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SUMMARY:
I undertook this One-Person Ad Hoc Investigation on behalf of the Canadian Association of
University Teachers (CAUT) because of concerns over circumstances leading to and from the
dismissal of Dr. Ramesh Thakur as Director of the Balsillie School of International Affairs
(BSIA), a School hosted and overseen by the University of Waterloo (UW) and Wilfrid Laurier
University (WLU). In furtherance of this investigation, I was given a clear but non-restrictive
mandate (see Appendices 1 and 2 for my letter of appointment and the CAUT Guidelines for
such activities). I was also afforded access to a considerable body of relevant documents. After
reading these documents carefully several times, I then endeavoured to contact a wide range of
people. Some of them replied by e-mail while others preferred to talk on the telephone. From
these exchanges I built up a sense of Dr. Thakur’s scholarly and administrative competence and
reputation, both locally and internationally, and of the evidentiary basis for the two main
versions of the Thakur/Balsillie affair I encountered. The first version casts the BSIA Director’s
termination as part of wider purge beginning with the ousting of Dr. John English as Executive
Director of the entity from which the BSIA derives, the independent think-tank called the Centre
for International Governance Innovation (CIGI). The second version claims that Dr. Thakur’s
termination as Director of BSIA was the result of dissatisfaction among senior CIGI
administrators, senior administrators at the UW and WLU, and CIGI Chairs in the BSIA,
dissatisfaction with Dr. Thakur’s management of the consultative and communications needs of
a complex, three-way partnership and the day to day operational necessities of a fledgling school
lacking clear and comprehensive governance and financial structures and effective support
systems for Chairs, adjunct faculty from both UW and WLU, and students recruited to the
BSIA’s graduate programs.
In pursuing this investigation, I received significant assistance from all the main parties or their
representatives. I am grateful to them all for helping me “to review fully and fairly the matters” I
was appointed to investigate (“CAUT Procedures in Academic Freedom Cases” Section 6 d).
That said, it is necessary to add that I did not acquire all the information I sought. Nor did I
secure the degree of comment on the record that I would have preferred. Privacy considerations
account for some of the gaps and silences I had to accept, while deficiencies in disclosure attest
to ongoing legal concerns, the gag orders attached to or proposed for different severance
packages for participants and witnesses to this affair, and an atmosphere of intimidation and fear
such as I have rarely encountered in my more than thirty years on faculty in the Canadian
academy.
From my investigation I have concluded three things. First, a purge scenario – also described to
me as a coup, ouster, firing, forcing out, house-cleaning, shock, world turned upside down, and
desire for a clean slate and fresh start – this scenario seems the most likely version of what
occurred. Second, there was a serious lapse of judgement and loss of commitment to institutional
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autonomy, academic integrity, due process, and natural justice by UW and WLU, and a
regrettable failure to educate the principal donor behind both CIGI and BSIA, Jim Balsillie, as to
a donor’s proper role in enabling the work of a School devoted to graduate teaching and
academic research under the broad rubric of “International Affairs.” And third, the BSIA has a
tremendous pool of faculty and students, and the potential to do great things, but it may not
realize that potential and fulfill the hopes of its private and public funders unless and until the
CIGI/BSIA relationship is resolved unequivocally and comprehensively in the interests of the
academic autonomy and integrity of the BSIA.
In sum, this is a story about the down side of autonomy, the dark side of philanthropy, and the
fact that no amount of money, whether public or private, can guarantee academic excellence
unless academic principles and values are well understood and protected. (See Appendix 3 for
CAUT’s statement on the nature and importance of academic freedom). Universities can best
serve their academic staff, students, multiple publics, and actual and prospective donors when,
and only when, universities’ established and emerging structures, policies, and procedures evince
and promote the importance of institutional autonomy and academic integrity and freedom.
Otherwise universities betray their own explicit mandates, public trust, and the good intentions
of experienced and inexperienced donors alike.
BACKGROUND:
The generosity of the prime movers behind Research in Motion (RIM), Mike Laziridis and Jim
Balsillie, in founding and supporting the Perimeter Institute, CIGI, the BSIA, and a number of
related initiatives, is truly remarkable. In using some of their wealth to support high-level
research in theoretical physics and international governance – exploring the nature of the
universe and the interactive future of our species, no less!-- these two iconic Canadian
entrepreneurs have infused with rigor, subtlety, vision, and responsibility the sometimes glib or
empty notion of “a new knowledge economy.” One need not live in the Kitchener-Waterloo
region to admire and applaud their business acumen, and their respect for intellectual inquiry,
fresh synergy, and the impact of ideas and innovative applications on the world.
Mr. Balsillie in particular was able to recognize a good fit between Canada’s traditional role and
residual reputation as an honest, savvy broker on the international scene and the need for better
policies and instruments of global governance than we can currently lay claim to. Mr. Balsillie
was also able and willing to use his public prominence and business clout to secure significant
amounts of federal and provincial tax dollars and support from the City of Waterloo to get CIGI
up and running towards a destination and global prominence that met with widespread praise and
intense anticipation within Canada and internationally. Estimates of the public monies
committed to CIGI’s establishment and ongoing activities go as high as one hundred million
dollars (see Appendix 4 for details). Such levels of support are not surprising, given the policy
deficits and practical realities that prevail, and the broad themes to which CIGI chose to devote
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its growing human and financial capacities: Environment and Resources; Global and Human
Security; Health and Social Governance; International Economic Governance; International Law,
Institutions, and Diplomacy; and Shifting Global Order (CIGI Website). This degree of support
required appropriate acknowledgement and oversight. Accordingly, CIGI documents point to the
extent and importance of public support for a set of privately stimulated and branded initiatives
which will be gathered together in the Balsillie Centre of Excellence. When built, this Centre
will include the BSIA among its residents. Meanwhile, government investments and the public
interest are thought to be protected by having a government representative on the five-person
CIGI Operating Board of Directors chaired from its inception by Jim Balsillie himself, a
situation that indicates his commitment to making thinking make a difference in the world is
serious, ongoing, and anything but capricious. Consistent with its global interests and reach,
CIGI also has a seven-person International Advisory Board of Governors also chaired by Mr.
Balsillie.
Having made these comments about CIGI, let me emphasize that CIGI is a self-described
“independent, not-for-profit, non-partisan think-tank based in Waterloo, Ontario that conducts
research, holds conferences, and publishes working papers and books, and makes policy
recommendations on international governance issues.” This work is “led by a group of
experienced practitioners and distinguished academics” in a remarkably imaginative, multisectoral, collaborative arrangement. In dealing with the matter before me, I have neither the
authority nor the desire to influence or judge how CIGI does its business, except insofar as CIGI,
functioning through its Operating Board, managers, and support staff as a de facto proxy of its
principal donor, Jim Balsillie, interferes, or seeks or seems to interfere, in the academic activities
of the BSIA.
As its name indicates, CIGI is a free-standing entity aligned with “Innovation,” a phenomenon
closely associated these days with developments in the high-tech industry in which RIM excels.
The entity to which CIGI gave birth, namely the BSIA, is independent too, in the sense that it is
as academically independent of CIGI as are the two universities to which it is affiliated, even
though it is much more financially dependent on the largesse of Mr. Balsillie than its host
institutions are.
The BSIA is called a “School,” a term closely aligned with educational and academic values,
procedures, and objectives. This alignment with academic independence enjoyed by the two
universities to which it is affiliated, was underscored in the Agreement establishing the BSIA
and the stipulation therein that the School’s Director was to report to the Presidents of UW and
WLU or to their designates within each University (see Appendix 5). A further reinforcement of
the academic nature of the BSIA came in the form of Dr. Thakur’s appointment as the School’s
first Director, bringing as he did to that position an impressive research record and intellectual
momentum, together with formidable academic networks and administrative and collaborative
skills demonstrated in the apposite but endlessly challenging milieux of international diplomacy
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within and beyond the United Nations and its complex structures and affiliations. The mention of
the United Nations also calls to mind the academic impetus behind the founding of CIGI itself,
which, according to Dr. English in his comment of April 8, 2010 (see Appendix 5) was first
envisioned as “a United Nations University centre for Waterloo,” before jurisdictional and other
obstacles led to the favouring of the think-tank option.
In theory, on paper, and at its inception, BSIA seemed assured of the academic autonomy and
integrity consistent with its academic status, responsibilities, and aspirations. CIGI itself had
been running since 2002 and had chosen as Director of the School someone whom Mr. Balsillie
and Dr. English had aggressively recruited to CIGI as a Distinguished Fellow and to a
professorial contract in the Department of Political Science at UW. Dr. Thakur had uprooted
himself from a satisfying life and thriving career half a world away in Tokyo, and from a
prestigious position as Senior Vice Rector at the United Nations University, because of the
reputation of the people leading CIGI at that time and the opportunities afforded by a CIGI
Fellowship to fulfill a mandate on global governance that resonated so promisingly with his own
life’s work and most deeply held values. Moreover, people with a keen sense of the importance
of branding, and extensive experience in marketing products and ideas, chose to publicize Dr.
Thakur’s appointment as Director of BSIA with unreserved enthusiasm and pride.
Given the levels of good will, acuity, and resolve attending the birth of CIGI’s more exclusively
academic progeny, the BSIA seemed to be in good hands, both custodial and directorial. So what
went wrong, if indeed anything did go wrong? The “tangled tale” as one CIGI chair termed it,
unfolded around several key turning points (for a fuller chronology of events see Appendix 6).
FIRST KEY DEVELOPMENT:
Having joined CIGI in May 2007, Dr. Thakur had sufficiently impressed his colleagues there that
he was appointed inaugural Director of the BSIA thirteen months later. His was a two-year
contract, though it took some months to work out the details and he did not sign on until 22
February 2009. On 11 March of that same year, at a high-level meeting of CIGI’s Strategic
Committee chaired by Jim Balsillie, it was moved by the President of WLU, Max Blouw,
seconded by the President of UW, David Johnston, and unanimously approved by those present,
that Dr. Thakur’s term as Director of BSIA be extended from two to five years. This
development was not instigated by Dr. Thakur but he readily accepted the offer made to him
when he joined the meeting after this vote had taken place.
There are three inferences to be drawn from this decision by the CIGI leadership and that of the
two universities. First, there must have been satisfaction with Dr. Thakur’s performance to date
as Director and a desire to let him know that he was doing well. Second, Dr. Thakur must have
felt vindicated in his priorities and practices with regard to BSIA. And thirdly, the extension of
his term was a form of normalization, placing it more in line with arrangements elsewhere in
institutions like the Munk School of Global Affairs at the University of Toronto where the
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Director is appointed to a five-year term and reviewed formally only towards the end of that term
and before an external review of the School is undertaken, though interactions with the Director
will happen at least annually along the way. To use the language of academic mentoring and
review, formative interactions occur on a regular basis during an appointee’s term, with a
summative review following according to a predetermined and clearly enunciated process
towards the end of the term in question. In other words, Dr. Thakur could assume that a process
for evaluating his Directorship would be worked out in due course and before his five-year term
ended. In the meantime, the mode and substance of the extension of his Directorship entitled him
to conclude that he enjoyed the respect and confidence of those to whom he reported, and that he
now had a more appropriate time-span in which to make the contributions to the BSIA of which
so many people thought him capable.
I found no evidence of opposition to this decision at the time it was made, and Dr. Thakur says
he was not made aware of any, though CIGI Chair Thomas Homer-Dixon characterized this
decision to extend the Director’s term in retrospect as “a mistake.” Professor Homer-Dixon and
the Interim Director of BSIA and CIGI Chair David Welch felt that concern about Dr. Thakur’s
leadership and administration were already evident and growing at the time he had his term as
Director extended to five years.
SECOND KEY DEVELOPMENT:
Late November 2009 Dr. John English ceased to be Executive Director of CIGI. I do not know
whether he resigned willingly or was forced out. What I do know is that the manner and timing
of his departure caused shock and consternation in the local community, speculation in the local
and national media, and reverberations in Dr. English’s prodigious network of associates across
the world. Here I return to the terms used to describe to me what happened: purge, coup, ouster,
firing, forcing out, shock, world turned upside down, house cleaning, desire for a clean slate and
a fresh start. I introduce this internal CIGI matter into my report because it informs the narrative
and provides some indication that there was a great deal of fear across and beyond the CIGI
community. This impression was conveyed by people I had no reason to disbelieve, given their
accomplishments and their responses to my probing. And the aftermath of Dr. English’s
departure can be traced in reactions among the senior administration at UW to the treatment of
one of their own who had resigned his faculty position in the Department of History in order, it
would seem, to avoid the appearance of loyalty divided between an academic and an independent
institution, and to devote himself even more concertedly to the flourishing of CIGI. The anxiety
and dismay felt by many people who knew Dr. English indicates that his departure caused
substantial collateral damage in the local community as well as the media. The question I am
charged with asking is not “Was there collateral damage?” but rather “Did the evident and
undeniable collateral damage extend to a prominent recruit whose abilities, values, and
performance Dr. English vocally and sincerely admired?” Was Dr. Thakur’s fate as Director of
the BSIA, and perhaps as Distinguished Fellow at CIGI, sealed when one of his strongest
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proponents, Dr. English, left CIGI at the beginning of a substantial turnover of academic and
other staff there? It did not take long for rumours to that effect to surface, but were they
anything more than rumours?
THIRD KEY DEVELOPMENT:
Dr. Thakur learned on December 1, 2009 from a former CIGI Board member that he was
apparently next in line to be ousted. He took this rumour to the person to whom he directly
reported in UW, Dean of Arts Dr. Ken Coates, who played it down as mere rumour. A meeting
was scheduled between Dr. Thakur and President David Johnston for December 18, and this
occasioned further speculation that brought the following reassurance from the President to his
Director of BSIA: “Ramesh I’ve just gotten off the phone with …. who reported a terribly false
rumour about your and my meeting tomorrow. So that there can be no doubt I asked you to meet
with me on your immediate return from Australia to reinforce your leadership of the BSIA and
to plan together how we can stabilize an irrational situation in the short term and ensure the
middle and long term success of BSIA. That is the purpose of our meeting” (emphasis added).
The need for such reassurance indicates both the destabilizing effects of such rumours and the
persistence of the belief in some quarters inside and beyond CIGI that a purge was underway.
Yet Dr. Johnston sounds like the same person who had seconded the motion to extend Dr.
Thakur’s Directorship of BSIA to five years. The President talks about short, middle, and longterm needs and sees his current Director as having a role in effectively addressing all of them.
Dr. Johnston does not specify what the “irrational situation” at the School consists in, but he
seems to concede that Dr. Thakur’s leadership requires reinforcement, even though they both
know he has a five-year term in which to complete his work on behalf of BSIA, and has been
acting accordingly.
The subject heading of this message is “Story from Melbourne U,” and it is the third of three emails exchanged that day between President Johnston and Dr. Thakur. Here are the two that
preceded it:
RT to DJ: You might find this interesting, the concluding sentence of which is “At
dispute are the recent history of planning for expansion and funding of the facility, the
balance between corporate and scientific priorities, and the surprise removal of Professor
Lamb.”
DJ to RT: “Ramesh some sad and salutary lessons here. Let us put our strong efforts into
the future of the BSIA so that we avoid these unfortunate debilitating conflicts. Travel
home safely. See you tomorrow at 4pm.”
As part of his duties as Director of BSIA and Distinguished Fellow at CIGI Dr. Thakur had been
away again from Waterloo. While in Australia, he encountered a breaking story on the
controversial dismissal of Chemistry Professor Robert Lamb, the inaugural Director of the
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Australian synchrotron (see Appendix 7 for the account in The Australian). The analogy could
hardly be more apt, and in retrospect, poignant. One inaugural Director points to the fate of
another and is looking for reassurance that it is not a fate he too will soon share. The allusion is
even more pointed in that Professor Lamb was vigorously defended in the media by the Vice
Chancellor of his university, Glyn Davis. What a contrast with the silence surrounding the
departure of Dr. English as Executive Director of CIGI, and, in retrospect, with the termination
of Dr. Thakur as another inaugural Director of a high-profile research entity affiliated with two
universities! Dr. Thakur is discreet rather than disrespectful in drawing President Johnston’s
attention to the Australian case. There is a warning about bad press and the damage it can cause,
and a reminder that academic staff can (and should) be supported publicly by their institutional
leadership when it seems an injustice is being done to them. In Australia, the problem with
Professor Lamb is described by the Chair of the Synchrotron Board, as “compliance and
‘stakeholder relations.” In Canada, it is implied, the problem is not with the two host universities
but with an unduly directive donor and prominent stakeholder, Jim Balsillie, and his
functionaries. Dr. Johnston recognizes “some sad and salutary lessons here” before turning to a
different future in the case of his university and his colleague.
FOURTH KEY DEVELOPMENT:
Of course there were two university partners involved in the BSIA agreement with CIGI. On 22
December 2009, a week after the e-mail exchange with Dr. Johnston discussed above, Dr.
Thakur received an e-mail from Dr. Max Blouw, President of WLU. Dr. Blouw indicated that he
had talked with Dr. Johnston after the latter’s December 18 meeting with Dr. Thakur, a meeting
at which Dr. Thakur recalls (in a message to Jim Turk of CAUT) as confirming that his position
as Director was secure. President Blouw affirmed the existing arrangement whereby Dr. Thakur
as Director of BSIA reported to the two presidents via their designates, Dean Coates at UW and
VP Academic and Provost MacLatchy at WLU. President Blouw went on to strike a note of
caution: “However proactive development around the wider issues of governance relating to the
intersection of BSIA with CIGI should be deferred until there is more information available from
those who have the mandate to review and make the recommendations with respect to
governance and operations at CIGI.” In a context where there is abundant expertise about
governance, the task of determining the governance structure of BSIA and the crucial relation
between BSIA and CIGI had been assigned in late October of the previous year (and shortly
before the departure of Dr. English from his role at CIGI) to Cosimo Fiorenza, Secretary to and
Member of the Operating Board at CIGI and a corporate tax lawyer.
This development put in abeyance efforts by the Associate Directors of CIGI at UW and WLU to
draft a governance document for the School. Dr. Thakur had delegated this work to them because
of their intimate knowledge of two distinct faculty cultures and administrative structures at UW
and WLU, and because of Dr. Thakur’s own commitments as Director and CIGI Distinguished
Fellow. But this delegation placed a strain on the two universities, and progress had been further
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complicated by budgetary and jurisdictional considerations and negotiations with another
Ontario university about a joint LLM program. However, a draft was produced by BSIA
Associate Directors Gerry Boychuk of UW and Terry Levesque of WLU and then shared by
Dean Coates with Mr. Fiorenza at CIGI. On November 18, 2009, under the message heading
“CIGI—Next Steps” Mr. Fiorenza made plain he was now very much in charge of establishing a
governance structure for the BSIA, a process linked to impending changes in CIGI, and that his
proposals had the full support of Jim Balsillie and Dennis Kavelman (Chief Financial Officer at
RIM and Treasurer on the Operating Board of CIGI). Mr. Fiorenza’s message opens bluntly:
It’s important that CIGI be at the table regarding all of the academic discussions for the
BSIA for the reasons that I mentioned previously namely the following:
i.

We need to ensure that all approved areas of study are consistent with our
mandated themes.

ii.

Also, academic direction will necessarily impact structure and finances.

… As Ramesh correctly noted in his e-mail to me last week, I believe that we need to
land on structure before we go any further. Thus, I would ask that we not submit the
draft agreement that has been circulated nor go any further on it until we land on
structure. I am hopeful that if we can bring some focus to the table that all of the parties
will act quickly so that we can achieve the desired timelines. I am also hopeful that when
the dust settles we will be able to use much of the work that has been done, but that we
should do so based on a structure that CIGI and the schools can all buy into.
Despite Mr. Fiorenza’s hopes, “the dust” has not yet settled. He recognized in this same
message that it was not “fair to Ramesh that he be required to speak to CIGI issues (when he is
structurally representing all of the other parties as well).” Dr. Thakur was thus seen as already
multi-tasking and overextended. He himself had delegated responsibility for the drafting of a
governance structure for BSIA to his two Associate Directors in UW and MLU (and he would
later ask Professor Homer-Dixon to Chair a sub-committee of BSIA faculty on this matter). Dr.
Thakur could hardly complain about this work being built on from another source, unless that
source proposed a structure that imperiled the academic autonomy and integrity of the BSIA. But
this is precisely what was being proposed at this time as CIGI, a principal funder of the School,
demanded direct representation at “all” BSIA’s academic discussions so as to monitor not only
their financial implications but also their consistency with CIGI’s “mandated themes.” There are
three obvious problems with the proposed arrangement. First, will mandate compliance be
understood so narrowly as to call into question the academic judgments of the BSIA’s academic
staff on academic matters? Second, how much of a chill--or worse--will attend these academic
discussions when one or more representatives of a principal funder are in the room? And third, if
Balsillie interests are entitled to such representation, then why not the government funders too?
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And there is another problem with the proposed arrangement. It reasserts a position regarding
which Dr. Thakur and Jim Balsillie had already a difficult discussion. Here is Dr. Thakur’s
version of what happened.
Mr. Balsillie had indicated an interest in supporting a graduate program in law to be
established at UW (later WLU too), in association with the Balsillie School of
international affairs…. The final round of the initial set of discussions with the U of
Ottawa team was held on 13 October 2009. About five minutes before the meeting was
scheduled to begin, I was approached by Ms. Alison DeMuy, Partnerships Director at
CIGI, saying that she had been instructed by Mr. Fiorenza to attend the meeting. I said
that the discussions were purely and solely on academic matters to do with course
curricula for the different combinations and packages that were under consideration.
Much of it would be over my head even. Therefore I thought it would be a waste of her
time. Instead, maybe after this meeting I could give her the full background, bring her up
to speed, and then she could sit in and attend meetings more productively. We both went
to the office of John English [still ED of CIGI at this time] and he agreed with the
strategy. Alison seemed comfortable with this too.
Very shortly after the meeting finished, I got a phone call from Mr. Balsillie. He was
quite agitated and angry and asked who was I to excuse Alison from the meeting. I was
informed by Jim that the CIGI Board has mandated Cos[imo Fiorenza] and Alison to lead
the negotiations with respect to all third party partnerships, including with U of Ottawa
regarding the law program. I explained that I had not “excused” Alison from the meeting
as such. Rather, I had explained to her that we were dealing purely and solely with
academic content and I did not think it fair to drop her into the middle of a highly
technical discussion without advance briefing or preparation. I had some difficulty
getting through to Mr. Balsillie, and he got even more agitated when I noted that
technically, I reported to and took orders from the two university presidents and not the
CIGI Board. Accordingly, I need clearance and authorization from the universities on the
appropriate boundary demarcations between what CIGI should and should not be
involved in. Mr. Balsillie began to repeat himself and insisted that I should apologize to
Alison. I said I would be happy to do so, as it had never been my intention to offend or
upset her.
After the call, I sent an email message to Alison apologizing if I had upset her, explaining
again it was merely to avoid wasting her time for that particular meeting. She came to see
me in my office almost immediately, feeling quite embarrassed that Mr. Balsillie had
called me. She said she understood perfectly what I had said and why, and had not been
upset or offended. For all subsequent requests from her in connection with the Balsillie
School, I did get clearance from Dean Coates and WLU Provost Dr. Deborah MacLatchy.
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No sooner had I sent my message to Alison than I got a call back from Mr. Balsillie, even
more angry at feeling that I had hung up on him. I pointed out that no one in CIGI would
do that to him, that if he thought about it, I had not even raised my voice to him nor lost
my temper. On the contrary, feeling anxious that Alison—whom I liked personally—
might be upset, I had wanted to get on with sending her a reassuring message asap. So,
under the impression that our conversation had ended, I proceeded to do exactly what he
had asked me to do, namely apologize to Alison. But the basic problem remained that I
was facing constant uncertainty over my reporting lines and lack of any clear and firm
guidance on the demarcation of roles and responsibilities between CIGI, WLU and UW.
We urgently needed a clear and transparent governance structure.
I reported very briefly on this conversation in an e-mail message to Dean Coates on 14
October and in greater detail in a conversation in my office with President Johnston on 18
December.
Dr. Thakur’s account offers one person’s perspective on an unfortunate misunderstanding. There
are doubtless other readings of the situation to which I am not privy. Dr. Thakur does, however,
identify a unilateralist tendency in the CIGI Board confirmed in Mr. Fiorenza’s letter of
November 18 quoted above. Mr. Fiorenza had already been given Board approval on the matter
of CIGI representation at all academic discussions at the BSIA, even though its Director had not
been as yet informed that was the case. Dr. Thakur’s sense that he is caught between
contractually specified reporting arrangements and real power relations is also confirmed in Mr.
Fiorenza’s message, in the point about it not being “fair to Ramesh” to be representing several
different constituencies. There is also a plausible sense of exasperation on Mr. Balsillie’s part
that, the CIGI Board already having resolved on a course of action, one of the person’s acting for
CIGI on that basis has been thwarted by Dr. Thakur in an act of indirect insubordination, an act
compounded over the telephone by his reminding Mr. Balsillie that his first duty is to his
academic bosses and the academic institutions they lead and not to the BSIA’s main financial
sponsor.
Major questions about donor’s rights apparently raised by Mr. Balsillie and certainly broached
by Mr. Fiorenza’s proposal have not been settled by the time President Blouw writes to Dr.
Thakur on December 22. In the meantime, Dr. English’s departure from CIGI has raised far more
dust than Mr. Fiorenza’s message seems to anticipate, and increased anxiety about the price of
academic independence in the BSIA. Dr. Thakur’s desire for a governance structure within
which his Directorship and the BSIA itself can flourish is unabated, but he himself is prohibited
by both CIGI and university authorities from taking on this task, and can hardly be held
responsible for further delays in achieving this basic goal.
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FIFTH KEY DEVELOPMENT:
By January 13, 2010 it was a little clearer what was in store for Dr. Thakur and the BSIA. Dean
Coates in an e-mail to Thakur writes: “We need to talk with some urgency about the Balsillie
School…. I have picked up some intelligence re: future actions by CIGI that require our urgent
attention.” There is no mention here about problems inside the BSIA. The locus of power and
concern seems still to be CIGI. The following day Dr. Thakur had a meeting with Dean Coates
in which, according to Thakur, they discussed “terms and conditions on which he might
relinquish the Directorship.” Dr. Thakur’s claim of a desire to buy him off or buy him out is
confirmed in subsequent e-mails of 29 January and 5 February from Dean Coates to Dr. Thakur.
In the meantime, silence reigned at the top of UW and WLU despite a poignant appeal from Dr.
Thakur to President Blouw on 18 January:
Dear Max,
When I met David [Johnston] on Dec 18, I said that if, following the unfortunate
upheaval in CIGI, undue pressure was brought to bear on the Balsillie School and the
universities stood up in defence of academic freedom, I would be prepared to join in the
fight to save the School’s identity and integrity as an academic institution housed in the
two universities. But I would be reluctant to be the only protagonist. I understood from
him then that as far as he and UW were concerned, I had done an admirable job as
Director and they wished me very much to continue. If either of the other two partners
had any concerns, those could be discussed and addressed.
On the basis of recent conversations with Ken [Coates] I am led to believe that the CIGI
part of the tripartite partnership is or will be seeking a new Director of the Balsillie
School in order to have a completely new slate for the combined operations of CIGI and
the Balsillie School. It is also my understanding that UW has concluded that, for larger
and longer-term considerations, it is not in a position to resist this demand. Although this
goes against my instinct and judgement, I am prepared to respect the UW wishes,
provided, of course, my individual interests are reasonably protected. I have detailed
these in conversations with Ken today.
As you are the third major party in this partnership, I think you should be made aware of
where things stand so that, should you wish to do so, you can express your views and
preferences before final decisions are made irrevocably.
With best regards,

….

This e-mail was copied to President Johnston and Dean Coates at UW and Vice-President and
Provost MacClatchy at WLU. Dr. Thakur made claims in this message that could have been
readily refuted by any or all of the addressees if untrue, or corrected if misleading. Yet his
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message received neither acknowledgement nor response. In a telephone conversation with Jim
Turk of CAUT on 6 February, UW Vice-President Academic and Provost Feridun Hamdullahpur
provided a belated response of sorts to the charges made in Dr.Thakur’s e-mail to President
Blouw, denying that there was any pressure or request from UW or WLU or CIGI in relation to
any academic aspect of the BSIA, including its Directorship. This denial was confirmed by
Dean Coates to Dr. Thakur later the same day. In the same message, Dr. Coates indicated that
Provost Hamdallahpur had authorized a review of Dr. Thakur’s performance as Director of the
BSIA, a process that would lead to his firing as Director of the BSIA.
In this message to President Blouw, Dr. Thakur shows both caution and courage. Given recent
and “unfortunate upheaval” at CIGI, he is understandably reluctant when speaking with
President Johnston on December 18 to act as solitary academic tribune or whistleblower.
However, he shares a challenging message with the academic leadership of both the universities
which house the BSIA. He has academic work to do and clear mandate to continue doing it. A
month later, he can read the writing on the wall in UW, and the shift from veiled capitulation to
mollifying compensation in Dean Coates’s interactions with him. However, he appeals to
President Blouw to consider the implications of the determination to remove him as Director of
the BSIA. If one university failed to defend its own and the School’s autonomy and academic
integrity, maybe the other one would. It did not.
SIXTH KEY DEVELOPMENT:
In the absence of the support he had explicitly requested from the senior administration at both
UW and WLU to defend BSIA’s academic independence, and in the midst of a review process
he considered unwarranted and procedurally inappropriate—a process that CIGI Chair Professor
Will Coleman described to me in a telephone interview as premature and procedurally flawed-Dr. Thakur thought it time more directly to address the challenges he saw the BSIA facing in its
relations with CIGI. On 22 March, 2010, he therefore circulated a two-page memorandum to his
colleagues in the BSIA spelling out the stakes of CIGI interventionism as he saw them. On 4
March the UW CIGI chairs in the BSIA had been invited by Dean Coates to comment on his
performance to the Dean by mail or in person under the aegis of what the Dean tendentiously
termed “The annual review of the Director,” and Dr. Thakur needed to provide some context for
the review and for relations between CIGI and the BSIA.
This analysis by the inaugural Director of BSIA and CIGI Distinguished Fellow calls for a
quarantining of the School (see Appendix 8 for the full text) to protect its “long-term credibility
and viability.” He makes a clear and apposite distinction between “the corporate world” and
universities as “collegial enterprises [where] even the newest and most junior faculty member is
treated by the university president as a respected colleague, not an employee or functionary.”
(As Professor Tom Weiss of the Graduate Center of the City University of New York put it when
I talked to him, scholars, especially ones as eminent and sought-after as Dr. Thakur, cannot be
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treated by donors or academic administrators like “hired hands.”) Dr. Thakur concedes that
CIGI’s point of view “might well be that they need a clearer, more direct and more active role in
various aspects of the School’s activities and operations, including the selection, appointment,
termination and reporting obligations of the Director.” In face of such understandable impulses,
Dr. Thakur asks whether “recent events in CIGI underline the need to quarantine the Balsillie
School, including the Director, from non-academic institutions, personnel and pressures.” He
goes on to appeal to the understanding of the role of donors as understood by CAUT and the UW
and WLU faculty associations before defending the existing, insufficiently elaborated but
basically sound arrangements for having an academic Director reporting on academic issues to
presidential designates in the two universities. Dr. Thakur concludes by sundering the two issues
of financial and academic oversight which Cosimo Fiorenza had conjoined in his first major
move as the person responsible for redefining CIGI/BSIA relations and developing a governance
structure for the latter.
Dr. Thakur places the primary responsibility on the academy to ensure that donors, “no matter
how generous,” do not overstep the mark separating financial support from academic control. If
they do, he suggests, the consequent diminishment of academic autonomy may bring about
similar diminishment in credibility, especially in areas where “global excellence” is the
objective, as at the BSIA. He is implicitly appealing to senior administrators at UW and WLU to
defend more forcefully than they have in the past the need for, and benefits for all parties, of
academic control of academic matters. He is also urging his colleagues to think about
CIGI/BSIA relations at a moment when the BSIA Faculty Council’s sub-committee on
governance is revisiting the status and role of the School’s Director and the rights and role of
CIGI as “an equal partner” with UW and WLU in the management of the BSIA. He throws down
the gauntlet more publicly than in the past, not least because “the principles and values at stake
are not just a local issue, but matters for the university community to think about nationally.”
THE IGNOBLE ART OF EASING OUT:
The procedures by which Dr. Thakur was subjected to a prematurely summative review of his
performance as Director of BSIA bear signs of administrative desperation and the retrofitting of
collegial process in order to produce a negative outcome. Policy 40 at UW describes the
“Qualifications, Duties and Responsibilities” of the “Chair of a department [or Director of an
academic unit of departmental status].” Policy 40 is not designed for assessing someone
directing an entity like the BSIA. But it was the only instrument available for following up on
Provost Hamdullahpur’s decision that Dr. Thakur’s Directorship had to be reviewed
immediately. Whose responsibility is that?
Dr. Thakur has never conceded the legitimacy of the review process to which he was subjected
as Director of the BSIA. To do so would have reduced the status of the BSIA and everyone
associated with it, and would have dignified a process bearing a number of signs of a maladroit
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ousting of an inconveniently academic dissident. Dr. Thakur’s refusal to accept assessment via
Policy 40 led the provost to fire him as Director: “While we accept your position on this matter
[the applicability to BSIA Director Thakur of Policy 40],” in the absence of invoking the
processes set out in Policy 40, we will now move to terminate you in your position as Director of
the Balsillie School, effective immediately.”
It appears that in the absence of Dr. Thakur being prepared to submit to the procedural
expediency provided by Policy 40, the Provost exercised provostial fiat.
Things are not quite that simple, however. The review process had apparently elicited negative
comments from an unspecified number of CIGI chairs in the BSIA, criticisms and complaints
summarized by Dean Coates in his letter to Dr. Thakur of 29 April, 2010 (see Appendices 9 and
10 for this letter and Dr. Thakur’s compendious response to it). Dean Coates’s summary of the
results of the review process is not helped by his opening moves. He begins with a generic view
of the review process, before admitting that a “formal review” did not occur “last year as your
contract was not signed until January 2009.” What is the force of “formal review” here, and
where is accountability for the delay in signing the contract? Dean Coates then refers to a “job
description” which was nowhere in evidence when Dr. Thakur agreed to become the inaugural
Director of the BSIA but is there in remarkable detail when a “formal” performance review is
deemed necessary. What follows accords praise to Dr. Thakur as a scholar and prominent
presence in international affairs, while Dean Coates uncouples oversight of local operations from
the larger international agenda of the BSIA. This uncoupling seems especially contrived and
implausible after one has read Dr. Thakur’s dazzling Performance Review Report for 2008-2009
and the encomium to his sense of responsibility, integrity, and abilities by, for example, Jayantha
Dhanapala [the President of the Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs; former UN
Under-Secretary General; former Ambassador of Sri Lanka to the USA and to the UN in
Geneva; and Director of the UN Institute for Disarmament Research], or the equivalent praise for
Dr. Thakur and his work offered by Professor the Hon. Gareth Evans AO QC [Chancellor of the
Australian National University; Honorary Fellow of Magdalen College Oxford; President
Emeritus of the International Crisis Group; Co-Chair of the International Commission on
Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, and Co-Chair International Commission on
Intervention and State Sovereignty]. (See Appendices 11 and 12).
Dr. Thakur’s response to the concerns raised in Dean Coates’s letter appear to offer a convincing
and complete answer.
In his response to Dean Coates’s appraisal of his performance, Dr. Thakur willingly admits to the
frustrations of some of his BSIA colleagues with the operations of the School. Indeed, he admits
to sharing those frustrations, while pointing out that he has been asking (as we have already
seen) for precisely the clear governance structures whose absence some of his colleagues lament.
But the reality is that some people expect the inaugural Director of the School to perform
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miracles, and this in less than a third of the five years to which his term was properly extended.
To put matters starkly, some people want the Director ousted at any price while others want him
to be both Gandhi and C. D. Howe: an international icon for non-violence and the master of the
smallest details in mobilizing materiel on the home front.
Toward the end of his summary, Dean Coates observes that “it is quite clear that having you
remain as Director of the Balsillie School will delay the evolution of this important institution.”
As Dr. Thakur points out in his response, Dean Coates on 15 November, 2009, in regard to a
draft governance document sent out to WLU and to Dr. Thakur, said the following: “By any
measure -- stature of faculty and staff, number of graduate student applications and quality of
admitted students, national and international reputation, invitations to partner with other
institutions, fund-raising opportunities—the Balsillie School has exceeded the most optimistic
forecasts and expectations” (emphasis added). Dr. Thakur claims that this assessment of the
BSIA under its inaugural Director was repeated on 10 January 2010, at a lunch with Dr. Thakur
and John English. Once again Dr.Thakur is getting feedback from those to whom he reports to
the effect that he is doing a fine job and should keep on doing what he is doing. Yet in an
interview with me and Provost MacLatchy of WLU, she on the speaker phone and Dr. Coates
sitting beside me in my office on campus at the University of Saskatchewan, Dr. Coates said that
he would respond to the question of whether it was right to remove Dr. Thakur as Director of
BSIA with a “strong and sorrowful yes.” He said he was “extremely comfortable’ with this
decision, adding that he himself was “75% responsible for it.”
The rapid and startling about-face in the Dean’s assessment of the state of the BSIA and its
Director is such that one assumes it was the result of new and dramatically negative or worrying
evidence garnered from--at the very least-- a careful sounding out of all of the BSIA community
and careful attention to considerations of natural justice as well as due process. Otherwise, no
justifiable action could be taken on the Director’s future. And where, one might well wonder, in
this process was constructive conversation with partners and participants of the kind to which
President Johnston had referred as a way of ironing out difficulties, “reinforc[ing]’ Dr. Thakur’s
“leadership” of the BSIA and “plan[ning] together”. This kind of formative interaction did not
occur as fully and openly as it should have. Indeed, we seem to go from Dean Coates receiving
“urgent intelligence re: future actions by CIGI that require our urgent attention” (emphasis
added) to negotiations about Dr. Thakur stepping down as Director of the BSIA, to a contacting
of CAUT, to a retaliatory review that functions as a lightning rod for legitimate frustrations in
BSIA and both universities, to an ousting more precipitate than convincing. There is clearly
much to be concerned about in this process of easing Dr. Thakur out of the Directorship of
BSIA.
For example, when Dr. Thakur suggested that Dr. John English was in the best position to assess
his performance as Director of the BSIA, and that a letter from the former Executive Director of
CIGI was forthcoming, Dean Coates responded thus in an e-mail of March 24: “I confirmed
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internally the comment I made yesterday regarding John [English]. I was told again that UW’s
reading was that his involvement in providing comments requested by you would create
difficulties. But that is only ou[r] opinion. As part of the review process, UW is seeking
comments from its institutional partners and not from individuals. I also learned that the final
submissions will be received shortly, which will mean the process has to be completed sooner
rather than later.”
However, this seems at odds with the fact that they were polling individual CIGI chairs. It also
seems counterproductive since John English was Executive Director of CIGI during the period of
review and has a unique institutional memory that should at least have been considered.
By April, Dr. Thakur has received the “comment” from Dr. English about his Directorship
(appendix 5). It offers invaluable context for the founding and operation of the BSIA and is
revealingly academic in its emphases. Why would anyone want to rule out such evidence from
such a process? For whom does a measured and informed letter from Dr. English create
“difficulties,” and why?
Another example of troubling process leading to the termination of Dr. Thakur’s Directorship of
BSIA involves Dean Coates’s request to Dr. Thakur that he cancel a meeting of the Faculty
Council of BSIA he had called for Friday May 21, 2010. This meeting would have allowed Dr.
Thakur to communicate his sense of things to his colleagues, to share with them dimensions of
the governance challenges and budgetary frustrations he had faced in his tenure as inaugural
Director of the BSIA and which he had kept from them in order, he said, to protect senior
administration from criticism stemming from their own disorganization. The request that he
cancel this meeting with BSIA faculty occurred midst a flurry of administrative activity at UW to
get Dr. Thakur to step down and shut up. As part of the effort at damage control, he had already
been asked on May 14, in a letter co-signed by the Provosts of UW and WLU, to give up his
Directorship of the BSIA. If, in addition to doing so, he were willing to give up his academic
post at UW, he would receive a lump sum of $100,000 (less statutory deductions). It is difficult
to read this offer constructively as an attempt to be generous in a difficult situation; for why
would they be offering him $100,000 to leave his post at UW in addition to giving up the
Directorship of the BSIA, especially since fifteen days previously, Dean Coates, after criticizing
Dr. Thakur’s performance as Director of the BSIA, had added, “Your status as Director is
separate and distinct from your position as Research Professor, Department of Political Science,
University of Waterloo ... Indeed your stellar contributions as a scholar, public intellectual and
teacher would be welcomed within the Department of Political Science and Faculty of Arts,
University of Waterloo.” The Provosts’ offer can be more easily read as an attempt to forestall
bad publicity and much else.
Dr. Thakur complied with the request from Dean Coates to cancel the Faculty Council meeting,
but one wonders what lay behind the move. If, as Dean Coates claimed in a letter to Dr. Thakur
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of May 18, he had “lost the confidence of a significant number of the faculty members associated
with the School,” it would have been procedurally fairer to allow him to meet with his colleagues
and to share with them his concerns about what was happening, the governance and budgetary
concerns he had, and to provide his response to charges about his leadership and relations with
WLU and CIGI.
ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND TERMINATION PROCESSES:
Dr. Thakur’s termination as Director of the BSIA was communicated in a letter to him from
UW’s Provost Hamdullahpur of May 21, 2010. Efforts to sweeten and hasten his departure from
UW had failed and he would now return as his contract stipulated to his position as a Professor
of Political Science in UW. On May 26 he received from Thomas Bernes, Acting Executive
director of CIGI, a letter which begins thus:
We have received a copy of the letter issued May 21, 2010 by the University of Waterloo
terminating you in your position as Director of the Balsillie School of International Affairs
(“School”) and returning you to a full time appointment at the University of Waterloo with no
change in your compensation entitlement. In light of those steps, it is appropriate to confirm the
status of your association with The Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI”). We
advise you that your appointment as Distinguished Fellow to CIGI is terminated, effective
immediately.”
The letter concludes: “We wish you well in resuming a full time academic role with the
University of Waterloo.”
This text is troubling in that it suggests, despite the fact that Dr. Thakur’s Fellowship at CIGI is
scheduled to expire on 30 April, 2012, that the Fellowship is being prematurely terminated
because of action taken at UW. Officials at UW knew that Dr. Thakur would never have agreed
to come to Waterloo simply to be a member of its Political Science Department. His secondment
to CIGI as Distinguished Fellow (initially Distinguished Researcher) was always part of the deal
and revealingly ranks first in the UW Department of Political Science’s announcement of Dr.
Thakur’s appointment, and this research position was now being taken from him despite a
research record whose scope and quality was never questioned by anyone at UW or WLU or
CIGI. Why was CIGI not returning him to the 50% secondment that still had two years to run,
25% of which had been assigned to his Directorship of the BSIA? There is no mention of this
possibility in a letter of May 26 from Thomas Bernes to Dean Coates and copied to Dr. Thakur. I
therefore sought further clarification of the reasons for terminating the CIGI Fellowship from
Neve Peric, Vice President of Operations at CIGI. Ms. Peric in an e-mail of August 20 made
clear to me that from CIGI’s point of view they had no choice but to terminate Dr. Thakur’s
secondment contract and his Fellowship “As a consequence of the University [of Waterloo]’s
decision to recall Dr. Thakur to full time teaching.”
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Predictably, the news of Dr. Thakur’s double termination at BSIA and CIGI came to public
attention, partly as a result of Dr. Thakur sending an email to Elizabeth Church before she
published her story in the Globe and Mail entitled “Turnover at Balsillie School raises questions
of academic freedom.”
Also worth noting here is the implication that Dr. Thakur’s reputation may be damaged in the
eyes of anyone who knows anything about him or about the academy when it becomes known
that he has been terminated in his Directorship and Fellowship and reassigned to full time
teaching in Political Science at UW. This, it seems, will be interpreted as serious demotion and
punishment as a consequence of significant incompetence or dereliction of duty. Or will it be
interpreted to the detriment of CIGI, UW, and WLU? Whatever the negative outcomes,
according to CIGI its hands are clean. They tried their best to keep a lid on this affair, and the
decision to return Dr. Thakur to full time teaching was UW’s. CIGI was dealing as discreetly as
possible with the consequences of a situation not of CIGI’s making. However, on one particular
matter CIGI did in fact have a choice about how to proceed.
In the letter terminating Dr. Thakur as CIGI Distinguished Fellow, Thomas Bernes raised the
question of Dr. Thakur’s “participation in the Australian Research Council (ARC) project
entitled ‘Building the Rule of Law in International Affairs.” In light of recent events, CIGI
wishes to change its own role in this project from “Partner” to “Funder.” But, if the other parties
agree, and Dr. Thakur signs a release document accompanying this letter, then CIGI will transfer
its remaining financial contributions to UW so that Dr. Thakur can continue as a Principal
Investigator on the project. The document in question is a “RELEASE OF ALL CLAIMS,”
claims which Dr. Thakur “may have relating to the termination of his appointment as
Distinguished Fellow at CIGI.” What does this stipulation say about CIGI’s understanding of
academic freedom, scholarly values, and the ethics of research collaboration?
On the positive side, CIGI wants to follow through on its funding obligations for a research
project that attracted great praise from its ARC reviewers for the quality of its three main
investigators, including Dr. Thakur. More neutrally, CIGI wants to be described one way rather
than another in the various forms of reporting on this project. It is after all an independent think
tank with a strong sense of its own brand and the best ways to market it. But, to try to make the
continuing of Dr. Thakur as a key member of a research project to which he has already
committed years of effort and much expertise, to make this contingent on his signing of a
sweeping release document appears to be wholly inappropriate. Recall that CIGI is the entity
that wants to be an “equal partner” present at “all” academic discussions at the BSIA, its role as
funder firmly linked, it would appear, to legal hardball as well as financial clout. The Acting
Executive Director of CIGI whose signature is on the letter containing this proposal is of course
not an academic like Dr. English, but Mr. Bernes’s other title at CIGI is Director of Programs,
programs that continue to require the input of scholars as well as practitioners in the field of
global governance.
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FINDINGS:
Dr. Thakur was unfairly treated in the months leading up to his dismissal as Director of the
BSIA.
The conditions of his reassignment to full time teaching at UW unfairly resulted in his
termination as Distinguished Fellow at CIGI, removing an entitlement that had persuaded him to
relocate to the Waterloo region and casting aspersions on a record of research activity since he
joined CIGI which none can dispute and few could rival.
Dr. Thakur had every right to expect support from the Presidents of UW and WLU and their
designates when he sounded the alarm on CIGI’s proposals for tri-partite partnership on the
BSIA. Insofar as his academic freedom depended on the protections of institutional autonomy, it
became increasingly vulnerable to threats from the outside and complicity on the inside.
UW and WLU misled Dr. Thakur about their commitment to his Directorship of BSIA and
buckled under pressure from CIGI, possibly in the form of a threat to walk away from multiple
commitments after ten years (as it is contractually entitled to do) and thus leave two
overextended universities and their public funders to clean up the mess.
The process whereby Dr. Thakur was subjected to prematurely summative review was
illegitimate, and it encouraged those who opposed, envied, or resented him or his affiliation to
UW, or who were frustrated by ongoing operational ambiguities and difficulties, to undermine
his position while he was denied the chance to answer his critics and empower his supporters.
Dean Coates claims that “this is an administrative matter that happens at many universities all
the time,” that UW acted “following established procedures, “and that “A university should be
free when making such decisions.” If the first claim is true, then the Canadian academy is in big
trouble. The second claim is true as stated, but the problem is the procedure in question was
“established” for a different purpose than it was employed for. The third claim shows the down
side of autonomy, with universities acting as if “free” in order to foreclose on the academic
freedom of their academic staff, including those occupying administrative positions.
Dr. Thakur’s freedom to explain himself in collegial fora was unfairly constrained by Dean
Coates’s request he cancel a meeting with the BSIA Faculty Council.
Dr. Thakur’s freedom to pursue his intellectual work on topics of his own choice, in the ways he
deems most productive, and in collaboration with the scholars he feels most appropriate, was
unfairly constrained by the Schedule “A” Release he was required to sign in order for CIGI’s
remaining funding of the ARC project to flow.
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Dr. Thakur’s personal and academic reputation has been unfairly damaged, but not as much the
reputation of CIGI, UW, and WLU. Dr. Thakur has been eagerly recruited by the Australian
National University, a leading institution with first-hand experience of the kind of contributor
and collaborator he is. Meanwhile, the future of the BSIA remains in doubt while there is still a
possibility that its new governance structure (still being worked on) will leave CIGI present at
discussions where it should not be.
Members of independent think tanks may be inescapably subject to the whims of the donors who
fund them in whole or in part, though that will surely sabotage any reputation for independence
such tanks aspire to; but members of academic entities hosted by universities must function free
from such whims, vagaries, and pressures.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1.

UW, WLU, and CIGI should all apologize publicly to Dr. Thakur for the premature,
unjustified termination of his five-year contract as Director of the BSIA.

2.

UW, WLU, and CIGI should negotiate with Dr. Thakur fair financial compensation for
the losses he incurred by relocating to Canada.

3.

CIGI should apologize publicly for attempting to make Dr. Thakur’s continuing on the
ARC project contingent on his signing the Schedule “A” Release.

4.

The impending text on the governance structure of BSIA should not permit CIGI to be at
the table for academic determination of academic matters within the School.

5.

The Director of the Balsillie School should continue to be a distinguished academic, as
was Dr. Thakur and as is the interim Director, Professor Welch, so that the School’s
academic autonomy and reputation can be restored and enhanced.

6.

The Director’s term of appointment should be five years, and procedures for performance
review should be consistent with the formative and summative practices followed in
comparable entities elsewhere.

7.

UW and WLU should develop clear and comprehensive guidelines for dealing with
current or potential donors and for collaborative initiatives such as BSIA, so as to ensure
that the academic autonomy and integrity of all university-associated institutes, centres,
or schools.
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Appendix 1
July 2, 2010
Prof. Len Findlay
Department of English
University of Saskatchewan
Saskatoon, SK
S7N 5A2
Dear Professor Findlay:
Thank you for agreeing to serve as a one-person ad hoc investigatory committee into the
termination of Prof. Ramesh Thakur as the Executive Director of the Balsillie School of
International Affairs at the University of Waterloo and Wilfrid Laurier University. Your inquiry
will be conducted in accordance with Section 6 of CAUT Procedures in Academic Freedom
Cases (attached). If you have any questions about the procedures, please let me know.
We would like you to investigate the circumstances surrounding Professor Thakur’s termination
as the Executive Director of the Balsillie School as no reason was provided in his termination
letter and as there appeared to be no procedure characterized by natural justice followed by the
University of Waterloo and Wilfrid Laurier University in taking the action to remove him from
his position despite his having a contract to 2013.
Among the questions we would like you to address are: Were there academic freedom issues
associated with Prof. Thakur’s termination? Was there a procedurally fair process followed in
reaching the decision to terminate him? As he was the head of an institute funded by a donor
agreement and federal and provincial money, were there any indications that third-party
pressures played a role in his termination or that the academic integrity of the Balsillie School
was compromised by the termination? Several days after his termination, he was also terminated
by the Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) as a “Distinguished Fellow.”
Although CIGI is not a university-affiliated body and therefore not subject to the same issues of
academic autonomy as university-affiliated bodies, was his termination by CIGI related to his
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termination at the Balsillie School? Will either termination have implications for his future
academic work?
We would like you to address the above questions and any related questions that become
relevant in the course of your investigation. After presenting your findings, we would like you to
make any recommendations that you feel appropriate.
We hope that you can conclude your investigation and submit your report by early September.
If you have any questions, please let me know.
Yours sincerely,

James L. Turk
Executive Director
Attachment
cc:

David Johnston, President, University of Waterloo
Max Blouw, President, Wilfrid Laurier University
George Freeman, President, Faculty Association at the University of Waterloo
Judy Bates, President, Wilfrid Laurier University Faculty Association
Penni Stewart, President, CAUT
Victor M. Catano, Chair, CAUT Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
Ramesh Thakur

Findlay Report

27

APPENDIX 2:
CAUT Procedures in Academic Freedom Cases
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Appendix 2
CAUT Procedures in Academic Freedom Cases
1. CAUT will consider all cases of alleged violations of academic freedom brought to its
attention. Concerns about violations of academic freedom should be brought to the attention of
the executive director. In cases where attention by CAUT seems justified, the executive director
will notify the president and the chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee and will
expeditiously take steps to determine whether there is a prima facie basis for further action. The
executive director will provide the president and the chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee a list of all other requests brought to his attention. All requests brought to the
executive director, president and chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee that are
not expeditiously dealt with will be referred to the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee.
2. If it appears to be useful, the executive director may attempt to assist the affected parties and
the institution in arriving at a satisfactory resolution of the situation.
3. If the alleged violation is serious and if a satisfactory resolution of the matter does not seem to
be possible through informal negotiation, the executive director, in consultation with the
president, the chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee, and others as appropriate,
will undertake one or more of the following as is most suitable to help bring about the conditions
for a fair resolution of the matter:
a) cause the situation to be brought to public attention;
b) request that the CAUT Executive authorize an independent committee of inquiry to
investigate and issue a public report on the matter (see 5 below);
c) establish an ad hoc investigatory committee that will look into the situation and report
to CAUT through the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (see 6 below).
4. In all instances where a CAUT local association exists at the institution where the alleged
violation of academic freedom occurred, the executive director will consult with the local
association where there appears to be prima facia basis for further action, to determine whether
remedies may be available under the collective agreement. If any of the follow-up actions under
3(b) or 3(c) are being considered, the assistance of the local association will be sought with
reference to work of a committee of inquiry or an ad hoc investigatory committee.
5. Where an independent committee of inquiry is authorized by the CAUT Executive (see 3b),
the following guidelines will apply:
a) The members and a chairperson of the independent committee of inquiry will be
appointed by the CAUT Executive upon the recommendation of the president, chair of
the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee and the executive director. Normally,
independent committees of inquiry will consist of two or three members, with one
designated as chair.
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b) Independent committee of inquiry members will serve without remuneration except for
expenses.
c) The committee will be provided with terms of reference that pose specific questions to
be addressed. The terms of reference will be developed by the president, the chair of the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee and the executive director.
d) The committee will seek to review fully and fairly the matters it has been appointed to
investigate and will prepare a report which will be published by CAUT in its entirety as
delivered and in a timely manner, subject to the final report of the committee having been
previously reviewed by the committee’s legal counsel. CAUT will hold the committee
members harmless from any legal actions that arise as a result of their work on the
committee of inquiry.
e) The committee has no statutory powers and no authority to compel individuals to
participate in its inquiry. To ensure that it is fully informed with regard to the matters
under review, the committee will rely on the cooperation of everyone concerned. Anyone
who chooses to be interviewed by the committee may be accompanied by a colleague or
an advisor.
f) The committee will begin by reviewing the documentary record available to it upon its
appointment, and will seek further information from individuals in a position to have
relevant information by inviting them to meet with it and to submit documents.
g) Persons interviewed by the committee will be provided with a statement of matters
under investigation in advance of the interview. Persons interviewed will be permitted to
make a statement to the committee and to raise issues that they consider relevant, subject
to the right of the committee to decide, having been provided an opportunity for
arguments to the contrary, that particular matters are not relevant to its terms of reference.
h) Committee members will take notes during interviews and interviews may be recorded
where the person being interviewed consents.
i) To ensure fairness to persons potentially affected in a material adverse way by findings
in the committee’s report, a fair summary of the information upon which such findings
could be based will be provided in confidence to such persons reasonably in advance of
the publication of the committee’s report.
j) At any stage in its inquiry, the committee in its discretion may request further
information or clarification from individuals who have been interviewed or made written
submissions, from those mentioned by witnesses or in submissions, or from other
persons, by way of either a written statement or an interview with the committee.
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k) All documents received by, or produced by, the independent committee of inquiry
shall remain the property of the independent committee of inquiry and the chairperson
shall be responsible for arranging the safe keeping of all such materials.
l) The CAUT Executive shall consider any recommendations made by the committee.
6. Where an ad hoc investigatory committee (see 3c) is constituted, the following guidelines
apply:
a) The members will be appointed by the executive director in consultation with the
president and the chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee. Normally, ad
hoc investigatory committees will consist of two or three members, with one designated
as chair.
b) Members will serve without remuneration except for expenses. CAUT will hold the
committee members harmless from any legal actions that arise as a result of their work on
the ad hoc investigatory committee.
c) The committee will be provided with terms of reference that pose specific questions to
be addressed. The terms of reference will be developed by the president, the chair of the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee and the executive director.
d) The committee will seek to review fully and fairly the matters it has been appointed to
investigate and will prepare a report to CAUT in a timely manner.
e) The committee has no statutory powers and no authority to compel individuals to
participate in its inquiry. To ensure that it is fully informed with regard to the matters
under review, the committee will rely on the cooperation of everyone concerned. Anyone
who chooses to be interviewed by the committee may be accompanied by a colleague or
an advisor.
f) The committee will begin by reviewing the documentary record available to it upon its
appointment. Further relevant information from individuals will be sought by inviting
them to meet with the committee and to submit documents.
g) Persons interviewed by the committee will be provided with a statement of matters
under investigation in advance of the interview. Persons interviewed will be permitted to
make a statement to the committee and to raise issues that they consider relevant, subject
to the right of the committee to decide, having been provided an opportunity for
arguments to the contrary, that particular matters are not relevant to its terms of reference.
h) Committee members will take notes during interviews and interviews may be recorded
where the person being interviewed consents.
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i) As soon as possible after receipt of the report of the ad hoc investigatory committee,
the executive director will review it and communicate with the committee regarding any
suggestions for revision.
j) To ensure fairness to persons potentially affected in a material adverse way by findings
in the committee’s report, the executive director will send a fair summary of the
information upon which such findings could be based to such persons, allowing a
reasonable time for them to respond. The executive director will then invite the ad hoc
investigatory committee to revise its report in light of the comments received.
k) The committee’s draft report will be transmitted to the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee which may request further revisions. Following consideration of the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee’s request, the committee’s final report will be
submitted to the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee for final review.
l) All documents received by, or produced by, the ad hoc investigatory committee shall
be and remain the property of CAUT, and CAUT shall be responsible for arranging the
safe keeping of all such materials.
m) Following the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee’s final review, CAUT will
actively explore resolution of the matter with the parties concerned.
n) If the matter cannot be satisfactorily resolved, CAUT, on the advice of the Academic
Freedom and Tenure Committee, will publish the final text of the report. The members of
the ad hoc investigatory committee will be listed as authors of the published report unless
they withhold their names because of disagreement with changes requested by the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee or as a result of comments from the parties
potentially affected in a material adverse way.
7. The president and executive director will report on the status of all outstanding academic
freedom cases at each meeting of the Executive Committee and at each meeting of the Academic
Freedom and Tenure Committee.
Approved by CAUT Council, April 2002;
revised November 2005, November 2006, revised September 2009.
Approved by CAUT Council, November 2009.
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CAUT Policy Statement on Academic Freedom

Findlay Report

33

Appendix 3
CAUT Policy Statement on Academic Freedom
(1) Post-secondary educational institutions serve the common good of society through searching
for, and disseminating, knowledge, truth, and understanding and through fostering independent
thinking and expression in academic staff and students. Robust democracies require no less.
These ends cannot be achieved without academic freedom.
(2) Academic freedom includes the right, without restriction by prescribed doctrine, to freedom
of teaching and discussion; freedom in carrying out research and disseminating and publishing
the results thereof; freedom in producing and performing creative works; freedom to engage in
service to the institution and the community; freedom to express freely one’s opinion about the
institution, its administration, or the system in which one works; freedom from institutional
censorship; freedom to acquire, preserve, and provide access to documentary material in all
formats; and freedom to participate in professional and representative academic bodies.
(3) Academic freedom does not require neutrality on the part of the individual. Academic
freedom makes intellectual discourse, critique, and commitment possible. All academic staff
must have the right to fulfil their functions without reprisal or repression by the institution, the
state, or any other source.
(4) All academic staff have the right to freedom of thought, conscience, religion, expression,
assembly, and association and the right to liberty and security of the person and freedom of
movement. Academic staff must not be hindered or impeded in exercising their civil rights as
citizens, including the right to contribute to social change through free expression of opinion on
matters of public interest. Academic staff must not suffer any institutional penalties because of
the exercise of such rights.
(5) Academic freedom requires that academic staff play a major role in the governance of the
institution. Academic freedom means that academic staff must play the predominant role in
determining curriculum, assessment standards, and other academic matters.
(6) Academic freedom must not be confused with institutional autonomy. Post-secondary
institutions are autonomous to the extent that they can set policies independent of outside
influence. That very autonomy can protect academic freedom from a hostile external
environment, but it can also facilitate an internal assault on academic freedom. To undermine or
suppress academic freedom is a serious abuse of institutional autonomy.

Approved by the CAUT Council, November 2005
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APPENDIX 4:
CIGI’s funding
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Appendix 4
Funding for CIGI
(from the CIGI web site ‐ http://www.cigionline.org/about/funding)

Public Support
In 2003, the Government of Canada provided a $30-million endowment grant to the
organization, a portion of which has been protected and capitalized in perpetuity. This grant was
matched by private donations and the income earned on the capitalized portion of the fund is
being used to support world-leading research in the area of global governance, particularly in the
area of global economic and financial governance, and to further Canada’s interest in having a
stable and well-governed global economic system in order to enhance the standard of living and
quality of life of its population.
In 2007, the Government of Ontario provided a $17-million grant to the organization which was
matched by a private donation and is being spent over 10 years for the following purposes: to
strengthen graduate programs in global governance at the University of Waterloo and Wilfrid
Laurier University; for projects leading to a better understanding of the growth processes and
economic diplomacy strategies of large emerging economies; for projects focusing on emerging
global industrial, environmental and security governance challenges; and for projects that will
assist the Government of Ontario and Ontario businesses and individuals in understanding the
trade, financial and security linkages that exist between Ontario and other areas of the world.
In 2008, the City of Waterloo leased the land adjacent to CIGI and bordered by Erb Street and
Father David Bauer Drive for $1 per year for the CIGI/Balsillie Centre of Excellence. Under
CIGI’s leadership and direction, the Balsillie Centre of Excellence will create resources and
facilities to run programs of studies in partnership with the University of Waterloo, Wilfrid
Laurier University and other universities in Canada and internationally. The Centre will house
several schools and programs, including the already established Balsillie School of International
Affairs.
In 2009, the Government of Canada, as part of its 2009 Knowledge Infrastructure Program, and
the Government of Ontario, as part of its 2009 Budget commitment to invest in Ontario's
colleges and universities, pledged $25 million each for building and infrastructure associated
with creating the Balsillie Centre of Excellence. The $50 million will be matched by CIGI
founder Jim Balsillie. Under CIGI’s leadership and direction, the Balsillie Centre of Excellence
will create resources and facilities to run programs of studies at each school in partnership with
the University of Waterloo, Wilfrid Laurier University and other universities in Canada and
internationally.
In addition, CIGI acknowledges financial support received for various activities from several
government-funded ministries, departments and agencies:
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Federal
Canadian Foundation for Innovation
Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA)
Environment Canada
Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC)
The International Development Research Centre (IDRC)
The Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade (DFAIT)
Provincial
Ontario Ministry of Research and Innovation
Ontario Research Fund
International (Public & Government Agencies)
Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC)
Geneva Centre for the Public Control of Armed Forces
UK Government Department for International Development (DFID)
Private Support
Jim Balsillie, co-Chief Executive Officer of Research In Motion (RIM), founded CIGI in 2002
with a vision that the world’s most pressing challenges needed greater structured dialogue and
improved international governance mechanisms. In 2002 Mr. Balsillie made the original
contribution of $ 20 million to CIGI’s endowment fund. Mike Lazaridis, President and Co-Chief
Executive Officer of RIM, contributed $10 million. These donations were matched by the
Government of Canada with $ 30 million. In 2007, Mr. Balsillie matched the $17 million
contribution from the Ontario government. Over the years, Mr. Balsillie has made other
additional donations in support of CIGI’s work.
In 2002, local philanthropists Anna and Klaus Woerner generously gifted their former country
home, the property known as Woerner House, on Roseville Road, Cambridge, as an exclusive
location for CIGI meetings and conferences. The property has approximately 12 developed acres,
a swimming pool and more than 60 acres of beautiful forested land.
In 2007, an anonymous benefactor contributed a multi-million dollar donation in support of The
African Initiative, a five-year CIGI program that will research, assess and develop policy
solutions to address the socio-economic impacts of climate change on the African continent.
In addition, the following individuals and organizations have contributed to CIGI over the years:
Artindale and Partners
Dennis Kavelman
Encana Corporation
Gluskin Sheff & Associates
Kendall Cork
Kumpf Drive Limited (KDL)
Leah Lawrence
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Power Corporation
Richard and Norma Brock
Scotiabank
Solowave Design Inc.
TD Friends of the Environment Foundation
The Brascan Foundation
The Rockefeller Foundation

37

Findlay Report

38

APPENDIX 5:
Letter from John English on Dr. Thakur’s Directorship of BSIA
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Appendix 5
April 8, 2010
Dr. Ramesh Thakur,
Director, Balsillie School of International Affairs,
Waterloo, ON.
Dear Ramesh:
Further to our conversation, I am pleased to offer a comment upon your work as
inaugural Director of the Balsillie School of International Affairs (BSIA). As you know, I was
the Executive Director of the Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) when you
were offered the position of Director of the BSIA and worked closely with you in my capacity of
Executive Director of CIGI until I left in November 2009.
I should begin with some comments on your recruitment. You came to Waterloo and,
ultimately, to the BSIA after extensive collaboration with you through the United Nations
University (UNU) of which were vice-rector. Your commitment to the study of international
governance and your exceptional knowledge of international organizations and academic work
on international relations impressed all of us who worked with you. For that reason, when early
consideration of the establishment of a think tank on international affairs in Waterloo took place,
Jim Balsillie and I turned to you for guidance on how we should proceed. We first thought of a
United Nations University centre for Waterloo, but the Canadian government from which we
were seeking matching funds hesitated to embrace such a course. Accordingly, we created CIGI
and, within a short time, built a strong relationship with you and UNU. You supported several
CIGI conferences, pointed us to persons who might serve on CIGI's International Board of
Governors, and expressed great enthusiasm for the potential of CIGI.
Because of our collaboration and Waterloo’s need for outstanding international scholars,
I encouraged the University of Waterloo and the CIGI board to consider you for a position in
Waterloo. You became a faculty member at Waterloo and a distinguished senior fellow at CIGI.
You very quickly became a leading force in shaping CIGI. When the BSIA was established, you
were immediately recognized as a future leader within the new academic institution. You were
full of ideas about how the BSIA might grow and were indispensable in making contacts for
CIGI and BSIA internationally.
The rapid growth of BSIA required a leader. We initially considered some outside
candidates but those recruitment attempts were unsuccessful. Professor Jennifer Clapp of
Waterloo was the first to suggest that you become the Director, and I began discussions with
both universities and the CIGI board about that possibility. There was strong support among the
CIGI Chairs at the time, and in the spring of 2008 you accepted a two year contract as the
Director, effective September 1, 2008. The appointment brought a flurry of activity, including
more effective recruitment of students, approaches to eminent academics throughout the world,
and the creation of a solid academic program for the school.
The success of your directorship as well as the ambitious expansion plans for the Balsillie
School resulted in the decision to extend your contract on March 11, 2009. At that meeting
chaired by Jim Balsillie and attended by both university presidents, Amit Chakma of Waterloo
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strongly insisted on the appointment, saying that it was not only appropriate but truly essential
for the development of BSIA. There was unanimous support for the motion extending the
contract until August 31, 2013.
Following that meeting, the BSIA has been, in my view, enormously successful. One
measure is the quality and diversity of the students. The doctoral program has attracted
remarkable applicants from all continents, and the MA programs must reject over eighty percent
of the applicants. This astonishing response to a new program in a field where there are many
rivals attests to your leadership, particularly in the recruitment of faculty.
As a Distinguished Senior Fellow at CIGI, you represented CIGI on the hiring
committees and other committees dealing with academic programs. Recognizing that the
individual universities would have responsibility for hiring Chairs, you had a most difficult role.
You had the overall interests of the BSIA in mind, and that concern required that you strongly
state the BSIA’s view on individual appointments. In determining that view, you consulted
widely, not only with Balsillie Chairs but also with CIGI. I recall many conversations with you
about potential candidates and your shrewd analysis of their appropriateness for the BSIA. From
the point of view of CIGI, we believe that you handled the difficult problems of university
autonomy, academic integrity, and CIGI’s role as a stakeholder through the generous donation of
funds by Jim Balsillie, our principal funder, very effectively.
The new building to house the BSIA was a continuing challenge for you. Although a
building committee bore most of the responsibility for the plans and the negotiations with
various constituencies, you were an effective voice on that committee which represented the
interests of the faculty and the students. Your strong voice derived, I believe, from your good
relationship with the students and the faculty members. Indeed, during my time as Executive
Director of CIGI, I heard no criticism of your leadership from either the BSIA Chairs or Balsillie
School students, many of whom I knew and several of whom I taught. Several students came to
me and indicated how highly they valued your presence because of your international reputation,
your extraordinary contacts in the UN system and the international relations community, and
your perceptive commentary on their work and their plans. I know you were approached by
many to be a supervisor, a tribute to your outstanding academic qualities.
In conclusion, I want to express my appreciation for your remarkable efforts to establish
a school that will rank among the finest in the world in the field of international affairs. In hiring
faculty members, recruiting an international student base, and, not least, in representing the
BSIA in international and national fora, you have done an exceptional job. From the point of
view of CIGI, you have formed a strong academic base for its work. Moreover, you’ve been a
fine colleague, who offers perspectives derived from a rich personal and international
experience.
I hope these comments reflect adequately my high regard for your work in Waterloo.
Yours sincerely.
John English, CM, FRSC,
Former Executive Director, CIGI.
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Appendix 6

Chronology
May 2007 – May 2010
May 2007 - Ramesh Thakur took up a new position as Distinguished Fellow at the Centre for
International Governance Innovation (CIGI) and Professor of Political Science at the University of
Waterloo in Canada after having served as Vice Rector and Senior Vice Rector of the United Nations
University (and Assistant Secretary-General of the United Nations) from 1998–2007.
June 2008 – Dr. Thakur accepts offer of inaugural directorship of Balsillie School of International
Affairs.
July/August 2008 – Appointment is announced internally and then externally.
1 Sep 2008 – Takes up post as Director.
22 Feb 2009 – Signs contract for two years.
11 March 2009 – Offered and accepts extension to five years, terminating on 31 August 2013.
Meeting chaired by Jim Balsillie. Motion proposed by WLU President Max Blouw and seconded by
UW President David Johnston. Approved unanimously.
18 Oct 2009 – CIGI Board member and treasurer, Cosimo Fiorenza, sent an email to Thakur and
English specifying how CIGI wanted to proceed with governance – specifically that “CIGI be at the
table regarding all of the academic discussions for the BSIA . . . to ensure that all approved areas of
study are consistent with our mandated themes . . . [and] academic direction will necessarily impact
structure and finances.”
23 Nov 2009 (on or about) – John English is ousted as Ex Director of CIGI.
1 Dec 2009 – Dr. Thakur received first rumour from a former CIGI board member that he is next in
line to be ousted.
1 Dec 2009 – Dr. Thakur immediately contacts University of Waterloo Dean Ken Coates who gives
little credence to the rumour.
17 Dec 2009 – In an email message to Thakur, University of Waterloo President David Johnston
wrote: “Ramesh I've just gotten off the phone with … who reported a terribly false rumour about
your and my meeting tomorrow. So that there can be no doubt I asked you to meet with me on your
immediate return from Australia to reinforce your leadership of the BSIA and to plan together how
we can stabilize an irrational situation in the short term and ensure the middle and long term success
of BSIA. That is the purpose of our meeting.”
22 December 2009 – WLU President Max Blouw emailed Thakur indicating that he had spoken with
Waterloo President David Johnston, and affirmed that Thakur’s reporting relation was with the two
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presidents’ designates – Dean of Arts Ken Coates at Waterloo and VP Academic and Provost, Deb
MacLatchy at WLU. “Therefore it would be entirely appropriate for you to meet with Ken and Deb
to discuss future directions and operational matters between BSIA and the two universities. However
proactive development of ideas around the wider issues of governance relating to the intersection of
BSIA with CIGI should be deferred until there is more information available from those who have
the mandate to review and make recommendations with respect to governance and operations at
CIGI.”

13 Jan 2010 – In an email to Thakur, Ken Coates wrote “We need to talk with some urgency about
the Balsillie School… I have picked up some intelligence re: future actions by CIGI that require our
urgent attention.”
18 Jan 2010 – Thakur sent an email to Max Blouw, President of WLU, copied to WLU Provost and
to UW President David Johnston and Dean Ken Coates, where he said: “On the basis of recent
conversations with Ken [Coates], I am led to believe that the CIGI part of the tripartite partnership is
or will be seeking a new director of the Balsillie School in order to have a completely new slate for
the combined operations of CIGI and the Balsillie School. It is also my understanding that UW has
concluded that, for larger and longer-term considerations, it is not in a position to resist this
demand… As you are the third major party in this partnership, I think you should be made aware of
where things stand so that, should you wish to do so, you can express your views and preferences
before final decisions are made irrevocably.” Thakur never received an acknowledgment, let alone a
reply.
6 Feb 2010 – In a telephone conversation with Jim Turk, University of Waterloo Provost Feridun
Hamdullahpur said that there was no pressure or request from any of the three parties in relation to
any academic aspect of the School, including the directorship. Thakur then contacted Coates saying
“there is no need for the two of us to continue with our conversation on alternative arrangements.”
Coates acknowledged this later the same day and said that the Provost had confirmed to him the gist
of the conversation with Turk. In the same message, Coates said that Provost has requested a review
of Thakur’s performance as director. As part of that, and subsequent to that date, Coates sought
inputs from the CIGI Chairs on Thakur’s performance.
22 March 2010 – Thakur wrote Turk to express concerns about the protecting the Balsillie School’s
“institutional autonomy, intellectual freedom and academic integrity.”
16 April 2010 – Jim Turk (along with the presidents of the Wilfrid Laurier and Waterloo faculty
associations) met with Waterloo President David Johnston and Wilfrid Laurier President Max Blouw
to express strong concern about a private entity, CIGI, attempting to have a oversight role in an
academic school and attempting to change the profile of who can be director so that it would not be
an academic and not be anyone from Wilfrid Laurier or the University of Waterloo.
21 May 2010 - University of Waterloo Provost Feridun Hamdullahpur terminates Thakur as Director
of the Balsillie School. No reason was given.
26 May 2010 – CIGI terminates Thakur as Distinguished Fellow.

Findlay Report

44

APPENDIX 7:
Article from The Australian
December 17, 2009
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Appendix 7

Glyn Davis demands answers from synchrotron
•
•
•

Bernard Lane
From: The Australian
December 17, 2009 7:15PM

MELBOURNE University's vice chancellor, Glyn Davis, has demanded a full written report from
the Australian Synchrotron on its unexpected removal of chemistry professor Rob Lamb as
founding director of the facility.
On October 30, the chairman of the synchrotron board, lawyer Catherine Walter, made a brief statement
announcing the end of Professor Lamb's secondment from the university.
She has cited concerns about compliance and "stakeholder relations" under Professor Lamb's
management. Professor Lamb says he remains puzzled about the reasons for his removal. There is no
suggestion of any impropriety by him.
On Tuesday, Professor Davis wrote to Mrs. Walter insisting that the synchrotron honour its obligation
under the terms of the secondment to give Melbourne a report of the circumstances leading up to the
removal.
"The written report should identify and include copies of all materials, such as emails, which were relied
upon ... and what opportunities were provided for Professor Lamb to address any perceived concerns,"
Professor Davis writes.
"In the normal course, we would have expected a full investigation by (the) Australian Synchrotron
Company and an opportunity for Professor Lamb to respond to issues raised."
The university had first asked for a report on November 16. "Despite the clear requirements of the
secondment agreement, the report has not yet been provided," Professor Davis says.
The board could not be contacted for comment tonight.
Meanwhile, the chief financial officer of the synchrotron, Peter Dawson, has handed in his resignation.
Asked why, he said: "Personal reasons".
Australia's only synchrotron, a particle accelerator, is housed in the Melbourne suburb of Clayton.
Experiments began on its beamlines in 2007.
As an institution, the synchrotron has been suffering from conflict between the board, management and
scientists. At dispute are the recent history of planning for expansion and funding of the facility, the
balance between corporate and scientific priorities, and the surprise removal of Professor Lamb.
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APPENDIX 8:
Thakur Memo to BSIA Budget Committee, March 17, 2010
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Appendix 8

A. Budget
The mandate we were given in establishing the Balsillie School of International Affairs was to be
ambitious, not modest. More recently this has been expressed as the desire to make the School one of
the top ten or top twelve of its kind in the world. This is the vision animating our CIGI Chair recruitment
process and the three teaching programs. Such an accomplishment will take at least a decade, if not
longer. We should consider making it an aspirational goal for 2020 or 2025, and then outline a process
and the steps required for marking progress towards that goal.
I would like the budget and policy committee to draw up a document that outlines the required
resources to translate this vision into reality. The committee should do so entirely as a self‐contained
exercise, without reference to any of our three partners (UW, WLU, CIGI). This is why I have difficulty, as
stated in the draft minutes of the last meeting, with the idea that the committee should come up with
its document in consultation with CIGI which is then discussed and approved at the Balsillie School
Faculty meeting before being forwarded to the two university partners. I am not convinced of the
propriety of consulting with one of the three partners and then presenting the proposal to the other
two partners. They have entered into a joint undertaking and should bear the responsibility for
adequately resourcing it to enable the implementation of the vision.
Instead, our position should be that the three partner institutions entered into an agreement to
establish a world‐leading school of international affairs. To achieve that ambitious goal, these are the
establishment and recurring resources that we believe are required. The document then goes from the
committee to the Balsillie School Faculty (where CIGI is represented by the Executive Director, at least
one Vice President, and the Partnerships Director). Once approved there, we send it to the three partner
institutions for discussion, consideration and implementation directly among themselves. We work out
what the necessary resource base is; they can decide how to distribute the sharing of the support base.

B. Governance
For the long‐term credibility and viability of the Balsillie School of International Affairs, it will be
important to protect its institutional autonomy, intellectual freedom and academic integrity. The
corporate world is one of mergers and acquisitions, holding companies, wholly‐owned subsidiaries, and
controlling shareholders. The bottom line is profit‐maximization and shareholder value and returns.
Universities operate as collegial enterprises and even the newest and most junior faculty member is
treated by the university president as a colleague, not an employee or functionary to be bossed around.
The Balsillie School is an unusual, perhaps even a unique, three‐way partnership between two separate
universities and a third, non‐university institution that is an independent think tank. The complexity of
the relationship and the requirement that the governance arrangements (i) facilitate cooperation and
collaboration among the partners; (ii) advance and promote the interests, vision and values of the three
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partners; and (iii) protect and respect the autonomy and independence of the three partners, mean that
the governance structure and arrangements must be carefully formulated and examined before they are
presented for formal approval to the appropriate authorities in the three partner institutions.
The recent departure of CIGI’s Executive Director and the ongoing internal review of CIGI’s structure,
operations and priorities have necessitated a reassessment of the relationship between the School and
CIGI.
From CIGI’s point of view, the conclusion might well be that they need a clearer, more direct and more
active role in various aspects of the School’s activities and operations, including the selection,
appointment, termination and reporting obligations of the Director.
Is this necessarily in the best interests of the School from its own, independent, point of view? What
about the opposite conclusion, that the recent events in CIGI underline the need to quarantine the
Balsillie School, including the Director, from non‐academic institutions, personnel and pressures? If so,
how can this degree of autonomy be reconciled with the nature of the partnership and the funds coming
through CIGI?
The other issue to bear in mind is the extent to which there is separation, autonomy or arms length
relationship between CIGI as an institution and its Board of Directors, which is chaired by the principal
donor. Canadian universities have traditionally taken the position, or at least so I understand, that
donors, no matter how generous, should have no role in academic matters like appointment and
termination of academic staff, including the director. Can it credibly be argued that to give up on this
would put at risk the core integrity of the Balsillie School as an academic institution housed within two
universities? Might compromising academic autonomy severely undermine the goal of achieving global
excellence among schools of international affairs? Or is this claim implausible, hyperbole more than
reality?
I would anticipate that the two universities’ faculty associations have views on this topic and will seek
opportunities to engage university administrations in a dialogue on the best governance arrangements.
So might the Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT), for the principles and values at stake
are not just a local issue, but matters for the university community to think about nationally. From their
point of view, the Director should continue to report to the university authorities, and only to them. The
Balsillie School’s governance arrangements should quarantine all academic matters, including all
academic personnel not excluding the Director, from control and influence by non‐academic bodies and
persons. The Director will continue to report to the university presidents through designated officials
and to consult with the Executive Director of CIGI on a as‐needed basis. The decisions on what are
academic matters or not will be made either by the Director, or by the Director in consultation with the
WLU Provost and UW Dean of Arts (as the reporting authorities for the Director) or, if necessary, in
consultation with the School’s Faculty Council.
The accountability mechanisms for ensuring that funds are spent as intended and with due prudence
can be separated. As the overwhelming bulk of the funds are channeled through CIGI directly to the two
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universities, financial reporting and auditing is more properly addressed to the relationship between UW
and WLU, on the one side, and the CIGI Board of Directors, on the other. The Office of the Director
should work with the appropriate CIGI and university officials to ensure prudential oversight of those
funds that are within the discretionary authority of the Director.

Ramesh Thakur
17 March 2010
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APPENDIX 9:
Coates letter to Thakur, April 29, 2010
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APPENDIX 10:
Thakur’s response to Coates
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APPENDIX 11:
Letter from Jayantha Dhanapala re Thakur
July 22, 2010
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Appendix 11
Date: Thu, 22 Jul 2010 21:11:28 ‐0700 (PDT)
From: Jayantha Dhanapala <jdhanapala@yahoo.co.uk>
Reply‐To: Jayantha Dhanapala jdhanapala@yahoo.co.uk
Subject: Re: Ramesh Thakur
To: Len Findlay <len.findlay@usask.ca>
Dear Professor Findlay,
Thank you for your communication. I would like very much to co‐operate with you in your task. In view of the time
difference between Canada and Sri Lanka it seems better to communicate via email rather than telephone.
I first met Professor Ramesh Thakur in Canberra in 1995‐6 when I was a member of the Australian Government
sponsored Canberra Commission. Professor Thakur was then the Head of the Peace Centre at Australian National
University and was a part of the intellectual resource team supporting the Commission. In our frequent meetings
on the margins of the Canberra Commission sessions it was clear to me that Professor Thakur was not just another
bright academic involved in international affairs. He had a deep commitment to certain principles of international
governance and combined a profound knowledge of the theory of international relations with a pragmatic grasp of
its actual workings in the diplomatic field. His experience living and working in different countries ‐ his native India,
Canada, New Zealand and Australia ‐ had led to a cosmopolitan outlook and a global perspective which was
unique.
A few years later our paths crossed when we were both international civil servants ‐ Thakur as Senior Vice Rector
and Assistant Secretary‐General at the UN University ‐ and I as Under‐Secretary‐General for Disarmament Affairs at
UN Headquarters in New York. We agreed to work closely to advance the UN agenda on disarmament and peace
and participated together in several conferences and research projects where Thakur's keen mind and boundless
energy for research were evident. I had had a previous acquaintance with the UN University and marvelled at the
transformation of a sleepy branch of the UN system tucked away in Tokyo into a vibrant center for intellectual
activity supporting the core areas of the UN's work. The output of high quality books in the peace and security area
alone ‐ many authored or co‐authored by Thakur ‐ was astonishing. At the same time as he conducted his research
and publications Thakur supervised many of the institutes throughout the world that came under the UN
University. In my view, during my tenure on the UN University Council, Thakur was the ideal candidate to be the
Rector of the University but the politics of selecting heads of UN bodies prevented this. Little did I realize that
there would be politics in academia that would dog him!
Since leaving the UN University, Thakur has been at Waterloo and I have participated in many conferences and
research projects with him. His dedication to high ideals in academia and global politics is unquestioned; his
knowledge on the UN and global governance unrivalled and his perceptive insights into international politics
unique. I was deeply shocked to learn of his abrupt termination as Director of the Balsillie School of International
Affairs just as he was beginning to make an impact there. Fortunately Thakur's services to academia and to
international affairs will remain but this blow to his integrity and academic freedom must be protested.
Jayantha Dhanapala
President, Pugwash Conferences on Science & World Affairs,
former UN Under‐Secretary‐General 1998‐2003, former Ambassador of Sri Lanka to the USA 1995‐7 and to the UN
in Geneva (1984‐87), Director UN Institute for Disarmament Research (1987‐92).
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APPENDIX 12:
Letter from Gareth Evans re Thakur
July 28, 2010
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Appendix 12
Date: Wed, 28 Jul 2010 17:29:36 +1000
From: Gareth Evans <ge@gevans.org>
Reply‐To: ge@gevans.org
Subject: Re: Ramesh Thakur
To: Len Findlay <len.findlay@usask.ca>
I share your bemusement, and that of the scholarly and policy community worldwide, that someone of
Ramesh Thakur's unquestioned stature and credibility, who seemed at least from the outside to be so
obviously touching all the necessary bases in his stewardship at the Balsillie School and his role at CIGI,
should have been treated as he was, with the abrupt termination for no clearly stated cause of both
these positions.
In short, Professor Thakur is a prolific and multi‐talented scholar of enormous international reputation in
both academic and policy communities worldwide. It is not often that one finds someone who is both
an outstanding teacher and scholar â€“ totally respected by his academic peers, with a daunting list of
sophisticated and thoughtful major publications to his name covering a wide range of both theoretical
and applied subjects â€“ and at the same time an extraordinarily effective contributor to global policy
debate. I can think of no‐one more capable of playing a more dynamic and effective role in the
development of an institution like Balsillie, designed as I understand it has been to straddle the
academic and policy universes in a way that combines both intellectual rigour and communications flair.
I first came to know, and be impressed by, Ramesh Thakur as head of the Peace Research Centre at ANU
when I was Australia’s Foreign Minister, and have had many contacts with him during the subsequent
phases of his career, not least in his capacity as a member of the path‐breaking Canadian government
sponsored International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty which I co‐chaired, and of
whose report he was a major author. I have produced forewords for several of his books, of which the
following extract, written to introduce his highly‐regarded The United Nations, Peace and Security
(Cambridge University Press, 2006), perhaps best sums up the various qualities that have made him such
a respected occupant of so many high positions during his career:
There could be few persons better qualified in the world to write about [the UN’s peace and
security role] than Ramesh Thakur. As an Indian who has researched and taught in Australia,
New Zealand, Japan, Europe and the USA, and as a policy adviser to governments and
international organisations, a distinguished scholar and highly articulate and visible media
commentator, his personal and professional identity is, as he notes himself, “at the intersection
of East and West, North and South, and of international relations scholarship and the
international policy community”. He writes, moreover, with eloquence, conviction and passion,
nowhere more intensely than when describing the inequities, injustices, imbalances and
institutional inadequacies of the world as it is seen by its largely voiceless majority. His analysis
is often dense and multilayered, but, written from the heart as well as the head, is never dry and
bloodless.
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I hope that is relevant and helpful for your purposes. Please do not hesitate to get back to me if I can be
of assistance in any other way.
Yours sincerely
Gareth Evans
Professor the Hon Gareth Evans AO QC
Chancellor, The Australian National University
Professorial Fellow, The University of Melbourne
Honorary Fellow, Magdalen College, Oxford
President Emeritus, International Crisis Group
Co‐Chair, International Commission on Nuclear Non‐Proliferation and Disarmament
Co‐Chair, International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty
Foreign Minister of Australia 1988‐96
Tel University: +61 3 9035 8160
Fax University: +61 3 8344 7906
Email:
ge@gevans.org
Website Personal: www.gevans.org

