all day—  

not go out of the building for lunch as a rule— and then about six o'clock 

head up to Simon Fraser University or else have meetings downtown and then 

go up to Simon Fraser University— committee meetings. Senate meetings. Board 

meetings— and leave up there..sometimes these meetings went on until two o'clock
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in the morning and it's an awful long way from out there to chancellor Blvd. 

with 22 stop signs between here and Simon Fraser University. I would be 

awfully tired because I was over 65 when I started Hydro. I'd get home at 

3.00 a.m. and still be down at Hydro the next morning at seven o'clock.

FAGERLUND: What were your feelings when it was announced that you were

offered an honorary degree from the University.

SHRUM: Well I was very pleased about that. I was particularly pleased about

that for a very selfish reason. I had an honorary D.Sc. from UBC, I had an 

honorary D.Sc. foom McMaster University, but I always felt that at UBC they 

separated the sheep from the goats. All the politicians and people who weren't 

scientists got LL.D.'s, but anybody with any kind of a scientific background 

got a D.Sc. and I'm certain that the President felt the D.Sc. was somewhat 

lower than the LL.D. so I appreciate the LL.D. from Simon Fraser much mere than 

I appreciated a D.Sc. from UBC because I'd already had a D.Sc. from McMaster 

University. Bob Pulford and I graduated from McMaster on the same night.

He's the coach of the Los Angeles Kings you know. He was an N.H.L. hockey 

player then as a matter of fact. McMaster wrote to me and said that it seems 

to me that you should have an honorary degree...and I was very appreciative 

of this D.Sc.. Well then UBC came along and they gave me one. I had been 

involved in a great number of things at UBC--extension, other things that 

weren't purely science - housing programs and all these things but I was still 

put in the category where I was only entitled to a D.Sc. When I went to Simon 

Fraser and we started talking about honorary degrees, I said we're only going 

to have one kind of honorary degree and that's an LL.D.— there's not going to 

be any sheep or goats up here so we won't have to go through that agonizing 

decision— whether we give a man a D.Sc. or an LL.D.— so Simon Fraser had no 

choice unless they changed the rules. If they wanted to give me anything they 

had to give me an LL.D..

FAGERLUND: Well, I'd like to thank you very much for participating in the

interviews. I enjoyed it and I hope that...

SHRUM: Well...I...I can't imagine what you can do with it, its so...rambling,

I think that's the word that describes it but still it may be interesting to 

somebody sometime. I suppose it is— people who are interested.

FAGERLUND: Oh yes certainly.


